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Abstract

Measuring di-Higgs production in the four-bottom channel is challenged by overwhelm-
ing QCD backgrounds and imperfect simulations. We develop a Bayesian mixture
model that simultaneously infers signal and background fractions and their individual
shapes directly in the signal region. The likelihood is a nuanced combination of a one-
dimensional kinematic discriminator and per-jet flavour scores; with their correlations
incorporated via kinematic bins. Monte Carlo informs weak Dirichlet priors, while
the posterior adjusts to the interplay of the model, priors and observed data. Using
pseudo-data simulated with standard tools and with controlled mismatches, we show
that the method corrects biased priors, delivers calibrated 68–95% credible intervals
for the signal count, and improves dataset-level ROC/AUC relative to simple cut-and-
count baselines. This study highlights how Bayesian inference can harvest information
present in the signal region and self-calibrate model parameters, providing a robust
route to increased sensitivity in di-Higgs searches.
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1 Introduction

Di-Higgs production is a key target at the LHC because it directly probes the Higgs
self-coupling—among the last unmeasured parameters of the Standard Model Higgs sec-
tor—and thus the shape of the Higgs potential. Measuring this coupling would provide
a stringent test of the mechanism of electroweak symmetry breaking, and any deviation
from the Standard Model prediction would be not only a clear sign of New Physics, but
also a clue to its underlying dynamics. However, the prospects for measuring this param-
eter within the LHC program are challenging [1, 2]. Among the available final states, the
so-called ‘golden channel’ is hh → bb̄γγ which offers a favorable balance between branch-
ing fraction and manageable backgrounds, both in rate and systematic uncertainties [3,4].
Alternatively, the hh → bb̄bb̄ channel benefits from a roughly two order of magnitude
larger branching fraction, but its sensitivity is severely limited by overwhelming QCD
backgrounds and their difficult-to-control uncertainties [5–9]—compounded by the usual
practical complications of complex collider analyses.

In this work, and as a part of a larger program [10–16], we aim to exploit Bayesian
inference in combining models and data1 to enhance the capability of the hh → bb̄bb̄
channel to measure the Higgs self-coupling. Bayesian machine learning updates beliefs
about models and parameters by combining prior knowledge with new data using Bayes’
Theorem. In this article, we aim to show that the substantial uncertainties and potential
biases in the hh → bb̄bb̄ signal and background, arising from theory, experiment, and
Monte Carlo (MC) simulations, can be reduced by developing data-driven models whose
parameter distributions are learned directly from data.

Di-Higgs searches are being conducted by the ATLAS and CMS collaborations (see
Refs. [17, 18] for the respective most recent combined measurements), and various em-
pirical approaches have been proposed to improve sensitivity, both within the Standard
Model (SM) [19, 20] and in searches for new physics (NP) [21, 22]. In all cases, the domi-
nant challenge is the overwhelming background with estimation uncertainties that are large
compared to the relatively tiny expected signal fraction. With recent advances in machine
learning, many proposals leverage these techniques to increase sensitivity. However, di-
Higgs searches present unique challenges. While the most straightforward applications of

1Along this article we use data to refer to pseudo-data, since we do not work with real data.

1



SciPost Physics Submission

machine learning to High Energy Physics implement supervised algorithms trained on MC
simulations to increase the sensitivity of the analysis, either via improved cuts or by prov-
ing an optimal summary statistic [23], MC simulations are not able to model the complex
multi-jet background relevant to di-Higgs searches and can only provide useful approxi-
mations. Consequently, a neural network trained to very high precision on MC may learn
MC-specific artifacts and fail to generalize to real data. This is a well known issue and
there are different workarounds, as for instance in [24] where the differential background
is estimated in signal region by reweighting events from a control region with a neural
network reweighter, which is trained in data through additional control regions, effectively
implementing a differential ABCD-like method. Although the method is validated with an
independent control region and associated systematic tests, its main limitation is the trans-
ferability assumption: the conditional feature distributions—and hence the ratio—must be
sufficiently similar between the control and signal regions. In this manuscript, we adopt a
Bayesian machine-learning approach that proposes to learn directly on signal-region, where
both signal and background are present, and infer their respective contributions directly
from data via a probabilistic mixture model defined over the component parameters and
mixing fractions.

In previous works, we explored Bayesian methods for mixture models under a condi-
tional independence assumption: the observables are modeled as independent within each
class (signal or backgrounds), and any correlation between observables arises from the
unobserved marginalization over class assignment. Under this hypothesis, the Bayesian
formulation delivered notable sensitivity gains in di-Higgs searches to bb̄γγ [12], in four-top
final states [25], and in improvements to the traditional ABCD method [15] for hh → bb̄bb̄.
In particular, Ref. [14] demonstrated the effectiveness of conditional independence in a
four-dimensional flavour-tagging problem for four-jet events; we build on those results here.
Despite their strong performance, these approaches all rely on within-class independence,
an assumption often violated in real data where many observables exhibit non-negligible
dependence. To address this limitation, we have recently implemented tools that extend
the Bayesian framework to explicitly handle correlated2 variables [16] in boosted top-jets.
In the present work, we consider a different approach to incorporate correlated variables to
di-Higgs proposed searches. Beyond the references discussed above, several recent works
have applied Bayesian methods to high energy physics (HEP) analyses (see e.g. [26–33]),
highlighting a promising direction for future studies. This is signaling that the statisti-
cal methodology in HEP is evolving rapidly, with the PDG Statistics Review offering a
continually updated overview of ongoing best practices [34].

In the current article we extend the work in Ref. [14] which shows how to improve the
multijet flavour tagging through Bayesian density estimation and apply it to a simplified
di-Higgs analysis where we restrict the QCD backgrounds to bb̄cc̄, cc̄cc̄ and bb̄bb̄. This
restriction, done for simplicity, ensures we consider the most signal-like backgrounds in
flavour space, at the price of neglecting potentially overwhelming backgrounds such as
jjjj and jjbb̄ and other subleading backgrounds such as tt̄, single Higgs and EW boson
production. We test our framework in simulated events where we can implement a more
realistic, if simple, b-tagging based on the secondary vertices of the jet, and whose tagging
curves we infer from data. In addition, we also include kinematic observables to be able
to distinguish signal di-Higgs from the multijet QCD bb̄bb̄, which is otherwise identical in
flavour information.

Our model incorporates restricted conditional dependence between kinematics and
flavour to more accurately represent the underlying physics. It self-corrects for biased

2Strictly speaking, “dependent” is the accurate term; for simplicity, and following common community
usage, we use “correlation” to refer to statistical dependence throughout this manuscript.
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priors on shape parameters when inferring the signal yield.
Analyzing datasets where the di-Higgs represent 0−1.5% of the total number of events,

the method infers the signal count with calibrated 68% credible intervals. It shows im-
proved sensitivity over standard benchmarks in this proof-of-concept study.

This work is organized as follows: in Section 2 we provide further details on the sim-
ulation and event selection strategy implemented and the definition of the “data” and
“simulation” datasets; in Section 3 we provide a brief introduction to Bayesian mixture
models and define the probabilistic structure considered in this work; in Section 4 we
show how the added flexibility of inferring the shapes of the tagging curves and kinemat-
ics distributions allows to correct for MC mismodelling more effectively; in Section 5 we
show how the proposed strategy outputs meaningful credible intervals and compare the
obtained sensitivity with standard techniques to showcase the power of the learned model;
we conclude and discuss future prospects in Section 6.

2 Double Higgs production at the LHC

Among the different possible Higgs decay channels, we study the double-Higgs production
with both Higgs decaying into a pair of bottom quarks, namely pp → hh → bb̄bb̄. The
special relevance of this process lies in being one of the most important to be measured in
the forthcoming high luminosity stage of the LHC [24, 35]. As irreducible background for
our signal, we consider the dominant QCD contribution with four bottom quarks (bb̄bb̄).
We also include in the analysis QCD processes with a pair of bottoms and a pair of charms
(bb̄cc̄) and four charms (cc̄cc̄), which at detector level contribute as reducible backgrounds
as a result of c-jets misidentified as b-jets. We do not consider other relevant backgrounds,
as other multijet final states, tt̄, single Higgs and EW boson production.

For the double-Higss production we consider the non-resonant dominant process given
by gluon fusion at one loop level. We generate signal and background events using
MadGraph5_aMC@NLO (MG5) [36, 37] at a center-of-mass energy of 14 TeV. Higgs decay
simulations are performed with MadSpin [38]. We then use Pythia 8 [39–41] for parton
showering and hadronization, and Delphes 3 [42] for a fast detector simulation, employing
a modified CMS card where the jets are reconstructed with the anti-kT algorithm [43]
setting R = 0.8 and demanding pTj > 8 GeV.

We do not consider the default hard b-tagging assignment from Delphes, since we want
to explicitly model the b-tagger probability score and avoid any such hard assignments.
To do so, we store all events, with true flavour assigned by Delphes by searching for the
closest mother parton with |η| < 5 and compute the b-tagger probability per jet. Instead of
a state-of-the-art tagger, we consider the more easily computable, if suboptimal, number
of secondary vertices, NSV. The variable NSV is defined in Ref. [44] as the number of
tracks within an angular distance ∆R ≤ 0.3 of the jet axis, with pT ≥ 1 GeV, and the
transverse impact parameter 2.5 µm ≤ d0 ≤ 2.0 mm, where d0 is the transverse distance
to the primary vertex at the point of closest approach in the transverse plane; and we
compute it as in Ref. [45] by using the ROOT [46,47] output of Delphes to study the tracks
in each jet.

For the analysis, we apply the following cuts to all the jets (irrespective of their true
flavour): pT > 25 GeV and |η| < 2.5. We select events with at least 4 jets surviving these
cuts. For simplicity, we require that these 4 jets are those originating from the hard process.
This cut, inapplicable in a real analysis, simplifies the probabilistic model introduced in
Section 3, but is not strictly necessary and will be relaxed in future work.

The resulting four jets are divided in two pairs, each of which is grouped into a Higgs

3
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candidate. The grouping is obtained by minimizing a χ2 metric,

χ2 = (m1 − 125GeV)2 + (m2 − 125GeV)2 , (1)

where m1,2 are the masses of the two Higgs candidates composed of a pair of jets, ordered
by the pT of the Higgs candidate. The event is accepted if both masses satisfy |mi −
125GeV| < 25GeV. This grouping and selection criteria aims to mimic Ref. [6], albeit
without the correction in mass due to detector effects. This selection criterion greatly
reduces the acceptance of background simulations and is the main bottleneck in generating
large samples.

For all events, we store all four NSV values, which play the role of the b-tagger score,
and a list of kinematic features O that provide further information,

O = {Pairing,m1,m2,∆η1,∆η2,∆ϕ1,∆ϕ2, p
h
T,1, p

h
T,2, p

j
T,1, p

j
T,2, p

j
T,3, p

j
T,4} , (2)

where pjT,i is the transverse momentum of each jet, labeled by their transverse momentum
ordering. For each pair of jets grouped as a Higgs candidate {mi, ∆ηi, ∆ϕi, phT,i} are
the invariant mass, difference in η, difference in ϕ and addition of pT of the jets in pair i,
respectively. Pairing denotes which jets are grouped together,

Pairing = 1 for h1 = {j1, j2} and h2 = {j3, j4} ,
= 2 for h1 = {j1, j3} and h2 = {j2, j4} ,
= 3 for h1 = {j1, j4} and h2 = {j2, j3} ,

(3)

where again the jets are labeled according to their pT .
This procedure is repeated for two different Pythia settings, which act as “simulation”

and “measurement” or “data”, respectively. In both cases, we turn off Multi-Parton interac-
tion (MPI) for speed, but vary the parton shower. “Data” considers the VINCIA [48] shower,
while “simulation” uses the default Simple parton shower [49]. We chose this variation since
it ensures sufficiently different distributions where all the differences reside in the physical
modeling of soft radiation. We chose VINCIA as simulation because we empirically find
that the signal and backgrounds are more different, and we want to capture the scenario
where the simulations may be too optimistic in distinguishing signal from backgrounds, as
the converse is less of an issue.

3 Bayesian mixture model for di-Higgs searches

In this section we provide a brief description of Bayesian mixture models, including in-
ference techniques and metrics for parameter estimation and model comparison. We then
build two probabilistic models for the simulated benchmark introduced in Section 2, which
are distinguished by whether they infer the number of secondary vertices per jet in an event
(NSV) and the distribution of kinematic variables O or if they assume these probabilities
are fixed to the MC estimates.

Mixture models are ubiquitous in particle physics [50] in the context of frequentist
and/or Bayesian analyses, with broader advances in Bayesian computation becoming more
popular in LHC applications in recent years [10–16, 26–33, 51–55]. We model an event
e as being sampled from a particular class k with probability πk, with event-level fea-
tures sampled from the class-dependent distribution p(e|k, θk) where θk are any relevant
parameters,

p(e) =

K∑
k=1

p(e, k) =

K∑
k=1

πkp(e|k, θk) , (4)

4
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with
∑K

k=1 πk = 1 and
∫
p(e|k, θk) de = 1 for all k = 1, . . . ,K. In this work, k will represent

a particular hard process, and we assume that each event originates from a hard process
neglecting interference effects.

The key in mixture models lies in the specification of p(e|k, θk). This requires careful
understanding of the data to be analyzed and of the available inference techniques. The
data has to be adequately represented, in the sense that the choice of features to record
must offer some discrimination power between classes and thus information about the
underlying hard process. However, it also needs to be chosen in such a way that p(e|k, θk)
is modellable and inferrable. An arbitrary distribution may be too flexible and thus no
inference technique may beat the class degeneracy introduced. This is what happens if, for
example, we select D features binned in {nd}Dd=1 bins and try to model each class-dependent
distribution as a

∑D
d=1 nd − 1 dimensional multinomial distribution. Additional structure

needs to be introduced, which produces models that are meaningful and inferrable.
In this work, we follow Refs. [14,15] and take advantage of the hierarchical structure of

the data to separate the features in two sub-sets, one related to the b-tagging score and the
other to additional kinematic information of the event. As detailed in Section 2, we consider
the four leading jets in pT and record their b-tagging scores which in this case are the
number of secondary vertices per jet {N i

SV}4i=1. We assume each NSV follows a flavour- (and
crucially, not class-) dependent distribution, which we model as an arbitrary multinomial
distribution. We also record a list of kinematic features O that provide further information
about the event, as detailed in Eq. 2. To avoid modeling the complex multidimensional
distribution p(O|k), we project it to a one-dimensional variable x. That is, we model

p(x|k) =
∫

δ(x− f(O))p(O|k) dO. (5)

Since p(x|k) is an arbitrary one-dimensional distribution, we bin the observable and con-
sider a multinomial distribution. The key point is that this choice of structure ensures that
the different multinomial distributions are learnable, since we reduce a complex distribution
to learning a reduced number of class- and flavour-dependent multinomials. To chose the
projection and define x, we consider the output of a classifier trained on the “simulation”
dataset. The classifier score approximates a monotonic function of the likelihood ratio in
the limit of perfect training. We assume that when considering the same observable in the
“data” dataset, it will retain a large sensitivity even if it will be no longer optimal due to
the differences between the “simulated” and “true” distributions. Importantly, we assume
the classifier to be fixed.

As a classifier, we consider a Gradient Boosting Classifier trained using the XGBoost
library [56], with default hyperparameters except for the learning rate, fixed to 0.3, and
the maximum depth, fixed to 5, and which are selected to avoid overfitting while providing
satisfactory classification performance. We divide the MC dataset on 10 subsets, and train
10 classifiers. The classifier score in “simulation” is obtained by averaging the 9 models
which have not been trained on that point, and the classifier score in “data” is obtained
by averaging all 10 classifier scores. We empirically find that this avoids overfitting and
provides a feature that remains sensitive to signal and background differences in “data”.
The resulting BDT output variable x is shown in Fig. 1 for signal and background in both
datasets.

We emphasize that the classifier serves as a projection from a high-dimensional fea-
ture space onto a one-dimensional statistic to facilitate Bayesian inference. Although this
projection is designed using MC simulations, its distribution is inferred from data. To
avoid fitting spurious details of the simulations, it is crucial to employ a classifier of mod-
est complexity—sufficient to capture the relevant structure without fitting artifacts. This

5
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Figure 1: BDT output variable x distribution for the “simulation” and “data”
datasets which correspond, respectively, to Simple and VINCIA histograms. Each
entry is an event. The Gradient Boosting Classifier is trained using 10-fold cross-
validation. For the “simulation” (“data”) samples, the value of x is the average of
the remaining 9 (all 10) boosted decision tree (BDT) models. This ensures that
no x is obtained by a classifier which was trained on said event.

approach contrasts with some other studies [19, 57, 58] that deploy sophisticated neural
networks to learn from simulated data.

In addition to the classifier variable, our model considers the four NSV values corre-
sponding to the hard jets in each event, as defined in Section 2. The distribution of NSV

is given for each flavour and dataset in Fig. 2, where each entry corresponds to one jet.
As expected, the number of secondary vertices shows some dependence with the kine-
matics of the event, introducing correlations between the event-level variable x and the
jet-level NSV, as shown in Fig. 3. To consider the kinematic effects on the NSV (and re-
lated inter-jet correlations), we condition the NSV distribution on whether x falls in one
of three regions: background-like (x ∈ [0, 0.2)), intermediate (x ∈ [0.2, 0.8)) and signal-
like (x ∈ [0.8, 1.0]). We can capture this by introducing a random variable R such that
R(x ∈ [0, 0.2)) = 0,R(x ∈ [0.2, 0.8)) = 1,R(x ∈ [0.8, 1.0]) = 2. We empirically found
that this splitting is a good compromise between adequately capturing the correlations
and having enough statistics per conditional for inference to be possible given the dataset
size considered. This is part of the model definition and as thus can be optimized through
Bayesian model selection tools. The model can be written explicitly as,

p(x,N1
SV, N

2
SV, N

3
SV, N

4
SV) =

∑
k=hh,4b,2b2c,4c

πkp(x,N
1
SV, N

2
SV, N

3
SV, N

4
SV|k)

=
∑

k=hh,4b,2b2c,4c

πkp(x|k)
∑
ji=c,b

p(j1, j2, j3, j4|k)
4∏

l=1

p(N l
SV|jl,R(x)) ,

(6)

where πk are the class fractions, which we can relate to cross sections, p(x|k) are the
per-class x kinematic probability distributions, p(j1, j2, j3, j4|k) is the “true jet-species”
probability distribution, which we assume known and given by the partonic processes

6
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Figure 2: NSV distributions for the “simulation” (Simple) and “data” (VINCIA)
datasets, where each entry is a jet.

we are considering, and p(N i
SV|ji,R(x)) is the NSV per-jet probability distribution which

depends only on the true jet species (not the event class) and the kinematics of the event
condensed in x. The sum in Eq. 6 is restricted to jet combinations bbbb, bbcc and cccc, being
this an important assumption based on the approximation that the detected jets always
correspond to those from the hard process. In Eq. 6 and in the following, we disregard the
jet charge since the flavour tagger is agnostic to it and all considered processes have net
charge zero at the parton level. Thus, the two jet species are c and b and the final states
are called hh, 4b, 2b2c and 4c. For the hard processes we consider, we have

p(j1, j2, j3, j4|hh) =
4∏

i=1

δji,b ,

p(j1, j2, j3, j4|4b) =
4∏

i=1

δji,b ,

p(j1, j2, j3, j4|2b2c) =
1

6
(δj1,bδj2,bδj3,cδj4,c + all permutations) ,

p(j1, j2, j3, j4|4c) =
4∏

i=1

δji,c ,

(7)

where we ensure at selection that these probabilities are correct. We leave an exploration
of more realistic cases where QCD radiation can provide one or more of the four leading
jets to future work.

Another simplifying approximation is that the kinematic distributions for the QCD
backgrounds are identical irrespective of the true jet species,

p(x|4b) = p(x|2b2c) = p(x|4c) ≡ p(x|QCD) . (8)

We bin x in 10 equally sized bins in [0, 1] and model the p(x|q) pdf (with q = hh,QCD)
as a multinomial where x ∈ bin d has probability αqd and

∑10
d=1 αqd = 1 for all q. For

NSV we also consider a multinomial distribution, although here the variable is naturally

7
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Figure 3: Distribution of event-level BDT output and jet-level NSV. Top (bot-
tom) row plots correspond to true b (c) jets, whereas left (right) column plots
correspond to Simple (VINCIA) shower model. Each entry is a jet with its corre-
sponding event-level BDT output score.

discrete. If no correlations are considered, we only have one unique set of probabilities per
jet-type, βjm (where we use NSV = m for short-hand), while if we consider three x regions
we have three sets of conditional probabilities per jet-type βjrm, such that

∑11
m=1 βjrm = 1

for each jet-type j and each x region R = r. Inserting these multinomials into Eq. 6 we
have that for event n,

p(xn ∈ bin d and R = r,Nn,1
SV = m1, N

n,2
SV = m2, N

n,3
SV = m3, N

n,4
SV = m4) =∑

zn

p(zn)p(xn|q(zn))
∑
an

p(an|zn)
4∏

i=1

p(Nn,i
SV |xn, an)

=
∑

k=hh,4b,2b2c,4c

πkαq(k)d

∑
ji=c,b

p(j1, j2, j3, j4|k)
4∏

i=1

βjirmi ,

(9)

with the corresponding graphic model shown in Fig. 4, where we have introduced two latent
variables, the class-assignment zn can take values z = hh, 4b, 2b2c, 4c with probabilities
p(z = k) = πk and the flavour assignments an which can take values in {bbcc, bccb, cbcb,
ccbb, bcbc, cbbc} with class-dependent probabilities given by Eq. 7; and a deterministic
variable q(z) such that q(hh) = hh and q(4b) = q(2b2c) = q(4c) = QCD.

Since the number of hard-processes is K = 4, the number of independent x distributions
is Q = 2, the number of x bins is D = 10, the number of x regions is R = 3, the
number of jet-types is J = 2 and NSV ∈ [0, 10] can take M = 11 values, we have in total
K − 1 +Q(D − 1) + JR(M − 1) = 81 parameters. If we disregard the effect of x in NSV,
we have K − 1+Q(D− 1)+ J(M − 1) = 41 parameters. These numbers are much smaller
than the naive (D − 1)(M − 1)4 = 9 × 104 parameters one would need to characterize
p(x,N1

SV, N
2
SV, N

3
SV, N

4
SV), and rely on the appropriateness of p(j1, j2, j3, j4|k).
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Figure 4: Graphic model representing the probabilistic model introduced in the
main text. White (blue) circles with solid lines represents latent (observed) ran-
dom variables and circles with dashed lines represent hyperparameters of the
model. Box denotes repeated sampling with the number of samples given by the
integer at the bottom right corner of the box.

To perform inference, we use Dirichlet priors on each of the feature multinomials,
p({αqd}Dd=1|ηαq ) = Dir(ηαq ) and p({βjrm}Mm=1|ηβjr) = Dir(ηβjr). The values of the η hyper-
parameters for α and β are chosen so that the average distribution matches the expected
values under the MC dataset and the overall variance Ωα,β =

∑
ηα,β is chosen to reflect a

desired spread of the distribution. That is,

ηαqd = Ωα × αMC
qd ,

ηβjrm = Ωβ × βMC
jrm ,

(10)

where in this work we fix Ωα = Ωβ = 500 to yield priors that regularize the inference
while still allowing for the likelihood term to dominate even in low statistic regions. The
prior for class fractions is given by a two-step sampling process. First, the signal fraction
is sampled from a uniform distribution,

p(πhh|Smax) = Unif

(
0,

Smax

N

)
, (11)

where N is the total number of events in the sample, and we choose the support interval to
allow the range of signal count values from 0 (absence of signal) to the maximum expected
signal events Smax. Throughout this work, we fix the hyperparameter Smax = 700. Then,
we introduce the relative background fractions π′, which are sampled from a Dirichlet
distribution,

p({π′
k}|ηπ

′
) = Dir(ηπ

′
) . (12)

Finally, rescaling enforces the proper normalization, with the background fractions defined
as

πk = (1− πhh)× π′
k , k ̸= hh . (13)

Similarly to the priors for the feature multinomials, we choose the background relative
fraction hyperparameters ηπ′

k = Ωπ′ × γMC
k with an overall variance of Ωπ′

= 70 and where
γMC
k is the relative fraction of background k among all backgrounds in MC simulations.

Having defined priors for all relevant parameters, we characterize the posterior dis-
tribution via samples obtained using a Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) sampler [59]
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implemented in the Stan [60] statistical software package. HMC provides a fast, efficient
and scalable sampler that is able to take advantage of the derivatives of the posterior with
respect to the parameters of interest to explore the relatively high-dimensional parameter
space. We have ensured that the sampled posterior chains pass the standard diagnostics
of convergence and autocorrelation.

To evaluate the quality of the model given valid posterior samples, we first inspect
visually the posterior distributions. A more qualitative metric is obtained by performing a
posterior predictive check [61], where a new dataset is sampled using the parameters from
each posterior sample,

πm, αm
q , βm

jr ∼ p(π, αq, βjr|Ddata) ,

Dm ∼ p(D|πm, αm
q , βm

jr) ,
(14)

where Ddata is the original dataset that is used for posterior inference, containing all events
D = {en}Nn=1, and {Dm}Mm=1 are M pseudo-datasets of size N . Then, a summary statistic
tm = t(Dm) is obtained from each dataset and we compute the probability distribution of
the test statistic p(t|Ddata) which can be used in several ways to validate the model. In this
case, we focus on the number of sampled signal events Sm and study whether the distribu-
tion of signal events is consistent with the true value. To express consistency, we compute
the 68/95/97% credible intervals defined as the minimum interval C100f %(model,Ddata)
that contains 68/95/97% of the samples,

C100f %(model,Ddata) = [Smin, Smax] ,

= arg min
[Smin,Smax]

(Smax − Smin) with
Smax∑

S=Smin

p(S|model,Ddata) = f ,

(15)

where we have explicitly stated the model dependence implicit in the choice of likelihood
and derived posterior in the previous equations. A reasonable model should yield credible
intervals that contain the true value3.

We work with datasets composed of approximately 14000 background events and vary-
ing S. Although we do not weight events by their cross section, the number of background
events is meant to reflect the ballpark of what is measurable at the HL-LHC [24]. We sim-
ulated enough background events that survive the very low acceptance of MC simulation.
A more realistic study should increase the simulation size and incorporate the correct cross
sections.

As an example, in Fig. 5 we show the inferred posterior distributions for the class
fraction, the BDT output and the number of secondary vertices of each jet as detailed in
Section 2. We observe how the posterior distribution correctly shifts closer to the truth,
correcting the imperfect prior, and being more compatible with the measured events. We
highlight again that we only compare to the truth and measured events per class, but no
class information is available during posterior estimation.

We also show the inference results for Strue = 100, 30 and 0 in Figs. 9, 10 and 11 of
the Appendix, respectively. In presence of signal, we also see how the posterior distribu-
tion successfully captures the true distributions. In the case of no signal, the algorithm
correctly learns the true background BDT output, the NSV distributions and background
class fractions from data with only background events. The signal fraction accumulates
near 0, and the learned posterior distribution for the signal BDT output are prior-driven,

3Additionally, credible intervals yield equivalent results to confidence intervals for models that are
accurate enough for the finite dataset statistics.
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Figure 5: Class fractions and kinematic distributions inferred for Strue = 200. Top
row shows samples from the prior and posterior distributions, and true fraction
values, for backgrounds (left plot) and signal (right plot). Middle and bottom rows
show posterior distributions of the BDT output variable x and NSV for the three
kinematic bins. The prior is shown in terms of the mean values and variances of
the chosen Dirichlet distributions. Here “data” represents the training data, while
“true” is drawn using all available events to reduce fluctuations.

with small modifications due to the spurious non-zero signal fraction causing the BDT
output distribution to be slightly updated using background events. Since true and prior
distributions show little mismatch in di-Higgs events, the posterior distribution therefore
matches the true distribution within uncertainties, even in the absence of signal events
and the influence of background events with non-zero signal probability. Since the learned
posterior distribution is consistent with the non-zero signal case, and the sculpting of the
signal distribution is small, we conclude that the combination of model and priors provide
enough inductive bias to be robust against predicting spurious signal events. More gen-
erally, we observe that in all cases the posterior uncertainties reflect the available data,
and thus increase in regions where data is limited. In particular, for low enough signal
fraction, the extreme signal-like region x ∼ 1 is scarcely populated and thus the relative
error increases with respect to low x regions. The intermediate x region, although not
hugely populated neither by background or signal, is still well-estimated since there are
enough background events.
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4 Resilience to Monte Carlo biases

In this section, we show how Bayesian mixture models are able to learn the appropriate
underlying distributions once the proper correlations between features are incorporated.
To do so, we compare against a simplified benchmark where x and NSV distributions are
fixed and given by the Pythia Simple parton shower and only the mixing fractions can be
inferred.
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Figure 6: Signal fraction distribution for Strue = 200 and 0. Inference only over
class fractions (left column) and over fractions and kinematic distributions (right
column).

The resulting marginal posterior over the signal class fraction is shown in Fig. 6. We
observe how the model where the kinematic distributions are fixed performs much worse
than when inferring the complete set of parameters, with the class fractions being biased
for the case of S ̸= 0. There is an additional effect where the uncertainties are reduced
since there is no “statistical power” invested in learning the kinematic distribution. This
artificially low uncertainty, combined with the bias in the MAP estimator of the class
fractions, considerably hinders the performance. The model also fails to estimate the true
relative background fractions in this case, as can be seen in Fig. 12 in the Appendix. The
full model where all kinematic distributions are inferred performs better than the model
where the kinematic and tagger distributions are fixed to their prior values, and the larger
uncertainties reflect the relative prior ignorance on the kinematic distributions and the
amount of data used to constrain them.

5 Framework sensitivity studies

Having validated the Bayesian framework by verifying that the posterior corrects imperfect
prior knowledge of the kinematic distributions by observing the data, we explore in this
section how such a posterior-based study can provide useful estimates on the number of
signal events and how it compares to other conventional metrics.

To do so, we perform a posterior predictive check, as detailed in Section 3, where the
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test statistic is the number of signal events and for which we provide a credible interval.
In Bayesian statistics, a credible interval is a range containing the most probable values of
a parameter, such that the posterior probability that the parameter lies within this range
equals a specified probability (e.g. 95%). Thus, by finding credible intervals we check
whether the model is appropriate in the sense that we test whether the true data is or not
unlikely under the posterior probability distribution.

The credible intervals for different true signal events are shown in Fig. 7. Here we used
many samples from the posterior to produce many replica datasets with the same size as
the original dataset, and we identify how many signal events there are in each replica. We
observe how the true signal events are never unlikely enough to discard the model. In fact,
for all four cases the true number of signal events is contained in the 68% credible interval.
For S = 100, 30 and specially S = 0, boundary effects are important and automatically
incorporated in the construction of the credible intervals. The evolution of the distribution
between S = 200 and S = 0 is continous, allowing to cover multiple regimes with a single
prescription to build credible intervals. As a matter of fact, the resulting distribution on
number of signal events in Fig. 7 is a probability mass distribution whose draws are integer
values and contains the zero value as one of the allowed cases.
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Figure 7: Distribution of number of signal events in data samples from posterior,
for Strue = 200, 100, 30 and 0. Median and smallest credible intervals for proba-
bilities of 68%, 95% and 97% are shown.

We observe from inspecting Fig. 7 and the credible intervals, that S = 30 is close to
the minimum injection of signal which becomes compatible with S = 0 at 68% CL, which
can be understood as the minimum sensitivity of the analysis (or, conversely, the upper
limit if no signal was present). The impact of boundary effects, and its compatibility to
S = 0, is evidenced in the separation between mean and median of the distribution.

In addition to the credible intervals, we investigate on the sensitivity that can be
achieved by using the results in this work to discriminate the signal-plus-background sce-
nario from the only-background scenario. This is one of the crucial points in searches for
di-Higgs events. Observe that at this level we do not address the question of how much
signal there is, or the signal cross-section; we discuss this point in the following paragraphs.
We also compare a proposed method using the current results to customary tools such as
the usual NS/

√
NB, once it is suitably formalized for its comparison.
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Generally speaking, in order to use a given method to discriminate between two possible
scenarios or hypotheses, one uses a summary statistic–say η–whose value determines in
which scenario is the system according to the method. Different thresholds on η are referred
to as different working points of the method. In order to assess the discrimination power of
the method itself, one can compute the ROC curve (Receiving Operating Characteristic),
which is constructed from the distribution of η in the two possible hypotheses. Note that
here we are referring to a classifier between datasets, not individual events. For independent
and identically distributed events, one can construct the former from the latter [62] but
this ceases to be true when uncertainties are taken into account [63].

As an example, and to connect to the previously shown credible intervals, we choose η
to be the number of signal events. The η distribution for different signal-plus-background
and only-background scenarios for a fixed posterior is found in Fig. 7, for a set of replicas
obtained from a given posterior distribution. One should observe, however, that a complete
hypothesis test should scan over the distribution of posteriors by performing inference on
a variety of datasets sampled from the two hypotheses. We do not perform such a test
due to the computational cost since we consider that the present version is enough to
establish the usefulness of the method. From the η distributions we can derive the ROC
curve that assesses the discriminative power of this variable by varying the threshold in η
that determines whether a given dataset is assigned to either the background-only or the
signal-plus-background hypotheses.

For a given threshold in η one has a given true positive ratio: given a signal-plus-
background scenario, what fraction of all the possible values of η lies above the threshold.
Analogously one has a false positive ratio: given an only-background scenario, what fraction
of the possible values of η lies above the threshold. We show in Fig. 8 the ROC curves
for the cases of 30 (solid green), 100 (solid blue) and 200 (solid red) true number of signal
events in a background of 14000 events. The ROC curve can be condensed into the AUC
(Area Under Curve), a metric used to assess the discrimination power of a method. In
this case, the AUC is computed using a single number as a summary statistic per replica
dataset, as shown in Table 1.

As a benchmark to compare against, we consider the simplest summary statistics from
a cut and count analysis, the number of events in the sample, namely η = N . In this
case, η follows a Poisson distribution whose rate depends on the considered hypothesis.
The only-background scenario corresponds to η ∼ Poisson(NB) whereas for the signal-
plus-background scenario corresponds to η ∼ Poisson(NS + NB), where NS and NB are
the expected central values. Since the rates are fixed to a particular value, this is also a
simplified test which does not account for the complete distribution of possible datasets. A
more complete analysis should consider composite null and alternative hypotheses where
the rates have an associated uncertainty and thus a prior distribution. However, since
we are comparing to a fixed posterior scenario and using the same datasets, we consider
this simplified, more optimistic benchmark to be sufficient. Within this framework one
can also compute the ROC curves and their corresponding AUC for the NB = 14000
and NS = 30, 100 and 200 cases. These ROC curves are also plotted in Fig. 8 in green,
blue and red dashed lines, respectively, and their AUCs are given in the second column of
Table 1. Observe that, for this summary statistic, we recover the usual NS/

√
NB metric,

as is expected when comparing the two hypotheses using the likelihood ratio of two Poisson
distributions.

It is worth noting a few points within the above comparison between the posterior-
based and Poisson counting summary statistics. First, the counting experiment is using
the whole sample, without performing any further categorization and/or selection that
could increase its performance, as is usually done in realistic analyses. However, we should
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Figure 8: ROC Curves for dataset-level classifiers based on either the sampled
number of signal events given the posterior distribution (“Bayes”) or the total
number of events sampled from a Poisson distribution (“Poisson”). We show also
a cut and count set of curves with reduced background (“B/2”) without affecting
the signal, to explore the possible effect of more stringent kinematic cuts.

Strue Poisson Poisson B/2 Bayes
30 0.57 0.60 0.61
100 0.72 0.80 0.79
200 0.88 0.95 0.98

Table 1: AUC calculated for the ROC curves shown in Fig. 8.

keep in mind that we are not using realistic samples, since we are only considering cc̄cc̄,
bb̄cc̄, and bb̄bb̄ QCD backgrounds and bb̄bb̄ signal, and are disregarding important processes
such as QCD jjjj or jjbb̄, among others. Thus, the backgrounds are artificially low in
this comparison. The reason for this is that we are interested in a proof of concept of the
method, and not a full comparison. Had we taken into account more backgrounds, a more
stringent selection could have taken place. This can be done, for example by selecting
events where x > 0.5. In that case, we would get a similar situation as in this work
setup. The distribution of signal and background within the 0.5 < x < 1 range would be
similar to the current distribution (Fig. 1), but within a different range. A future line of
research including more backgrounds and performing a selection that enhances signal over
background is feasible but requires considerably more computing resources than the present
work. At the current level we consider that developing this proof of concept, although not
a fully fair comparison, is fruitful for showcasing the method and its potential. To provide
a more optimistic case for the Poisson counting alternative, we also compute the ROC
curves corresponding to the counting Poisson method for the ideal case in which one could
cut events in such a way that background events are reduced to half while signal events
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remain the same, see the dot-dashed ROC curves in Fig. 8, and their corresponding AUCs
in the third column in Table 1. We observe that, still within this optimistic case, the
Bayesian method is competitive to the counting Poisson method.

Another important point to observe in this comparison is that the posterior-based
Bayesian method works correcting the MC after seeing the data, whereas in the counting
Poisson method its results are dependent on the MC accuracy. A more detailed comparison
should take into account systematic uncertainties.

Even more, in the above comparison we have used as summary statistics a draw of the
posterior of the distribution of number of signal events. However, it would be desirable
to use all the information that comes out from the Bayesian framework, which in this
case is the whole distribution of number of signal events. That is, the Bayesian method
yields a distribution of signal events, which is different for the only-background and the
signal-plus-background scenarios. Therefore, a possibly improved method could be as
follows. Perform the inference computed in this work many times while varying the MC
input for the only-background scenario, and obtain a set of distributions 4 of the number
of signal events, given a zero true number of signal events. We then use as summary
statistics the mean of the KL (Kullback-Leibler) divergence which allows us to compare
shapes: i) for the only-background and signal-plus-background scenarios, generate new
sets of sampled distributions of the Bayesian method (with repeated posterior inferences
for different sampled datasets); ii) use the KL divergence to compare each distribution in
these new sets to each distribution in the aforementioned set of only-background scenario
distributions; iii) obtain the mean of the KL values over this last set for each distribution
in the new sets. Only-background and signal-plus-background scenarios will have different
distributions in the summary statistics η = ⟨KL⟩, and therefore we could compute a new
ROC curve for this new method. Although we may expect a better performance of this
new method, we should mention that it relies on varying MC inputs. This method not only
entails considerable additional computational resources but also requires a detailed study
of MC simulators, which at this level lies beyond the scope of this work. This approach is
a byproduct of the results in this article and should be further investigated, analyzed, and
understood.

6 Outlook

We propose a new Bayesian data-driven mixture-model method to study hh → 4b. One
novelty of this work is the joint treatment of kinematic and flavour-tagging observables
while allowing for dependence between them. The framework implements an interplay
between kinematic features, flavour-tagging observables, biased priors, and biased MC
that, governed by a model, can infer the correct signal fraction after observing the data.

We deploy this framework on a dataset of 14000 events with QCD backgrounds 4b, 2b2c
and 4c, and a hh → 4b signal fraction of about 1%. We use prior distributions that are
biased relative to their true values and let the model learn the true distributions from the
data. The Bayesian framework learns in signal region, inferring the mixture parameters
by fitting the multidimensional data to the proposed model. We show that the inference
procedure can reliably distinguish the no-signal case from the ∼ 1% signal case. We find
that the model starts to fail to distinguish the no-signal and signal cases for purities of
about 0.2% di-Higgs events.

To include kinematic effects of signal and background, we use a simple BDT that maps
a variety of kinematic features into a 1D output. We require this BDT to be simple enough

4This set can be thought as a distribution of distributions.
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to learn the main differences between the classes and not artifacts of the MC simulation.
We emphasize this point: controlling the complexity of a multivariate technique helps
it learn just what is needed and avoid learning artificial features of a MC in a scenario
where we are aware of limitations in reproducing the data. For flavour tagging we use
secondary-vertex counting with structured unimodal priors. The interdependence of all
variables allows the model to learn the true parameters after observing the data in its
multidimensional complexity, despite starting from biased priors.

We summarize the results by computing ROC curves of the proposed framework used as
a classifier that distinguishes datasets with di-Higgs events from datasets without di-Higgs
events. We find that for 30, 100 and 200 signal events in a sea of 14000 background events,
the areas under the ROC curves are 0.61, 0.79 and 0.98, respectively. As a reference,
we compare these results against the performance of the customary NS/

√
NB method,

yielding improved marks under some simplifying assumptions.
This work is part of a long-term program [10–16] to study the implementation of

Bayesian techniques in hh → 4b, a promising channel to probe the Higgs self-coupling.
Within this program, we intend to show that this channel is currently underestimated be-
cause poor knowledge of the overwhelming backgrounds reduces the reach of the currently
studied frameworks. Although we are still at the proof-of-concept level, we can target up-
coming objectives toward a concrete proposal of an observable. Among the main goals for
future work are the following. One has to add backgrounds such as 4j, jjcc and jjbb [9],
with huge cross-sections, as well as incorporate in the analysis the more general flavour
structure of the events where the leading jets do not always originate from the hard process.
One also has to include single-Higgs backgrounds, such as bbh, tth and Zh, which, although
they have much smaller cross-sections than the QCD ones, look much more similar to the
di-Higgs process. Although adding these backgrounds and more realistic statistical mod-
eling (also including the effect of different systematics) will increase the sophistication and
associated computing cost of the analysis, we expect that its implementation will not differ
qualitatively from the one presented here. However, that analysis will allow a meaningful
estimation of the sensitivity of our method in a more realistic scenario that matches the
number of events expected for the HL-LHC.

It is worth mentioning that as we make progress within this program on Bayesian
techniques in hh → 4b, we accomplish the proposed objectives. Some of the goals proposed
in previous works [14, 15] have been achieved in this work, namely: the incorporation of
more realistic complex dependence between the observed variables and b-tagging observable
derived from jet features, the inclusion of the QCD four-bottom background, and the
simultaneous inference of kinematic and flavour-tagging observables.

Finally, we remark a promising finding of this work. As a summary statistic to clas-
sify the signal versus no-signal datasets, we used samples of the inferred number of signal
events in the datasets. However, we are not completely using the available information
contained in the samples: exploiting the shape of the posterior in the number of signal
events should enhance the discrimination power of the classifier. This objective requires
not much more than scaling the computing power to obtain probability distributions over
posterior shapes upon varying the MC tunes and the possible measurable datasets; that is,
one needs to study in more detail the mapping between biased MCs and posterior shapes.
We stress that the latter is obtained after observing the data–which is sampled under a
given hypothesis–within the proposed interplay and framework. We therefore expect an
enhancement from this new method for classifying datasets, which could help to compen-
sate expected difficulties coming from the addition of backgrounds and the accounting of
a more realistic multi-jet structure in the model.

In conclusion, the proposed Bayesian mixture-model framework provides a principled,
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data-driven way to combine kinematics and flavour tagging under imperfect prior knowl-
edge and/or biased simulations, achieving robust inference down to percent-level signal
purities. With the planned extensions and HL-LHC-scale studies, this approach can serve
as a complementary analysis strategy to traditional searches and may help unlock the full
potential of the hh → 4b channel for Higgs self-coupling measurements.
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A Additional figures for Bayesian inference

We show in Figs. 9, 10 and 11 the inference results, analogous to Fig. 5, for the cases
corresponding to Strue = 100, 30 and 0, respectively. We also show plots corresponding
to the case where we keep kinematic distributions fixed to prior mean values and we only
infer class fractions, which are shown in Fig. 12 for Strue = 200, 100, 30 and 0. Finally, in
Fig. 13 we show the distributions of the number of signal events in posterior samples for
this case.
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Figure 9: Class fractions and kinematic distributions for Strue = 100
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Figure 10: Class fractions and kinematic distributions for Strue = 30

20



SciPost Physics Submission

0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55 0.60

πi

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

D
en

si
ty

4b2b2c4c Prior 4b

Prior 2b2c

Prior 4c

Posterior 4b

Posterior 2b2c

Posterior 4c

True

0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05

πhh

0

25

50

75

100

125

150

D
en

si
ty hh

Distributions inferred

Posterior hh

Prior hh

True

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

BDT output

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

P
ro

b
ab

il
it

y

Data hh

Data QCD

True hh

True QCD

Posterior hh

Posterior QCD

Prior hh

Prior QCD

0 2 4 6 8 10

NSV

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

P
ro

b
ab

il
it

y

x ∈ [0, 0.2)
Data b

Data c

True b

True c

Posterior b

Posterior c

Prior b

Prior c

0 2 4 6 8 10

NSV

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

P
ro

b
ab

il
it

y

x ∈ [0.2, 0.8)
Data b

Data c

True b

True c

Posterior b

Posterior c

Prior b

Prior c

0 2 4 6 8 10

NSV

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

P
ro

b
ab

il
it

y

x ∈ [0.8, 1]
Data b

Data c

True b

True c

Posterior b

Posterior c

Prior b

Prior c

Figure 11: Class fractions and kinematic distributions for Strue = 0
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Figure 12: Distribution of posterior samples of class fractions for backgrounds
(left) and signal (right), when inference is done with kinematic distributions fixed.
Rows correspond from top to bottom to Strue = 200, 100, 30 and 0.
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Figure 13: Distribution of number of signal events in data samples from posterior,
for Strue = 200, 100, 30 and 0 when only class fractions are inferred. Median and
smallest credible intervals for probabilities of 68%, 95% and 97% are shown.
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