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Abstract

A common problem in beyond Standard Model phenomenology is the exploration of a
multi-dimensional parameter space in view of a large number of constraints. We study
and compare two methods applicable to this challenge, namely a Markov Chain Monte
Carlo scan (MCMC) and a Deep Neural Network (DNN). We illustrate both methods via
their application to different scotogenic frameworks, allowing to extend the Standard
Model to include viable dark matter candidates while generating neutrino mass terms at
the one-loop level. Our studies allow us to compare the two employed methods, both at
the level of phenomenology and at the level of computing effort. We find that, while phe-
nomenologically speaking both methods deliver compatible conclusions, the obtained
datasets feature differences at the detail level in the distributions of observables, e.g.
the dark matter mass.
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1 Introduction

The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics is the prevailing theory that describes three of the
fundamental interactions, namely the strong, weak, and electromagnetic forces, and classifies
all the observed particles into bosons and fermions. It has successfully predicted a wide range
of phenomena and its predictions have been tested to very good precision in numerous exper-
iments over several energy scales. Despite these successes, the SM has notable limitations and
leaves open questions. In addition to shortcomings of theoretical nature, it lacks a candidate
for dark matter observed in our Universe [1], and predicts massless neutrinos in contradiction
with experimental evidence of neutrino oscillations [2].

In order to address these open questions, the SM needs to be extended, and theories beyond
the SM (BSM) are explored. A first key area of investigation is the origin of neutrino masses.
In the SM, unlike other fermions, neutrinos do not acquire mass through the Higgs mecha-
nism. The true nature of neutrinos—whether they are Dirac or Majorana particles—remains
unresolved, allowing for different mass generation mechanisms in BSM models. One possibil-
ity is the Seesaw mechanism [3-5], including heavy “right-handed” neutrinos. In the present
work, we consider the possibility of Majorana neutrinos acquiring mass terms induced at the
one-loop level [6].

A second indication for BSM physics is the presence of dark matter (DM) in our Universe.
Astrophysical and cosmological observations strongly suggest that dark matter accounts for
about 27% of the Universe’s energy density, yet it remains undetected in laboratory experi-
ments. A promising dark matter candidate is the Weakly Interacting Massive Particle (WIMP),
which is massive, electrically neutral, and stable. WIMPs can successfully account for the
observed relic density of cold dark matter (CDM) through a process known as thermal freeze-
out [1].

In this paper, we focus on a framework that addresses both the generation of neutrino
masses and the nature of dark matter. The two aspects are linked by the fact that the neutrino
masses are induced through loop diagrams containing states from the dark sector, leading
to what is known as a “scotogenic” model, originally proposed in Ref. [6]. Depending on the
exact field content, such scotogenic scenarios may be realized based on different topologies and
associated field contents for radiative neutrino mass generation [7]. This class of models has
gained considerable attention over the last decade [8-18] due to their ability to simultaneously
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address two observationally motivated open questions of the SM of particle physics.

An important consequence of the chosen Majorana mass generation mechanism is the
presence of lepton-flavour violating effects, occurring at energy scales that are reachable at
current experiments. Such transitions are forbidden in the SM and experimentally strongly
constrained [19], especially in the case of u — e transitions. Consequently, they put strong
restrictions on the physically viable parameter space of the considered framework. Additional
constraints stem from the observed mass of the Higgs boson [19] and the cold dark matter
relic density, which is determined to very high precision in the ACDM cosmological model [1].

In the present study, for all scotogenic frameworks under consideration, we assume the
presence of an additional Z, discrete symmetry, allowing us to ensure stability of the dark
matter candidate as per cosmological constraints. Generally, scotogenic frameworks provide
three possible viable dark matter candidates, while generating at least two non-zero neutrino
masses, allowing to meet the constraints on the observed neutrino mass differences. CP-
violating is encompassed through the Dirac as well as two potential Majorana phases in the
Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-Sakata (PMNS) matrix [20,21].

The goals of the present analysis are two-fold: One the one hand, we intend to investi-
gate the phenomenological aspects of given scotogenic realizations. On the other hand, we
intend to compare two different methods of parameter space exploration, the first being a
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) scan, the second being a scan using a Deep Neural Net-
work (DNN). The MCMC technique has already been used in previous studies by some of
us [15-17], while the DNN technique has, to the best of our knowledge, not been employed in
similar parameter space studies. In this spirit, the present analysis is complementary to those
published in Refs. [15-17], allowing to confront the two scanning techniques on both the phe-
nomenological and computational level. In practice, we choose to work within two scotogenic
frameworks: The first, labelled “T1-2G” according to Ref. [7], has already been studied in
Ref. [17] using the MCMC scanning technique. It therefore can serve as benchmark for the
comparison with the newly employed DNN scanning technique. The second framework under
consideration is labelled “T1-2B” and is complementary to the previous studies of Ref. [15-17]
through the presence of scalar triplet.

The present paper is organised as follows: We present the two considered models in Sec.
2. Sec. 3 is devoted to the discussion of the relevant constraints and the two computational
setups to be employed. Limiting ourselves to the case of fermionic dark matter, we discuss
our results on the phenomenological level in Sec. 4 and on the computational level in Sec.
5, before concluding in Sec. 6. Additional technical details can be found in the Appendices.
Note that, for the sake of a concise presentation and in order to be able to focus on the novel
aspects of this work, for certain aspects of the phenomenological discussion — e.g. aspects of
the mass spectrum or previously studied frameworks — the reader will simply be referred to
previous publications, mainly Refs. [15-17].

2 Scotogenic models under consideration

In the present study, we will consider two scotogenic frameworks, featuring different field
contents and therefore differing in certain phenomenological aspects. In this section, we will
briefly introduce the two frameworks and discuss their similarities and differences.

2.1 Field content and mass eigenstates

The first scotogenic framework to be considered in this work comprises a scalar singlet, a scalar
doublet, a fermionic Dirac doublet, and two generations of a fermionic triplet, as summarized
in the last row of Table 1. This configuration is labelled “T1-2G” in the classification of Ref.
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| A [ R % % [ [s[n]a]
SU(2), 1] 1] 223 3 (1[2]3
U(1)y olo |1l a]lo|olo|1]o
“T1-2B” v - Ve Ve - - v - v

“T1-2B ext.” v v v Ve - - v - v
“T1-2G” — - v v v v v |/ -

Table 1: Summary of the additional fields in the scotogenic models “T1-2B”, “T1-2B
ext.”, and “T1-2G”.

[7]. Thanks to the presence of two triplets, three non-zero neutrino masses are generated. A
phenomenological discussion of this model, based solely on an MCMC analysis, can be found
in Ref. [17].

The second framework under consideration is based on the model labelled “T1-2B” ac-
cording to the classification of Ref. [7]. It comprises two fermionic singlets, a fermionic Dirac
doublet, a complex scalar doublet and a complex scalar triplet. This setup shares the fermionic
sector of the “T1-2A” model [15,16], but differs in the scalar sector due to the presence of the
triplet. Note that the initial “T1-2B” model features only one fermionic singlet. This configu-
ration allows for the generation of two non-zero neutrino masses, which is per se sufficient to
satisfy the constraints from neutrino oscillations. However, an additional degree of freedom is
required to achieve a third non-zero neutrino mass, which may appear somewhat more natu-
ral. The simplest way to realize this is adding an additional fermionic singlet, which leads to
the model labelled as “T1-2B ext.” (extended) throughout the present paper. The field content
of both frameworks is listed in the upper part of Table 1.

Using the field notation introduced in Table 1, the Lagrangians of the two presented frame-
works include the following terms for the scalar potential,

p— » 1 ;
—L 2B e S M2 IH|? + 5MiTr{NA} + Ay H* + M§|n|2 + AgpInl?
1 . 1 4 3 ;
+ E/1A|HM|2 + EAMWAF + 5/LmTr{(AfA)Z} (1)
" 1 + n
27712 2 2
+ Ay nl?[HI* + A%ln'HI + EAZ((T)'H) +hec.)+x(n"AH +h.c.),
4o 1 1
—£ T1-2G D Mfllle + AH|H|4 + EMstz + 53«4554 + M72]|T)|2 + A4n|n|4
1 1 N
+ S AsSHI + S Ay S0l + g Inl*[HI” + 27 In " HI* ()
1 FN2 ;
+ EAZ ((an) + h.c.) +x(Sn'H+hec.),
and the following terms leading to fermion masses,
wr_ » 1 _ i ; -
—LTIT2B et 5 MWW, 4 oM, FiFj + y1U FH + y,¥,F;H +h.c., 3)
«r_oE” 1 i — i i .
—LT7267 5 MW, + EM;} Tr{Z,Z;} + y ¥ 5H + ¥y, 5,H + hee, 4
where H = io,H°.
After electroweak symmetry breaking, the components of the fields displayed in Table 1,
that share the same quantum numbers, will mix to give rise to a series of physical mass eigen-
states (see App. A for details). In each of the above models, this mixing will result in a number

of physical neutral fermions, charged fermions, neutral scalars, charged scalars, and pseudo-
scalars. For each model, the respective numbers are summarized in Table 2. Depending on the

4
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Model Fermions Scalars Pseudo-scalars
neutral charged neutral charged
“T1-2B” 2013, 29 xi ¢, b3 ¢1i, ¢2i A°
“T1-2B ext.” X?: )(g, )(g, 12 x ¢?, qbg (,i)l , ¢2 A°
“T1-2G” || 20> 29> x5, %o X1 %2 %3 || 00, 05 o A

Table 2: Physical mass eigenstates of the scotogenic frameworks defined in Table 1.

Figure 1: Radiative generation of neutrino masses within the a scotogenic model,
depicted in the interaction basis. Here, 1 is a generic notation for a fermionic field
(singlet F, doublet ¥, or triplet ), while ¢ is a generic notation for a scalar field
(singlet S, doublet 7, or triplet A).

exact mass hierarchy, the dark matter candidate can either be the lightest neutral fermion, X? ,
the lightest neutral scalar, qb(l), or the pseudo-scalar, A°. In the subsequent analysis, we limit
ourselves to the case of fermionic dark matter.

2.2 Interaction terms

A key ingredient of scotogenic models is the interaction terms between the additional scalar,
additional fermionic fields, and the Standard Model lepton doublets. In addition to their con-
tribution to neutrino mass generation, these terms induce lepton flavour violating interactions
at the one-loop level, which can be constrained by experimental measurements.

For the three models under consideration, the respective interaction Lagrangians read

—LTTIRE S gy ALy + g7 FinLa + glG ¥ +hec, (5)
—L£T7260 5 gyLa VoS + g%anjLa + gpl; MYy +hee.. (6)
Here, L denotes the Standard Model lepton doublet, and the index a runs over the three
generations of leptons (a = e, u, 7). The notation 7j corresponds to 7} = io,n°, and sums over
the indices j and a are implicit.
The Yukawa-type couplings appearing in the Lagrangians above can conveniently be re-
grouped in a 3 x 3 matrix

gy 8y &g
G=1|g g g/, 7
g g &

where gf’“’T = g;f“’T (i =1, 2) for the case of “T1-2B ext.”, while gf’“’T = g;’_‘” (i=1,2) for
the case of “T1-2G”.
2.3 Neutrino mass generation

In each considered scotogenic model, neutrino masses are generated via one-loop diagrams as
shown in Fig. 1, where the additional scalar and fermionic degrees of freedom appear in the
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loop. The corresponding mass term in the Lagrangian can be expressed as

LD —% YG'M;, G, (8)

where the couplings are factorized, and the matrix M; contains the actual expressions of the
loop integrals appearing in Fig. 1 depending on the parameters related to the respective scalar
and fermionic sectors. Explicit expressions for the elements of M; can be found in Ref. [17]
for “T1-2G”, and App. A for “T1-2B” and “T1-2B ext.”.

In practice, following the Casas-Ibarra parametrization [22], the coupling matrix G is com-
puted from the scalar and fermion mass parameters, combined with the actual neutrino mass
data, according to

. ~1/2
G =U.D RDqlz/z Upnins - 9

Here, Upyng is the PMNS-matrix encompassing information about neutrino mixing and CP-
violating phases, D,, is the diagonal matrix comprising the neutrino mass eigenvalues, D; and
U; are related to the matrix M; such that D; = UZM 1 U;, and R is a complex rotation ma-
trix involving three complex parameters r (k =1,2,3) as detailed in App. D. This procedure
allows us to efficiently choose the couplings conveniently in order to meet the constraints stem-
ming from the neutrino sector. For a detailed discussion of the Casas-Ibarra parametrization
in scotogenic models see, e.g., Refs. [15,17].

2.4 Physical mass spectrum

As mentioned above, the physical mass eigenstates are obtained by diagonalizing the respective
mass matrices appearing in the Lagrangian of the exact framework under consideration. While
the Lagrangian allows to extract the mass matrices at the tree-level, one-loop corrections to
the masses can be of phenomenological importance [15,17].

Throughout our analyses, we make use of the numerical spectrum calculator SPheno
[23, 24], which allows to compute the mass eigenvalues and associated mixing matrices of
a new physics model including one-loop corrections. To this end, we have implemented the
scotogenic models discussed above using the Mathematica package SARAH [25-29]. The
latter generated the numerical modules for SPHENO.

3 Computational setup and tools

In this Section, we present the various setups and computational tools used to perform the
analyses presented in this study. We will also give the studied parameter ranges as well as the
experimental constraints considered in the parameter space exploration.

Being interested in the phenomenology of the scotogenic frameworks introduced above,
we impose a number of experimental constraints on the multi-dimensional parameter space
in order to determine the viable parameter regions. As already mentioned in the Introduction,
we do so by employing two different numerical techniques, namely the Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) scanning technique and a Deep Neural Network (DNN) technique.

In Table 3, we summarize the model parameters associated to each considered framework,
“T1-2B ext.” and “T1-2G”, together with the respective intervals imposed on the algorithm.
The imposed intervals are chosen so as to lead to interesting configurations with TeV-scale
phenomenology, i.e. not having too high masses, while remaining perturbatively stable, i.e.
not featuring too high coupling values.

Moreover, we indicate in Table 4 the numerical intervals for the input parameters used
in the neutrino sector, namely the lightest neutrino mass m,, , the squared mass differences

6
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| “T1-2B ext.” | | “T1-2G”
| Parameter | Range | | Parameter | Interval
Abr [0.1,0.4] An [0.1,0.4]
Aa, Any [—1,1] Ass Asn [-1,1]
Aan, Ay [1077,1] Ags, Ay [1077,1]
Ao At AT [—1,1] Ao Mt AT [—1,1]

K [—10°%,10%] GeV K [—10%,10° | Gev
M, M} [ [2-10%16-10°] GeV? MZ, M2 | [2-10%,16-10°] Gev?
My, Mg, [6-10%,4-10%] GeV My, Mg, | [6-10%,4-10%] Gev

Yij [—1,1] Yij [—1,1]
gR [-1,1] g2 [—1,1]

Table 3: Parameters varied in MCMC and DNN studies and associated parameter
ranges for the “T1-2B ext.” (left) and “T1-2G” (right) frameworks. In our MCMC
analyses, all parameters are scanned in logarithmic scale. Indices run such that
i,je{1,2},ke{1,2,3},and a € {e,u, T}.

| Parameter | Interval |
m,, [10752,10710] GeV
Am3, [7.01,7.82]- 1072 GeV?
Am3, [2.457,2.567]- 102! GeV?
Re(ry), Im(ry) [—1,1]
ap, ay [0°,180°]
Scp [147°,281°]
2 [31.97°,34.91°]
613 [8.3°,8.76°]
[ [46.5°,51.2°]

Table 4: Parameters of the neutrino sector involved in the Casas- Ibarra parametriza-
tion. In our MCMC analyses, m,, is scanned in logarithmic scale, while all other
parameters are scanned in linear scale. The index k runs over k € {1,2,3}. The
given intervals are taken from Ref. [30].

Am%1 and Amgl, the three mixing angles appearing in the PMNS matrix (0, 6;3, and 053),
the Dirac (6.p) and Majorana (a; and a,) CP-violating phases, as well as the free complex
parameters (r, k = 1,2,3) associated to the rotation matrix R as detailed in App. D. The
intervals for mass differences, mixing angles, and Dirac phase respect the constraints obtained
from neutrino oscillation observations [30], while the lightest neutrino mass is chosen so as
not to violate the bound on the sum of neutrino masses [19]. Note that the Majorana phases
and the parameter r, (k =1,2,3) are not constraint by observation.

Coming to the constraints, we impose the experimental determinations of the Higgs boson
mass, the cold dark matter relic density, as well as a number of upper limits on lepton-flavour
violating branching ratios and conversion rates. Moreover, we take into account the electric
dipole moments (EDM) for the leptons, and — for the “T1-2G” framework — the anomalous
magnetic moments of electron and muon'. The exact intervals, imposed at the 50 confidence

INote that, during the process of writing the present papet, new results in the anomalous magnetic moment
of the muon have been released [31]. Consequently, the current status is such that there no longer a significant
deviation as compared to the Standard Model prediction. The deviation taken into account in our scan is per se
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| Observable | Constraint | | Observable | Constraint |
my [GeV] 125.25+ 3.0 (15.0) BR(T™ — u ) <1.1-1077
Qcpmh? 0.1200 £0.0042 (0.0210)| | BR(t~ — u™ 1) <6.5-1078
BR(u™ —e7y) <4.2-10713 BR(t™ — u™ 1) <1.3-1077
BR(T~—e ) <3.3-1078 CR,_,.(Ti) <43-1071?
BR(T"—u"y) <42-1078 CR,_,.(Pb) <43-1071
BR(u" —eete) <1.0-1071? CR,_,.(Au) <7.0-1071°
BR(T —e ete) <27-1078 BR(Z% — e*u¥) <7.5-1077
BR(t~—u utu’) <21-1078 BR(Z? — e*17) <5.0-107°
BR(T~—e utu) <27-1078 BR(Z° — u*tT) <6.5-107°
BR(T —u ete) <1.8-107° EDM, <11-107%
BR(t~—puetu) <1.7-1078 EDM,, <1.8-107%
BR(t —ute e) <15-107° EDM . <1.15-107
BR(T" —e ) <8.0-1078 a®M (») (—87+103)-10~ 14
BR(T~—e™ 1) <9.2-1078 a > (+) (251+59) 101!
BR(T"—e ™ 7’) <1.6-1077

Table 5: Constraints from the Higgs-boson mass (my) [39], the DM relic density
(QCDMhZ) [1], the anomalous magnetic moments of leptons af’SM (£ =e,u) [19], the
electric dipole moments of leptons EDM, ({ = e, u, ) [40-42], and numerous LFV
and CP-violating observables (remaining entries) [ 19] as implemented in our MCMC
and DNN analyses for the “T1-2G” and “T1-2B ext.” models. The first uncertainties
are those used in the MCMC studies, while those in parentheses are the uncertainties
used in the DNN studies (see text for details). The anomalous magnetic moments
of leptons (marked by *) are taken into account only in the studies of the “T1-2G”
framework.

level, and upper limits are summarized in Table 5. Note that, for the Higgs-boson mass and the
cold dark matter relic density, the imposed interval in the DNN study is enlarged as compared
to the interval imposed in the MCMC study. Numerically, we compute the above observables
using SPHENO (numerical modules generated by SARAH), except for the dark-matter related
observables, which are computed using micrOMEGAs [32-37], where the necessary CalcHEP
[38] model files have been generated by SARAH.

As stated above, we will make use of the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) technique,
as well as the Deep Neural Network (DNN) technique, which are both well adapted to the
exploration of a multi-dimensional parameter space in the presence of stringent constraints.
We will present the two techniques in the following.

3.1 Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)

The employed MCMC technique [43] is an iterative scanning procedure, based on the Metropolis-
Hastings algorithm [44, 45], where the parameter space exploration is conditioned — in our
case — by a number of constraints. The latter are implemented through the computation of the
likelihood associated to a given parameter set.

Detailed explanations of the MCMC technique, and its application to scotogenic frame-
works, can be found in Refs. [15-17]. Consequently, we refer the reader to these references
for a detailed discussion of the method and the associated likelihood computation and com-

not valid any more. However, this has no impact on the validity of the studies models themselves and their ability
to address other shortcomings of the Standard Model.
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[ 21 Input ]—> [ 320 nodes ]-> [ 128 nodes ]-> [ 224 nodes ]-> [ 96 nodes ]

A
4—[ 32 nodes ] 4—[ 384 nodes ] 4-[ 224 nodes ] 4-[ 512 nodes ]

[ 128 nodes ]-> [ 64 nodes ]—> [ 64 nodes ]—> [ 1 Output ]

Figure 2: Schematic representation of our DNN architecture. Each layer is a dense
layer, fully connected and feed forward.

parison. Running a number of MCMC chains allows to obtain posterior distributions for the
scanned parameters, which can be compared, e.g., to the prior distributions, obtained from a
pure random scan. Moreover, the posterior distributions allow to identify the phenomenolog-
ically viable parameter regions in view of the imposed constraints.

3.2 Deep Neural Networks and Active Learning

In the following, we will describe the technical details of the Deep Neural Networks (DNN)
as well as the active learning strategy designed to efficiently select informative samples for
labelling. This combination is particularly useful when labelled - i.e. classified as “good” or
“bad” parameter sets — data is scarce or expensive to obtain.

Active learning is an iterative approach aimed at reducing labelling costs by selectively
querying the most informative data points from an unlabelled dataset. The active learning
cycle typically proceeds as follows:

* Initial training: a DNN is first trained on a small labelled dataset L;

* Query strategy: an informativeness measure is used to select the most informative sam-
ples from an unlabelled dataset U. These samples will have a positive impact in the
improvement of the model if they are labelled;

* Oracle query: the labels for the selected data points are requested from an oracle;

* Model update: the labelled dataset L is augmented with the newly labelled samples,
and the DNN is retrained or fine-tuned;

* Iteration: the process is repeated until the desired performance is reached or the la-
belling budget is exhausted.

In our scotogenic case study, this general procedure is implemented based on the discussion
in Ref. [46].

The first step is to choose the exact architecture of the DNN to be used in the study. To this
end, we have performed hypertuning over the number of layers, the number of neurons per
layer, the activation function, and the learning rate. We have used the dataset of the MCMC
and random analyses of the “T1-2G” model to perform this hypertuning. The architecture that
turned out to be most efficient is illustrated in Fig. 2.

The chosen DNN is composed of 13 fully connected layers, with the first layer having 21
neurons and the last layer having only one neuron. As activation function, we have chosen
to use the rectifier linear unit (ReLU) function for each layer apart from the last layer which
has a sigmoid activation function. As optimizer, we have chosen the NADAM optimizer [47]
provided by the deep learning framework Keras [48] from the Python library TensorFlow



SciPost Physics Submission

X = (xmax - xmin) X 4 Xmax

Cgcr q = wrong classification (%)

e .
p = 2min(q,0.5)
Discriminator | 2 ef0;1]
o
[ %5 Bl
pK times fully .

picked from M[():f]w ~————————— pK random
(1 —p)K near good points
with a scoring system
we select points near the good points generate L > K
fully picked from U1

Figure 3: Schema showing the Active Learning process. The input data, of size K, are
both given to the Discriminator (DNN) and the Oracle (SPheno and MicrOMEGAs).
Based on the output we take pK fully randomly and (1 — p)K near precedent good
points based on a scoring methods.

[49]. The learning rate, important for the update of weights and biases of the DNN via the
backpropagation process, is set to & = 0.01. The ReLU and sigmoid o functions are defined as

ReLU(x) = max(0,x), and o(x) = 1 +1e_x . (10)
The loss function used is the binary cross-entropy loss Cycg, defined as
1 X
CBCE:_N;[yilog(yi)+(1_yl')10g(1_)A’i)]: (11)

where y is the expected value and y is the value predicted by the DNN. In a binary problem,
the expected value y is either O or 1, 0 being the wrong case and 1 the correct one. In case
of y = 0 the loss will be quantified by the second term of Eq. (11), and in case of y = 1 the
loss will be quantified by the first term of Eq. (11). The loss function is then averaged over
the number of samples N. This allows us to get an estimate of the quality of the DNN. If the
obtained value is too high, this means that the DNN makes too many mistakes classifying the
points. Once the loss value is computed, the DNN will update its weights and biases. During
the use of the DNN, there are three phases. The first phase is the training phase, in which
the DNN is trained on a labelled dataset. The second phase is the testing phase, in which we
will give to the DNN a set of points to classify and then optimizing its variables in order to
minimize its loss. The third phase is the using phase, during which we will use the trained
DNN to classify new data.

10
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Random selection of the free | Casas-Ibarra parametrization:
parameters of the models A\, M, y;, etc | to compute LH couplings g%

S~ o~

Point generated with all parameters:
Input file for SPheno & MicrOMEGASs

A

‘ Constraints from LFV, DM, Higgs mass etc

<

applied on the Output file

¥

[ Computation of y ]

- ~~~

y<y

The point is set as unvalid

y>y
The point is set as valid

Figure 4: A simple flowchart illustrating the AL pipeline for “T1-2G” model and “T1-
2B ext.” model.

Active Learning strategy

This part of the discussion is based on Ref. [46] and uses Active Learning (AL). The DNN will
use the output of an Oracle, that will classify the data to train the DNN. The purpose here is to
train a parameter set discriminator. In both the “T1-2G” and the “T1-2B ext.” models, we have
21 parameters to discriminate. For the following of this Section, P will refer to the number of
discriminated parameters in the “T1-2G” and “T1-2B ext.” model. These parameters are listed
in Table 3 with their respective interval. The Active Learning process is depicted schematically
in Fig. 3

Oracle scoring system

In order to determine the “quality” of a parameter set, one gives the latter to the Oracle, which
will classify the parameter set as either good or bad based on a condition that we choose. The
procedure is depicted schematically in Fig. 4. In the Oracle we use SPheno [23, 24] and
MicrOMEGAs [32-37] to compute the physical spectrum and all the observables listed in Table
5. Then we compute the ordinate JA)I for each considered observable 2% according to their prior
distribution, e. 8- if the Higgs mass glven be SPheno is equal to the mean value given in Table
5 we will set yh = 1. The value of yh will get closer to O as the Higgs mass given by SPheno
gets further from the mean value. The same procedure is applied to all the observables listed
in Table 5. The final score JA) is then computed as

N\
= (]_[32-) : (12)
i=1

The choice of the geometric mean is made in order to avoid the score to ignore completely one
of the observables, considered that only one will be off the charts.

We do that same procedure for the ordinate ); associated with the upper bounds of the
observables. Going back to the example of the Higgs mass, the ordinate )}, will be associated
to the abscissa A} of the upper bound of the Higgs mass, i.e. m;, = 140GeV in our case.
For the quantities that are not Gaussian distributed but rather step functions, we will allow
50% tolerance and we compute that )); at this 50% tolerance threshold. The score ) is then

computed as
N \®
= (]_[yi) : (13)
i=1

11
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To determine whether the point is classified as “good” or “bad” by the Oracle, we compute
the global score S as

S = =. (14)

<<

This specific choice of scoring function in the Oracle is made in order to be able to compare
the score of the points with the score of the upper bounds. The Oracle will classify the point
as “good” if S > 1 and as “bad” if S < 1.

DNN scoring system

Going back to the discussion about the discriminator, we train our DNN over N steps. For
each training step we give it K - P normalized parameters. As feedback we get K predictions
from the DNN, K € [0,1]. One can notice here that we are not in a binary problem, leading
to K being a value between 0 and 1 instead of being strictly O or 1. First we define a quantity
p =2min(g,0.5), where g is the percentage of wrong classification. In case of p = 1 our DNN
does not work better than a random classifier, then we choose our inputs K € [0, 1] according
to an uniform distribution U ;7. In case of p < 1, we choose pK inputs randomly from the
U;o,17 distribution and (1 — p)K inputs near the good points in order to explore the possible
physical boundaries of the parameter space. To do so, we have a set of L-P parameters, chosen
also according to the uniform distribution ¢, ;1. More details about the scoring system can be
found in Ref. [46].

4 Results and discussion

In this Section, we are going to discuss our results on the level of the phenomenology of the
considered scotogenic models. A more technical comparison of the two employed scanning
techniques will follow in Section 5. In this first comparative study, we limit ourselves to the case
of fermionic dark matter, i.e. the lightest fermion xf being the dark matter candidate within
both the “T1-2B ext.” and “T1-2G” model. As already shown in Refs. [15,17], fermionic dark
matter has an overall higher likelihood as compared to scalar dark matter within compara-
ble scotogenic frameworks under consideration. A discussion of phenomenological aspects of
scalar dark matter within the “T1-2G” model can be found in Ref. [17].

4.1 The “T1-2G” framework

The constraints stemming from the neutrino sector being satisfied through the application of
the Casas-Ibarra parametrization discussed in Sec. 2.3, the most important constraint within
the scotogenic frameworks under consideration is the dark matter relic density. As already
discussed in Ref. [17], the relic density constraint can be met for specific parameter configu-
rations, especially where co-annihilations dominate the total dark matter annihilation cross-
section. In this configuration, the key parameter governing the co-annihilation cross-section,
and thus the relic density, is the mass of the dark matter candidate.

In Fig. 5, we display the mass distribution obtained from our Deep Neural Network (DNN)
analysis, imposing the relic density constraint of Table 5. Two distinct viable parts are ob-
served, the first spanning the interval between about 800 GeV and 1400 GeV corresponding to
doublet-like dark matter, the second spanning the interval between about 1500 GeV and about
2900 GeV, corresponding to triplet-like dark matter. In both cases, the relic density constraint
is met through important co-annihilations with the other components of the doublet or triplet,
respectively.

12
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Figure 5: Histograms of the DM masses obtained from the DNN analysis, within
the “T1-2G” model. The colour code indicates the DM nature in terms of fermionic
doublet or triplet domination.

Comparing with the results presented in Ref. [17], it can be seen that the DNN analysis
leads to similar conclusions as the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method when applied
to the same model and constraints. The distribution shapes are somewhat different than the
rather distinct peaks obtained from the MCMC study can be traced to the fact that the present
study features less valid parameter points (about 6300 compared to 117 000 for the MCMC
study of Ref. [17]) and the allowed interval for the dark matter relic density is chosen to be
much less restrictive in the present study (see Table 5). Moreover, the AL algorithm is not
designed to converge to local optima but rather to map out the boundaries of the parameter
space of the model.

Note also that the percentages given in the legend of Fig. 5 cannot directly be compared
to the numbers given in Ref. [17], as the present study does not cover the case of scalar dark
matter. The less good resolution of the distributions in Fig. 5 is explained by the lower number
of points in the present study as compared to the MCMC study of Ref. [17]. In addition, let
us recall that the imposed intervals for the different constraints are less restrictive than in the
MCMC study of Ref. [17], and the present DNN includes a larger random component.

Fig. 6 shows the spin-independent dark matter direct detection cross-section as a function
of the dark matter mass for the phenomenologically viable parameter sets obtained from the
DNN analysis. As can be seen, a large majority of the viable points are relatively close to the
imposed LZ limit, and may consequently be challenged by the upcoming dark matter searches
such as XENONnT and DARWIN. Note that single points may feature a cross-section slightly
above the imposed limit, which is — in a similar way as for an MCMC analysis of Ref. [17] — an
artefact of the employed scanning technique.

Finally, in Fig. 7, we display the branching ratios of the rare leptonic decays u — ey and
u — 3e as well as the u—e conversion rate in gold as three examples of lepton flavour changing
observables. Again, few points are slightly over the imposed limits due to the scanning tech-
nique. We observe the usual [15-17] correlations between the different observables related to
u—e transitions, which become washed out at numerically larger coupling values. Overall, as

13
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Figure 6: Spin-independent dark matter direct detection cross-section as a function
of the dark matter mass obtained from the DNN analysis, within the “T1-2G” model.

can be seen, a large part of the currently viable parameter space will be challenged by future
precision measurements, especially the MEG II and COMET? experiments.

4.2 The “T1-2B ext.” framework

In this section, the results obtained from the AL scan for the “T1-2B ext.” model will be pre-
sented. A total of 2603 viable points featuring fermionic dark matter were obtained.

As for the “T1-2G” framework, we start the discussion of the “T1-2B ext.” framework with
the distribution of the dark matter mass depicted in Fig. 8, as obtained from the Deep Neural
Network (DNN) approach including the relic density constraint. In this case, only one peak

2COMET: search for conversion in Al, not shown in Fig. 7.
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Figure 7: Correlations between the branching ratio of u — ey and the branching ratio
of u — 3e (left) and the u — e conversion rate within gold atoms (right) obtained
from the DNN analysis in the “T1-2G” scotogenic framework.
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Figure 8: Histograms of the DM masses obtained from the DNN analysis, within the
“T1-2B ext.” model. The colour code indicates the DM nature in terms of fermionic
singlet or doublet domination.

is observed, corresponding to the situation where the dark matter particle is doublet-like and
achieves the relic density through co-annihilations within the doublet. Note that singlet-like
dark matter is highly unlikely, the only cases being configurations where co-annihilations with
either the fermionic doublet or the scalars are possible.

Coming to dark matter direct detection, the spin-independent cross-section is found, for a
majority of valid parameter points, between the current LZ limit and the projected XENONnT
and DARWIN reaches, meaning that a large part of the parameter space will be challenged by
these experiments in a very near future.

Finally, the situation is very similar to the case of “T1-2G” discussed above concerning the
u—e transitions. The same correlations are observed between the different observables, and a
large part of parameter space will mainly be challenged by the upcoming MEG II and COMET?
experiments.

4.3 Reference scenarios based on DNN analyses

We finally define reference scenarios featuring fermionic dark matter in each of the two con-
sidered scotogenic frameworks. The choice is based on the highest “DNN score” S defined in
Eq. (14). The resulting scenarios are listed in Table 6 for the “T1-2B ext.” and the “T1-2G”
frameworks.

As can be seen, in both cases, the scenarios are characterized by important co-annihilations
of the lightest neutral fermion x? with the other fermions (neutral and charged) either of the
fermionic doublet or triplet, as well as co-annihilations of the other states within the doublet
or triplet. This is analogous to the results presented in Refs. [15-17] based on the MCMC
analyses, where the relic density constraint has been met due to efficient co-annihilations.

3COMET: search for conversion in Al, not shown in Fig. 10.
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Figure 9: Spin-independent dark matter direct detection cross-section as a function
of the dark matter mass obtained from the DNN analysis, within the “T1-2B ext.”
model.
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Figure 10: Correlations between the branching ratio of yu — ey and the branching
ratio of u — 3e (left) and the u—e conversion rate within gold atoms (right) obtained
from the DNN analysis in the “T1-2B ext.” scotogenic framework.
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“T1-2G” “T1-2B ext.”
Scenario I Scenario II Scenario III
(doubl. ferm.) (tripl. ferm.) (doubl. ferm.)
Mo [GeV] 1862.92 3316.89 1675.12
myo [GeV] 2835.24 3981.61 3755.33
m = [GeV] 2825.56 3984.62 1675.10
m,o [GeV] 1047.89 2309.61 1067.62
m, = [GeV] 1049.41 2309.85 1068.83
mpy [GeV] 1047.89 2309.61 1067.62
Am[GeV] 1.52 0.24 1.21
o [cm?] 1.9-1074 1.6-107% 1.7-107%
BR(u — ey) 2.3-1071 2.2-107 1 5.0-10°%°
X?X? - VV 4% 9% 4%
X?Xg —qq 12% — 12%
X?)ﬁi —qq 26% 36% 27%
x? xf — Ly 5% 7% 4%
1% - W 2% — —
1%+ —4qq 18% — 18%
)(g xli — Ly 3% — 3%
Xf:)(i: —qq 12% 18% 15%
xixf - U 3% — 3%
xf:xiF - VV — 14% —
)ﬁxf - WEw* — 8% —

Table 6: Masses of lightest neutral and charged scalars and fermions, DM mass
(mpyp), mass difference between the DM candidate and the lightest charged particle
(Am = m*—mpy,), branching ratio of the u — ey decay, spin-independent DM direct
detection cross-section (o), and relative contributions of the dominating DM (co-)
annihilation channels for the three reference scenarios in the “T1-2G” and “T1-2B
ext.” models. The channels are regrouped into classes according to V € {y, Z°, W*},
q € {u,d,c,s,t,b}, £ € {e,u,7} and v € {v,,v,,v.} “—" denotes a contribution
< 1%. The three scenarios met the relic density and Higgs mass constraints.
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In the case of the singlet-like dark matter (Scenario II of “T1-2B”), co-annihilation also are
numerically dominant, as the doublet is very close in mass to the singlet.

In the same spirit as the reference scenarios proposed in Ref. [15] for the “T1-2A” frame-
work, and in Ref. [17] for the “T1-2G” based on the MCMC scan, these scenarios may serve as
references for future studies, e.g. concerning collider signatures. For practical purposes, we
attach the four parameter points in SLHA [50, 51] format as ancillary files to the electronic
submission of this paper. Finally, note that we have chosen the four scenarios with values of
BR(u — ey) and og; relatively close to the current limits by MEG and LZ, so that the suggested
scenarios are in the parameter range to be challenged in a near future.

5 Performances and Perspectives

Comparing the obtained results, e.g. in terms of the dark matter mass distribution, between
the two applied methods, i.e. the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) method and the Deep
Neural Network (DNN) analysis, it becomes clear that the two methods do not yield identical
results. This being said, it is important to underline that the obtained results are per se not
incompatible, as the two techniques are not meant to give identical results. The MCMC com-
putes the “goodness” of a parameter point using the likelihood. In this way, it removes evades
points that are not compatible with the imposed constraints, and the distributions reflect the
“goodness” of the individual points, thus converging towards “best-fit” regions of the param-
eter space. In contrast, the DNN identifies “good” and “bad” parameter points in view of the
imposed constraints. Thus, it maps out the exclusion boundaries within the multi-dimensional
parameter space, rather than searching for “increasingly better” points. This can, e.g., be seen
in Fig. 5, where the mass distribution of doublet-dominated dark matter is relatively flat be-
tween two rather well identified limits (750 < mpy < 1350 GeV), while the corresponding
distribution obtained from the MCMC study peaks at mpy; ~ 1100GeV (see Ref. [17]).

While the metric for the DNN is different, we use a geometric mean here instead of a
likelihood for scoring, points passing not much constraints could pass and still be classified as
a valid point in a good score compared to what the likelihood would have classified it.

The advantage of the DNN method resides in its efficiency. Indeed, the generation of points
is very fast since it is purely based on randomness. Moreover, the scoring to find the points
near “good” points is also fast. This has been optimised by using the Tensorflow [49] library
to maximise the efficiency of the workflow. The bottleneck of the used setup resides in writing
the SLHA file for points chosen to pass by the Oracle. Indeed writing the set of parameters
into SLHA file and give them to SPheno and MicrOMEGAs turns out to the slowest step. A first
optimisation could be to implement these two numerical codes directly into a Python code
and thus avoid the writing of SLHA files. Otherwise, one could re-write the main calculation
of interest to compute the spectrum and the observable to gain computation time leveraging
Python libraries, e.g. Numpy and Scipy.

Looking into the efficiency of the DNN, we can check how many sets of parameters were
given to the Oracle. On average, within the “T1-2G” model, for 500 steps of the model, 225
points were considered as “good”. At each step, we give 1000 sets of parameters to the Oracle.
At the end of the computation, a final dataset of 27 000 points considered as “good”. This
brings the number of points seen by the Oracle to 60000000 in 13 weeks, yielding an effi-
ciency of 0.045%. The MCMC method provides 40 000 000 parameter points to SPhenoand
MicrOMEGAs in 8 weeks, out of which 117 000 were selected, yielding an efficiency of 0.29%.

In conclusion, the MCMC method gives a better ratio of accepted points over tested points.
Moreover, it requires less computation time. However, let us note that the major improvement
of the DNN/AL method is its ability to test way more points and always scan new zones in
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parameter phase space. A simple example is shown in App. E demonstrating that the AL
method is capable to map the exclusion frontier defined by the Oracle. Also, if we do a fully
random scan while applying the same constraints that were defined for the Oracle we estimate
the amounts of “good” points to be close to zero within the same computation time. This shows
that the DNN method brings an improvement over a full random scan, while still being based
on random search.

One way of improving this method and significantly improving the random generation
could be to implement a Generative Adversarial Network (GAN), a combination of two neural
networks. The first, the “adversarial”, has to discriminate a parameter, which in the present
case would be the “goodness” of a parameter points, i.e. the actual DNN developed for the
present study. The second, the “generator” has to generate data, which in the present contect
should be parameter points. The specificity of the GAN is the fact of having two DNNs training
together and in a complementary way. The “generator” will try to “fool” the “adversarial”,
while it will learn itself not to guess wrongly. Combining a generator with our trained discrim-
inator could improve the generation of parameter points, that for now rely solely on random
generation. After an appropriate training period, we may thus obtain one neural network, that
is efficient in discriminating parameter sets, and — in an optimistic view — replace SPheno and
micrOMEGAs as it would be trained to map out the parameter space of the model used in the
training. Such a setup would allow to generate important datasets on a very short timescale
(a few seconds), and thus improving the scanning of the parameter space. Such an algorithm
may also be useful to bypass the Casas-Ibarra parametrization and provide viable results for
the neutrino sector. This may, e.g., allow to treat other models such as the scotogenic “T1-2A
ext.” framework [16], which did not yield any viable results using the described AL method.

6 Conclusion

Scotogenic models are simple extensions of the Standard Model, which offer with a minimum
of particles, numerous solutions to the current open questions. Indeed, the simplest extension
from Ma model generates a radiative mass to neutrinos while providing a viable dark matter
candidate. We saw that the models studied, the “T1-2G” and “T1-2B”, feature interesting
phenomenology in terms of DM and LFV. The models can provide a viable WIMP candidate,
that can satisfy the relic density constraint as well as the direct detection constraints. A vast
majority of the valid points showcases co-annihilation processes that help to achieve the correct
relic density. In such scenarios, the mass difference between the WIMP and the next-to-lightest
particle is small, typically of the order of a few GeV. This has important implications for collider
searches, as it leads to signatures related to long-lived particle. Regarding the direct detection
constraints, the XENONNT experiment [ 52] will be able to probe challenge part of the currently
allowed parameter space, even though a significant fraction of the points will remain out of
reach for direct detection experiments.

In terms of lepton flavour violation, the models can also provide interesting signatures.
The most constraining process is the yu — ey decay. The current limit with MEG [53] allows
points that will be challenged by the MEG II [54] experiment. New limits on the Conversion
Rate of the u — e conversion in Al nuclei will be able to probe a large part of the parameter
space [55].

The Active Learning technique used in this study turned out to be more efficient than
plain random sampling, but less efficient than a Markov Chain Monte Carlo setup. In future
analyses, the AL technique could be upgraded to GAN algorithm in order to generate points
more efficiently and then check their validity using SPheno and micrOMEGAS.
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A Details on the “T1-2G” and “T1-2B ext.” scotogenic models

In this Appendix, we provide complementary information about the two scotogenic frame-
works under consideration. Starting with the scalar sector, after electroweak symmetry break-
ing, the scalar fields are written in component notation as

G* n* A%/V2 AT
H = (%(erhOJriGo))’ n= (%(n0+iA°))’ A= ( A —AO/\/E) . (AD)
Note that only the Higgs doublet H acquires a vacuum expectation value, while the additional
doublet 1 and triplet A do not and hence the Z, symmetry remains unbroken. Above, G7,
G% K% n*, n° and A® are the Goldstone bosons, the physical Higgs boson, the charged scalar,
the CP-even scalar, and the CP-odd pseudoscalar, respectively. The triplet A features charged
components A* and a neutral CP-even component A°.

Minimising the scalar potential, the parameter M 13 can be eliminated in favour of the Higgs
self-coupling Ay. The latter’s value, at the tree-level, is about Ay ~ 0.13.

The fermion sector of the “T1-2B ext.” model is composed of the SM fermions, a Dirac
fermion doublet ¥, and two Majorana singlets F; with k = 1,2. As stated in “T1-2G” the
doublet ¥ is decomposed into two Weyl fermions ¥; and ¥, of opposite hypercharges. The
Lagrangian of the fermion sector of the “T1-2B ext.” model is given by

1 . : , -
—Lfermion 2 My ¥ ¥, + EMFUFI-FJ- + Y19 F;H + y, %, F;H +h.c., (A.2)

where the sum over indices i and j is implicit. In this model we can also place ourselves in
a basis where My , = My, = 0 without a loss of generality. Additionally, singlets F; will mix
with Weyl doublets through the Yukawa couplings y;; and y,;, which are supposed to be real.

In the “T1-2B ext.” model, after electroweak symmetry breaking, the neutral scalar states
A% and 1° mix to form two CP-even neutral mass eigenstates ¢? and (;b(z) . As all scalar cou-
plings are taken to be real, no mixing occurs with the CP-odd field A°. In the basis {AO, no,AO}
the tree-level mass matrix of the neutral scalar sector is given by

M2 + 39?2, —x 0
Mﬁ, . = 2 M? + 3V, 0 , (A.3)
0 0 M2+ 3V
where
Ap = Ayt AL EAL. (A.4)
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Similar mixing occurs between the charged components of the doublet and the triplet. At
tree-level, the associated mass matrix is given by

2,12 VK
Mz, = Mat2 Aa V2 . (A.5)
XK M12)+§V27Ln

The rotation from the interaction basis to the physical mass basis is given by the matrices Ugo
for the neutral states and Uy for the charged ones, such that

¢§) AO ¢:i: A:t
¢3 | =Ugpo | n° | and ( g) = U¢i( i) . (A.6)
AO AO 2 n

where the CP-even mass eigenstates qbi’; are sorted such that qb?’i < qﬁg’i.

In the fermion sector, and still within the “T1-2B ext.” framework, the neutral components
of the doublets and the singlets will mix, resulting in four neutral Majorana mass eigenstates
denoted by x?, i = 1,2,3,4. In the basis {F),F,, %, w0} the tree-level mass matrix of the
neutral fermion sector is given by

MF O m VYa
O11 M, ﬁ V{’gz
Mpo=| vy w2 «65 ﬂﬁ , (A.7)
VQI VQZ M. 0
V2 V2 ¥

where we have set My , = My, = 0 without loss of generality. The rotation from the interaction
basis to the physical mass basis is given by a matrix U,o, such that

Xg Fq
Xz F2
=U,o (AS)
0 0 5
)\
X4 ¥y

where the mass eigenstates are ordered such that m,o < m,o fori,j =1,2,3,4. The charged
i j

fermion mass is already given by My so

m,« =My . (A.9)

4

For the “T1-2G” framework, a detailed discussion of scalar and fermion mixing can be
found in Ref. [17].
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B Conditions on scalar couplings parameters

To insure vacuum stability, the potential has to be bounded from below. This translates with
the following conditions on the couplings for the “T1-2G” and “T1-2A ext.” models

M2
H / 1
22 > =5 (A + 2, +27),
n
2AgMZ > AgM7,

Ay > =24/ AgAsy,

/ 7 (B.1)
Mg+ 20 —=|27| > —24/242,
1
EAS > =24/ AgAss,
1 —
The scalar couplings also have to satisfy:
1 1
v/ 8ArAan Aas + Ay /2245 + 5151/2/14,7 + EASm/ZAH +p; >0
(B.2)
1 1
\/ 8AHA47]A4S + (An + Afn - \A’/I’”) vV 2145 + EAS’V 2)(,4,” + Eksn vV ZAH + Pa > O,
with p, , being defined as
—\ (1 —
pl = \ 2().17 +2 AHA47’)(515+2 AHA45)
(B.3)
/ 1" ]‘
oy = \z(xn + A=A +2,/AHA4,7)(§AS +2,/AHA4S).

For the “T1-2B ext.” model, this requirement of vacuum stability translates into the fol-
lowing conditions on the couplings

0,
0

ha < |2V han
hg <|V2hag
hag < |2/6%ag2an-

v v

’ (B.4)

5
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C Expression of the loop matrix M;

The elements of the 3 x 3 matrix M; appearing in Eq. (8), expressed in terms of the scalar and
fermionic masses and mixing matrices, read

(M) —Zbkn(u')4k(u 2.,
(M), = Zbkn(u 2wz~ (Ul ]

(My)33 = Ezbk” (U)D%k [(U;) (U¢)3n]
fon C.1)

(Mp)12 = (Mp)y = E kZ: bin (U}'()lk (U;{)4k (U<;5)1n (U;, don >

(M1 )15 = (M) = —= > b (U Ut (U1 (U D,
k,n
(My)23 = (My)3p = %Z bn (U;)lk(U;)zk [(U;,)%n - (U(;,)in] ;
k,n

where the sums run over the neutral fermion mass eigenstates (k = 1,2, 3,4) and the neutral
scalar mass eigenstates (n =1,2,3, the last one corresponding to the pseudo-scalar AO). The
coefficients by,,, stemming from the loop integrals, are given by

p - L Mu [ Zln( 2) zln( )] (C.2)
kn 1672 mio _ m2 xk xk ¢0 gbO . .

0
n X

We note that there is no dependence on the renormalisation scale, as the terms given in Eq.
(C.1) constitute the leading order contribution.

D Matrices involved in the Casas-Ibarra parametrization

The PMNS matrix takes the following shape

1 O 0 €13 0 513e_i5‘~‘1’ ci1o S192 O0\/1 O 0
Upmns = | 0 ca3  S23 0 1 0 —S19 €12 O[O €% 0 |,
0 —sy3 Co3 )\ —s13€® 0 cq5 0 0 1/l0 0 e

(D.1)
with §¢p taking its value in the range from Ref. [2], and the Majorana phases a being between
0 and 7.

The rotation matrix R appearing in Eq. (9) can be written as

1—r§ 0 ry 1 0 0

0
R = 1 1—r12 0 0 1 0 0 1/1—r§ —r3 ,
0 0 1 —ry 0 4/1-r12 0 1-r2

(D.2)
depending on three complex parameters r (k =1,2,3) defined in the Sec. Setup.
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Figure 11: Toy model illustration of the DNN and the AL algorithm. The resulting
“good” and “bad” points are represented in green and red, respectively. The black
line is the decision boundary between the two cases. The blue histograms indicate
the density of points projected in the two axes.

E Toy model illustrating the Deep Neural Network approach

In order to get a better understanding on the Deep Neural Network (DNN) and the Active
Learning (AL) algorithm, we have tested the chosen realization on a simple toy model. The
idea is to discriminate two parameters x and y in a two-dimensional space. The parameters
are both chosen in the range [0,1] and the points are classified as “good” (C = 1) or “bad”
(C = 0) according to whether or not they fall inside or outside an ellipse parametrized through
the condition ) )

C:{ 1 if (x—0.2)" +(y—0.6) <025 E1)

0 otherwise.

In this toy model, we chose the settings:
* K =100, number of set of parameter given to the oracle;
* I =5000, size of set of parameter to choose the good one near from each other;
s a=5-1073, diversity weighting;
e N = 200, number of iterations.

The obtained results are shown in Fig. 11. As can be seen, the DNN is able to learn the
decision boundary between the two classes. The density of points, depicted in the histograms,
is maximized around this boundary. This two-dimensional toy model is a good test for the DNN
and the AL algorithm. Mapping out the exclusion boundary between the phenomenologically
viable (“good”) and non-viable (“bad”) points in a high-dimensional model proceeds in the
same way, e.g. for the scotogenic models considered in this paper. It is, however, complicated,
if not impossible, to produce a graphical representation of such high-dimensional parameter
spaces.
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