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Krohn, M. D. (Ph.D., Physics)

Search for a Heavy Resonance Decaying to a Pair of Higgs Bosons in the Four b-quark Final State

with the CMS Experiment

Thesis directed by Prof. Stephen Wagner

A search for a massive resonance decaying into a pair of standard model Higgs bosons, in a

final state consisting of two b quark-antiquark pairs, is performed using proton-proton collisions

at a center-of-mass energy of 13 TeV collected by the Compact Muon Solenoid detector at the

Large Hadron Collider and corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 35.9 fb−1. The Higgs

bosons are highly Lorentz-boosted and are each reconstructed as a single large-area jet. The

signal is characterized by a peak in the dijet invariant mass distribution, above a background from

the standard model multijet production. The observations are consistent with the background

expectations, and are interpreted as upper limits on the products of the production cross sections

and branching fractions of narrow bulk gravitons and radions in warped extra-dimensional models.

The limits range from 126 to 1.4 fb at 95% confidence level for resonances with masses between

750 and 3000 GeV, and are the most stringent to date, over the explored mass range.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

For millennia, humans have attempted to better understand the universe and explain phe-

nomena that they observe within it. During this exploration, one of the questions that has always

been asked is what are the fundamental constituents in nature? For most of our history, this

question was answered through theoretical arguments. For example, in Ancient Greece, Lucretius

and Democritus hypothesized that everything is composed of indivisible objects called atoms. This

hypothesis was based on the empirical argument that matter is subject to irreversible decay and

yet, new objects are created in nature, like a sapling sprouting from the ground, with identical

properties to objects that have already decayed, like a fallen tree. Therefore, matter is made up of

elements that are not visible to human senses and contain a substances properties.

However, as a more rigid scientific method developed, experimental evidence was needed to

validate a hypothesis. This eventually led to John Dalton providing the first experimental evidence

for the existence of atoms in the early 19th century. He found that elements always react in ratios of

small whole numbers and therefore, elements must be reacting in whole number multiples of discrete

units of atoms. Then in the late 19th century and early 20th century, Thomson and Rutherford

experimentally showed that an atom contains negatively charged particles and a positively charged

nucleus. These revelations were needed for the field of modern particle physics, the study of the

fundamental building blocks of matter and how they interact, to begin.

As the 20th century continued, theoretical and experimental physics worked in unison to

construct the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics. This theory put order to the numerous
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particles that had been discovered while also predicting the existence of new ones: the top quark,

the tau neutrino, and the Higgs boson. Experimental physicists then set out to find these particles

and this culminated with the 2012 discovery of the Higgs boson, a discovery that took place over

40 years after the original prediction.

However, despite the great predictive success of the SM, the theory has its shortcomings:

gravity is not incorporated in it, it does not predict neutrino oscillations, and it does not contain

a viable dark matter candidate. To address these issues, many new theories have been proposed

that extend or build upon the SM, called beyond the SM (BSM) theories. There are numerous

experiments that search for hints of these theories and particle accelerators have taken a prominent

role in these searches. The current leading particle accelerator complex in the world is the Large

Hadron Collider (LHC), which is where the Higgs boson was discovered. Unfortunately, no evidence

for new theories has been detected yet. Nevertheless, the LHC has only collected a small fraction

of the data it is expected to throughout its lifetime. Therefore, as the LHC continues to run,

physicists must innovatively examine the data for BSM physics.

This thesis outlines the search for a new, heavy resonance decaying into pairs of standard

model Higgs bosons using the Compact Muon Solenoid (CMS) detector at the LHC. Chapter 2 will

layout the theoretical foundation for this search by defining the SM and the theories that predict

heavy resonances. The LHC and the CMS detector will then be described in Chapter 3 followed by

a summary of how events are reconstructed at CMS in Chapter 4. A brief aside will then be taken

in Chapter 5 to outline radiation studies done on complimentary metal-oxide-semiconductors that

will be installed in an upgrade of the CMS detector. Chapter 6 will completely describe the heavy

resonance search and finally, a summary and outlook will be given in Chapter 7.



Chapter 2

The Standard Model of Particle Physics and Beyond

Currently, the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics is the most complete theory to

describe the fundamental phenomena of the universe with a finite set of laws. It classifies all known

elementary particles while also describing three of the four known ways that they can interact with

each other. However, there is a substantial amount of evidence that there exists physics that is

not described by the SM and there are numerous theories that connect this new, beyond the SM

(BSM) physics to the SM with the Higgs boson. Therefore, the production of Higgs boson pairs

(HH) provides an excellent signature in particle collisions to search for new physics. This chapter

will first introduce the particles that make up the SM, along with its quantum field framework

and how the Higgs boson fits within it. Then HH production within the context of the SM will be

discussed and finally, a few BSM theories that enhance HH production will be outlined.

2.1 The Standard Model

The SM describes all observed fundamental particles of the universe as well as their inter-

actions according to the electromagnetic, weak, and strong forces. The fundamental particles are

classified as either fermions, half-integer spin particles, or bosons, integer spin particles, where

fermions make up the matter of the universe and bosons are the force carriers. All particles in the

SM can be seen in Figure 2.1[2].

There are twelve fermions in the SM which are further classified into two separate groups

according to how they interact: six quarks which interact through the electromagnetic, weak, and
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Figure 2.1: The quarks, leptons, and bosons that compose the Standard Model[2].
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strong forces and six leptons which interact through the electromagnetic and weak forces. Also,

each fermion has an antiparticle partner which has identical properties but opposite charge. The

quarks and leptons are further grouped into 3 generations, where each generation contains a pair

of particles. The generations of quarks contain one quark with a positive electric charge of +2/3

and one quark with a negative electric charge of -1/3. The first generation contains the positively-

charged up (u) quark and the negatively charged down (d) quark, the second generation contains

the positively-charged charm (c) quark and the negatively-charged strange (s) quark, and the

third generation contains the positively-charged top (t) quark and negatively-charged bottom (b)

quark. Each generation of quarks is identical except they have increasing mass and therefore, the

second and third generation particles have short half-lives and are only observed in high energy

environments. The first generation quarks make up all ordinary matter. For example, a proton

contains two u quarks and one d quark. Since quarks interact through the strong force, they carry

a color charge, analogous to electromagnetically interacting particles carrying an electromagnetic

charge, and never appear individually in nature but are only found strongly bound to other quarks.

This is a property called color confinement and will be discussed in more detail in Section 2.1.2.

When quarks are bound together they form composite particles called hadrons. Hadrons can either

be comprised of a quark-antiquark pair and gluons, called a meson, or three quarks and gluons,

called a baryon. Protons and neutrons are examples of baryons that are found most often in the

nature.

Each generation of leptons contains a particle with a −1 electric charge and the corresponding

electrically neutral neutrino. Since neutrinos have no electric charge they only interact via the

weak force and therefore rarely interact with other particles. The first lepton generation contains

the electron (e) and electron neutrino (νe), the second generation contains the muon (µ) and

muon neutrino (νµ), and the third generation contains the tau (τ) and tau neutrino (ντ ). Again,

increasing generations of leptons have increasing mass, except for the masses of the nuetrinos, which

are unknown. Since the electrons are the lightest lepton they are stable and are the most common

leptons found in the universe.
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Forces in the standard model are described through particles exchanging gauge bosons. The

gauge bosons have spin-1 and are the gluon (g), the photon (γ), and the W± and Z bosons. The

gluon and photon are massless and mediate the strong force and electromagnetic force, respectively.

The strong force binds quarks together to form nuclei and the electromagnetic force binds atoms

and molecules together. There are two W bosons that carry a +1 electric charge (W+) and a −1

electric charge (W−), while the Z boson is electrically neutral. These three bosons are massive

and mediate the weak force which is responsible for radioactive decay. Finally, the Higgs boson

is a spin-0 scalar particle that generates the masses of the charged leptons and W and Z bosons

through spontaneous symmetry breaking which will be described in Section 2.2.

The mathematical framework that describes all particles and forces of the SM is quantum

field theory (QFT). The SM can be divided into two separate theories: electroweak theory, which

describes the electromagnetic and weak forces, and quantum chromodynamics (QCD), which de-

scribes the strong force. The particles in these theories are described as fields in space-time and a

Lagrangian describes the dynamics and kinematics of the theory. The SM is also a gauge theory, a

type of field theory where the Lagrangian is invariant under certain gauge groups of transformations,

described by the gauge group:

SU(3)× SU(2)× U(1), (2.1)

where SU(3) is the gauge group that describes QCD and SU(2)×U(1) describes electroweak theory.

2.1.1 Electroweak Theory

Electroweak theory unifies the electromagnetic force and the weak force. This implies that

at high energies, like during the early universe, these two forces manifest as a single force and

it’s only as the universe cooled down that they separated into two distinct forces. Therefore, the

electromagnetic force can also be described by a separate QFT called quantum electrodynamics
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(QED). QED is invariant under U(1)em, which is defined by the gauge transformation

ψ(x)→ eiα(x)Qψ(x), (2.2)

where α(x) is an arbitrary function of space and time and Q, the electric charge, is the generator for

the group. The Lagrangian for this transformation can be derived by keeping the Dirac Lagrangian

invariant under the transformation which leads to

L = ψ̄(iγµ∂µ −m)ψ + eψ̄γµAµψ −
1

4
FµνF

µν , (2.3)

where the first term represents the free propagation of a particle, ψ. The second term describes the

interactions between the particle and a photon field, Aµ, and is proportional to the electromagnetic

coupling constant, e. The final term represents the kinetic energy of the photon field, where

Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ. The photon is required to be massless because the addition of a mass term,

1
2m

2AµA
µ, would break gauge invariance.

To incorporate the weak force, a field theory is built that is invariant under SU(2)L×U(1)Y .

This gauge group is represented by the following transformations

χL → eiα(x)·I+iβ(x)Y χL,

ψR → eiβ(x)Y ψR,

(2.4)

where these two transformations depend on the “handedness,” or helicity, of a particle. The helicity

is the dot product of the momentum and spin unit vectors, so a left-handed particle has helicity −1

and a right-handed particle has helicity +1. In the above transformations, I is the generator for

SU(2)L and Ii = σi
2 , where σi are the standard Pauli matrices. The hypercharge, Y , is the generator

of U(1)Y and represents one of the charges of the electroweak interaction. The other charge is I3,

called weak isospin. Left-handed fermions, χL, form isospin doublets with weak isospin ±1
2 and

right-handed fermions, ψR, form isosinglets with weak isospin 0. These generators are related to
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the generator of QED by

Q = I3 +
Y

2
. (2.5)

The electroweak Lagrangian is

L = −1

4
W i
µν ·W

µν
i −

1

4
BµνB

µν

+ χLγ
µ(i∂µ −

g

2
σiW

i
µ − g′

Y

2
Bµ)χL

+ ψRγ
µ(i∂µ − g′

Y

2
Bµ)ψR,

(2.6)

where W i
µν ≡ ∂µW

i
ν − ∂νW i

µ − gεijkW
j
µW k

ν , Bµν ≡ ∂µBν − ∂νBµ, and g and g′ are the coupling

constants for SU(2)L and U(1)Y , respectively. The mediators are the three massless W i bosons

which form a weak isospin triplet and a massless B0 boson which forms a weak isospin singlet.

These massless bosons become the massive W± and Z bosons and the massless photon through the

Brout-Englert-Higgs mechanism which will be described in more detail in Section 2.2. The large

mass of the W± and Z bosons causes them to be short-lived particles and therefore, the weak force

is a short range force. Following the same logic, since the photon is massless the electromagnetic

force is a long-range interaction.

2.1.2 Quantum Chromodynamics

The strong force is described by QCD, a field theory that is invariant under the SU(3) gauge

group. Particles that interact through this force can carry three types of color charge, “red,”

“green,” or “blue,” which are represented as rotations according to SU(3). This gauge group is

represented by the gauge transformation

ψ(x)→ Uψ(x) ≡ eiαaTaψ(x), (2.7)

where U is a 3 × 3 unitary matrix and Ta, where a = 1, ...8, are the group generators which are
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hermitian matrices and satisfy the relation

[Ta, Tb] = ifabcTc, (2.8)

where fabc is the structure constant of the SU(3) group. To remain invariant under this transfor-

mation, the QCD Lagrangian is written as

L = ψ̄(iγµ∂µ −m)ψ − gs(ψ̄γµTaψ)Aaµ −
1

4
GαµνG

µν
α , (2.9)

which has a very similar form to the QED Lagrangian. The first term describes the free propagation

of a quark and the second term represents the interactions between a quark and the vector gluon

field, Aαµ, and is proportional to the strong coupling constant, gs. The final term represents the

kinetic energy of the gluon field, where Gαµν = ∂µA
α
ν − ∂νAαµ − gsfabcAbµAcν , and therefore, there are

cubic and quartic self-interactions of gluon fields represented in this term.

These self-interaction terms are the key difference between QCD and QED and give rise to

a couple phenomena that are unique to QCD. One of these features is called asymptotic freedom,

which states that the interaction between two quarks becomes smaller as the distance decreases.

This can be explained by comparing the QCD and QED equivalents. In QED, a lone particle

with an electromagnetic charge in a vacuum causes the vacuum to become polarized and therefore,

the charge of the particle appears smaller as the distance from the particle increases. This is

called the screening effect. The same effect happens in QCD when a particle with color charge

sits alone in a vacuum. However, there is an additional antiscreening effect caused by the gluon

self-interaction that overpowers the screening effect. Therefore, the further the distance from a

color charge the larger the charge appears, or in other words, the coupling constant decreases as

the distance decreases or the momentum scale increases.

Another property of QCD, called color confinement, is that no free particle can have a non-

neutral color charge. This means that quarks only exist bound together in hadrons and when

they try to separate in high energy collisions they behave like a spring, where the energy builds
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up between them as they separate. Eventually, this energy is large enough to produce a quark-

antiquark pair in a process called hadronization.

2.2 The Brout-Englert-Higgs Mechanism

The Brout-Englert-Higgs (BEH) mechanism [13, 14] was proposed to fix the discrepancy

between the electroweak theory and what is observed in reality. As stated in Section 2.1.1, elec-

troweak theory predicts four bosons that are required to be massless due to gauge invariance but

only one massless boson and three massive ones exist. The BEH mechanism generates the masses

for these bosons while also generating the masses of the fermions by spontaneously breaking the

SU(2)L ×U(1)Y symmetry. This is done by introducing a complex scalar field that is a doublet of

SU(2)

Φ =

φ+
φ0

 (2.10)

and its corresponding Lagrangian

L = (DµΦ)†(DµΦ)− V (Φ†Φ), (2.11)

where Dµ ≡ ∂µ − ig σi2 W
i
µ − i

2g
′Bµ. This Lagrangian is invariant under SU(2)L × U(1)Y trans-

formations, so it can be added to the electroweak Lagrangian. The potential, V (Φ†Φ), is defined

as

V (Φ†Φ) = µ2Φ†Φ + λ(Φ†Φ)2, (2.12)

where λ > 0 implies that the potential has a minimum. In QFT, the ground state is the vacuum

and is found by minimizing the potential, which gives the vacuum expectation value (VEV) of

Φ. Taking µ2 > 0 causes the potential to only have a minimum at Φ†Φ = 0 and no spontaneous

symmetry breaking can occur. Therefore, µ2 is required to be less than zero and the minimum of

the potential occurs when Φ†Φ = −µ2

2λ . This means there are a degenerate set of ground states with
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a VEV, v, equal to
√
−µ2

2λ and choosing a specific ground state leads to spontaneous symmetry

breaking of SU(2)L × U(1)Y . Selecting

Φ0 =

0

v

 (2.13)

as a ground state allows the scalar field to be invariant under the U(1)em symmetry group since

the VEV is only given to the neutral component of Φ. Expanding Φ around the minimum, v, gives

Φ(x) =
1√
2
eiσiθ

i(x)/ν

 0

ν +H(x)

 , (2.14)

where a new Higgs field, H(x), and three Goldstone bosons, θi(x), have been introduced. These

Goldstone bosons are predicted by the Goldstone theorem [15], which states that massless scalars

occur whenever a continuous symmetry is spontaneously broken. Since the Lagrangian is locally

SU(2)L invariant, the three θi(x) fields can be rotated away making these massless excitations

unphysical and leaving the ground state as

Φ(x) =
1√
2

 0

ν +H(x)

 . (2.15)

When this ground state is substituted into the Lagrangian in Eq. 2.11, the kinetic piece takes the

form

1

2
∂µH∂

µH + (v +H)2
{g2

4
W+
µ W

µ− +
1

8
(g2 + g′2)ZµZ

µ
}

(2.16)

where the physical gauge fields are defined in terms of the massless mediators as:
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W±µ =
1√
2

(W 1
µ ∓W 2

µ), (2.17)

Zµ =
1√

g2 + g′2
(gW 3

µ − g′Bµ), (2.18)

Aµ =
1√

g2 + g′2
(gW 3

µ + g′Bµ). (2.19)

Therefore, Aµ remains massless, corresponding to the massless γ, and the W± and Z fields acquire

masses of 1
2vg and 1

2v
√
g2 + g′2, respectively. The three massive gauge bosons have absorbed a

degree of freedom from the Goldstone bosons and acquired mass in the process.

The remaining portion of the Lagrangian from Eq. 2.11 after the substitution of the chosen

ground state describes the real, scalar Higgs field and is written as

L =
1

2
∂µH∂

µH − λv2H2 − λHHHvH3 − λHHHH
4

H4. (2.20)

From this equation, the Higgs field has mass, mH = 2λv2, which can only be determined exper-

imentally since λ is a free parameter. Another feature of this equation of motion is that there

are two Higgs self-coupling terms completely determined by the mass of the Higgs and the VEV.

Therefore, measuring the self-coupling is a crucial test of electroweak symmetry breaking.

Finally, the masses of fermions from the electroweak theory need to be addressed. This is

done by introducing the SU(2)L × U(1)Y invariant Yukawa Lagrangian

L = −λf (χ̄LΦφR + φ̄RΦχL)− λf ′(χ̄LΦ̃φR + φ̄RΦ̃χL), (2.21)

where the conjugate of Φ, Φ̃ = −iσ2Φ∗, and the Yukawa coupling to two different fermions, λf

and λf ′ , have been introduced. Substituting the same ground state as before from Eq. 2.15, the

Lagrangian becomes

L = −
λf√

2
(v +H)(ψ̄LψR + ψ̄RψL), (2.22)
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where this has been written for the general fermion field, ψ. Therefore, the mass term for a fermion,

f , has the general form
λfv√

2
(ψ̄LψR + ψ̄RψL) and the mass is

λfv√
2

. There is also an additional term

that couples the Higgs scalar to a fermion and changes the chirality of the fermion. The coupling

is proportional to the mass of the fermion and is a free parameter in the SM.

2.3 The Higgs Boson

In 2012, nearly 40 years after the BEH mechanism was proposed, the Higgs boson was

discovered by the CMS and ATLAS Collaborations at the LHC [16, 3]. The discovery was made by

combining five different Higgs decay modes, γγ, ZZ, W+W−, τ+τ−, and bb̄, from data produced in

proton-proton (pp) collisions with a center-of-mass energy of 7 and 8 TeV(
√
s = 7 and 8). Despite

having smaller branching fractions, which can be seen in Table 2.1, the two leading contributions

to the discovery were the γγ and ZZ → 4l channels due to the clean signature of these decays.

The invariant mass distributions for these two channels from the CMS experiment are shown in

Figure 2.2 and a clear bump in the data can be seen at 125 GeV. The CMS and ATLAS experiments

combined to measure the mass of the Higgs [17] as

mH = 125.09± 0.21(stat.)± 0.11(syst) GeV. (2.23)

This discovery was a great success for the SM and many properties of the new scalar boson were

measured [18, 19] to confirm that it is consistent with the SM Higgs boson. For example, the spin

and parity of the particle, the total decay width, the coupling strengths to fermions and vector

bosons, and the differential production cross sections have all been probed and have thus far been

shown to agree with SM predictions [4]. The CMS and ATLAS combined measurements of the

Higgs coupling strengths can be seen in Figure 2.3.

One of the remaining Higgs measurements needed to demonstrate that the discovered Higgs

is consistent with the SM Higgs is of the Higgs self-coupling, λHHH. This is a crucial test to verify

that the discovered Higgs is represented by the Lagrangian in Eq. 2.11. The Higgs self-coupling
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can only be directly accessed by measuring Higgs pair production (HH) and therefore, measuring

HH production is an essential step to verify the BEH mechanism.
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Figure 2.2: (Left) The invariant diphoton mass distribution with each event weighted by the S
S+B

value of its category. The lines represent the fitted background and signal, and the colored bands
represent the ±1 and ±2 standard deviation uncertainties in the background estimate. (Right)
Distribtuon of the four-lepton invariant mass for the ZZ → 4l analysis. The points represent
the data, the filled histograms represent the background, and the open histogram show the signal
expectation for a Higgs boson of mass mH = 125 GeV [3].

2.4 Higgs Boson Pair Production

At
√
s = 13 TeV the HH production cross section, σHH, is only ∼35 fb, about 1000 times

smaller than SM Higgs production cross sections, making this measurement extremely challenging

and possibly not feasible during the planned lifetime of the LHC. To further impede the measure-

ment of λHHH, there are two leading diagrams that contribute to HH production and only one of

them contains the tri-Higgs vertex. The other diagram contains Higgs coupling to top quarks and

disentangling these processes further reduces the sensitivity of HH searches to λHHH. However,

there are many BSM theories that predict an enhancement to the HH signal and it is necessary to

conduct HH searches to verify that BSM physics is not involved in electroweak symmetry break-
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Decay mode Branching fraction (%)

bb̄ 58.4+3.2
−3.3

W+W− 21.4+4.3
−4.2

gg 8.19+5.1
−5.1

τ+τ− 6.27+5.7
−5.7

cc̄ 2.89+5.5
−2.0

ZZ 2.62+4.3
−4.1

γγ 0.227+5.0
−4.9

Zγ 0.153+9.0
−8.9

µ+µ− 0.0218+6.0
−5.9

Table 2.1: Predicted branching fractions for the Higgs boson with a mass of 125 GeV. The relative
uncertainties are calculated from theoretical predictions that depend on the uncertainties of αs, the
quark masses, and the Higgs boson partial decay widths.
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Figure 2.3: Best fit values as a function of particle mass for the combination of ATLAS and CMS
data, with parameters defined as κF ·mF /v for the fermions and as

√
κV ·mV /v for the weak vector

bosons, where v = 246 GeV is the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs field. Here κF = λf
from Equation 2.22 and κV corresponds to the coupling of the vector bosons to the Higgs, which
depends on g and g′ from Equations 2.16. [4].
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ing. Furthermore, the SM only predicts non-resonant HH produciton so any sign of resonant HH

production would a clear indication of BSM physics.

2.4.1 Standard Model Production

At the LHC, there are five main processes that contribute to HH production: gluon fusion,

vector boson fusion, double Higgs-strahlung, and top pair and single top production in association

with HH production. The cross section for these process can be seen in Table 2.2 for a center-of-mass

energy of 13 and 14 TeV. Gluon fusion is the leading production mechanism and the two leading

diagrams for this process are in Figure 2.4, where the box diagram on the right has the larger cross

section. These diagrams have quark loops in them that are dominated by top quarks and therefore,

the cross section for this process depends on λHHH and the top quark Yukawa coupling. Also, these

diagrams interfere destructively causing the low production cross section. This makes searches for

HH production intriguing since any observation would be a clear indication of BSM physics.

√
s = 13 TeV

√
s = 14 TeV

Gluon Fusion 33.49+4.3+2.1+2.3%
−6.0−2.1−2.3% 39.59+4.4+2.1+2.2%

−6.0−2.1−2.2%

Vector Boson Fusion 1.62+2.3+2.3%
−2.7−2.3% 1.95+1.8+2.4%

−2.3−2.4%

tt̄HH 0.772+1.7+3.2%
−4.5−3.2% 0.949+1.8+3.2%

−4.8−3.2%

ZHH 0.362+3.4+1.9%
−2.6−1.9% 0.414+3.5+1.8%

−2.7−1.8%

W+HH 0.329+0.32+2.2%
−0.41−2.2% 0.368+0.33+2.1%

−0.39−2.1%

W−HH 0.173+1.2+2.8%
−1.3−2.8% 0.197+1.2+2.7%

−1.3−2.7%

tjHH 0.0281+5.2+4.5%
−3.2−4.5% 0.0364+3.7+4.7%

−1.3−4.7%

Table 2.2: Cross sections (in fb) for the seven largest Higgs pair production channels at the
LHC, with

√
s = 13 and 14 TeV. The first uncertainty is the scale uncertainty, the second is the

PDF uncertainty, and the third for gluon fusion is the αs uncertainty. The gluon fusion, ZHH,
and W±HH channels have been calculated at next-to-next-to-leading-order (NNLO) QCD and
the vector boson fusion, ttHH, and tjHH channels have been calculated at next-to-leading-order
(NLO) QCD [1].
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Figure 2.4: The two leading HH production diagrams for gluon fusion [5].

2.4.2 Beyond the Standard Model Production

The HH process is theoretically predicted by numerous BSM scenarios and can be observed

in two distinct signatures, resonant and non-resonant. A resonant signature would manifest as

an enhancement of σHH at a specific resonance mass, mX . A non-resonant BSM signature would

produce an overall enhancement of σHH across a wide range of mX values. Since this thesis describes

a search for resonant production, this section will only focus on resonant BSM production.

The BSM theories that predict the existence of a new resonance X decaying to a pair of Higgs

bosons allow for a wide range of possible masses. This range spans from the kinematic limit, which

is twice the Higgs mass, up to several TeV. Due to this large range, different search techniques

must be employed to completely cover it. This analysis is a model independent search for a heavy

resonance, with a mass from just below a TeV up to a couple of TeV, and therefore this section

will focus on BSM theories that predict these types of particles. This section is not meant to be a

complete description of every BSM model that predicts this HH signature, but rather an illustration

that this search is well motivated by many different types of theories.

2.4.2.1 Warped Extra Dimensions

In order to solve the hierarchy problem, the large discrepancy between the weak force and

gravity, Randall and Sundrum [20] proposed a warped extra dimension (WED) model where there

is one extra spatial dimension compactified between two fixed points, called branes. The region

between the branes is referred to as bulk and controlled through an exponential metric, which is
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written as

ds2 = e−2klφηµνdx
µdyν + l2dφ2, (2.24)

where l is the size of the extra dimension. The gap between the two fundamental scales of nature,

such as the Planck scale (MPl) and the electroweak scale, is controlled by a warp factor, k, in the

metric, which corresponds to one of the fundamental parameters of the theory. One of the branes,

where the density of the extra dimensional metric is localized, is called the “Planck brane”, while

the other, where the Higgs field is localized, is called the “TeV brane”. This type of model predicts

the existence of new particles, such as the spin-0 radion [21, 22, 23] and the spin-2 first Kaluze-Klein

(KK) excitation of the graviton [24, 25, 26].

There are two possible ways of describing a KK bulk graviton, which would also be the

mediator of the gravitational force, from the standpoint of a WED that depends on the choice of

localization of the SM matter fields. In the “RS1 model”, only gravity is allowed to propagate in

the extra-dimensional bulk, and the couplings of the KK graviton to matter fields are fully defined

by k/MPl, where MPl ≡MPl/
√

8π. If other fields are allowed to propagate in the bulk, the “bulk

RS model”, the coupling of the KK graviton to matter depends on the localization of the SM fields

in the bulk. This model is favored because only the Higgs is on the TeV brane which allows high

energy unification of gauge couplings and a natural mass hierarchy. For example, the light quarks

are localized near the Planck brane while the top quarks are localized near the TeV brane, the

elementary top hypothesis, causing a large top mass.

The radion is an additional element of WED models that is needed to stabilize the size of

the extra dimension l and the radion’s properties are similar between the two WED models. It

is standard to express the benchmark points of the radion in terms of the dimensionless quantity

k/MPl, and the mass scale ΛR =
√

6e−klMPl, with the latter interpreted as the ultraviolet cutoff

of the theory [27]. The addition of a scalar-curvature term can induce a mixing between the scalar

radion and Higgs boson [28], but due to electroweak precision tests this mixing is expected to be
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small.

In proton-proton collisions at the LHC, the KK graviton and radion are produced primarily

through gluon-gluon fusion. The KK gravition is predicted to decay to a pair of Higgs with a

branching fraction of up to ∼10% depending on the type of model and model parameters [29].

While the radion has an HH branching fraction of ∼25% that is roughly constant across models.

The absolute value for the production cross section scales with (k/MPl)
2 for the KK gravition [29]

and with 1/Λ2
R for the radion [30].

2.4.2.2 Higgs Singlet

The simplest extension of the SM Higgs sector is done by adding a real singlet field, S [31].

The scalar potential is then

V (Φ, S) = −m2Φ†Φ− µ2S2 + λ1(Φ
†Φ)2 + λ2S

4 + λ3Φ
†ΦS2, (2.25)

where Φ is the complex scalar doublet of SU(2) from the SM. In the unitary gauge, the Higgs fields

are given by

Φ =

 0

h̃−ν√
2

 , (2.26)

S =
h′ + x√

2
, (2.27)

where ν and x are the vacuum expectation values for the Φ and S fields, respectively. The gauge

and mass eigenstates are then related by the mixing matrix

h

H

 =

cos α −sin α

sin α cos α


 h̃
h′

 , (2.28)

where h represents the SM Higgs and H is a new, additional Higgs. The free parameters in this

model are mh, mH , sinα, ν, and x. When mH > 2mh, the H → hh decay is allowed and the second
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Higgs is decoupled from other SM particles [32]. In this scenario, the second Higgs is primarily

produced through gluon fusion and can have a mass from 250− 1000 GeV. The branching fraction

of H to two SM Higgs is up to 40% depending on the parameters of the model.

2.4.2.3 Georgi-Machacek Model

The Georgi-Machacek (GM) model [33] is a more complicated extension of the Higgs sector

where a real triplet field, ξ, with hypercharge Y = 0 and a complex SU(2)L triplet field, χ, with

hypercharge Y = 1 are added. This is an interesting model because the triplet fields can have

vacuum expectation values which leads to neutrinos having light Majorana masses. The model also

predicts the existence of three neutral scalars, two that are CP-even and one that is CP-odd. At

the LHC, the production of one of these CP-even scalars is dominated by gluon fusion. This scalar

can be as heavy as 1 TeV and it decays to a pair of Higgs bosons with a branching fraction that

can be as large as ∼95% depending on the mass of the scalar. The GM model has the intriguing

phenomenological feature that the couplings between the SM Higgs and the SM weak gauge bosons

are enhanced, meaning that precision measurements of Higgs couplings could also give evidence to

this model [34].



Chapter 3

Experimental Setup

3.1 The Large Hardon Collider

The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) accelerates protons and heavy ions in counter rotating

beams to near-light speeds. These beams are contained in vacuum tubes that form a closed path

26.7 km in circumference and are housed between 50 and 175 m underground, near the France-

Switzerland border. The beams cross at four interaction points where four different detectors are

located.

In ideal conditions, each beam contains 2,808 bunches of protons and each bunch contains

about 100 billion protons. These bunches are formed from the 16 radio-frequency (RF) cavities

located on the beamline. The path and shape of the beam are controlled by about 9,600 magnets.

Dipole magnets keep the beams on their circular path, while quadrupole magnets focus the beams.

In order for the superconducting dipole magnets to provide a high magnetic field of 8.3 T, they

must be kept at 1.9 K with superfluid Helium.

The design instantaneous luminosity, L, is 1034cm−2s−1 and only depends on beam parame-

ters

L =
N2
b nbfrevγr
4πεnβ

F, (3.1)

where Nb is the number of particles per bunch, nb is the number of bunches per beam, frev is the

frequency of the revolutions of the beam, γr is the relativistic factor, εn is the normalized transverse

beam emittance, β is the beta function at the collision point and is roughly the width of the beam

squared divided by the emittance, and F is the geometric luminosity reduction factor due to the
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crossing angle at the interaction point [35]. Integrating the instantaneous luminosity with respect

to time gives the integrated luminosity:

L =

∫
L(t)dt. (3.2)

In 2016, the LHC provided 35.9 fb−1 of integrated luminosity and a similar amount is expected

in 2017. This luminosity is delivered with a bunch spacing of 25 ns and a center of mass energy of

13 TeV. To achieve this, electrons are stripped off of Hydrogen atoms by an electric field and the

remaining protons are injected into a linear accelerator (LINAC 2) where they reach an energy of

50 MeV. The beam is then sent to the Proton Synchrotron Booster (PSB), which accelerates the

protons to 1.4 GeV. Afterwards, the beams are injected into the Proton Synchrotron (PS) where

they reach 25 GeV, followed by the Super Proton Synchrotron (PSP) where they are accelerated to

450 GeV. The beams are then accelerated in the main ring to 6.5 TeV. A layout of the acceleration

facility can be seen in Figure 3.1[36].

3.2 The Compact Muon Solenoid Detector

The Compact Muon Solenoid (CMS) detector is one of the general-purpose particle detectors

at the LHC. It is made up of layered, sub-detectors arranged in a cylindrical structure that is

21.6 m long, 15 m in diameter and weighs about 14,000 tons. The detector is built around its

huge solenoid magnet which provides a 3.8 T magnetic field. Due to the size of this magnet, the

silicon tracker, the lead tungstate crystal electromagnetic calorimeter (ECAL), and the brass and

plastic scintillator hadron calorimeter (HCAL) are all able to fit within the solenoid, allowing the

momentum of particles to be precisely measured. Encasing the solenoid is the muon detector system

composed of different types of gas-ionization detectors. A layout of the CMS detector can be seen

in Figure 3.2.

The experiment uses a right-handed, Cartesian coordinate system that is oriented with the

x-axis pointing to the center of the LHC ring, the y-axis pointing up, and the z-axis pointing along

the beam line. A pseudo-polar coordinate system is also used due to the cylindrical symmetry of the
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Figure 3.1: A schematic of the accelerator chain.
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detector. The azimuthal angle, φ, is measured from the x-axis in the x-y plane, the polar angle, θ,

is defined from the z-axis, and the pseudorapidity, η, is given by η = −ln tan(θ/2). The transverse

plane is used to define the component of observable quantities, like momentum and energy, that is

perpendicular to the beamline in the x-y plane.

Figure 3.2: A sliced view of the CMS detector.

3.2.1 The Tracker

The tracker is the innermost layer of the CMS detector and is completely made of silicon.

It consists of two separate subdetectors: the inner pixel detector and the outer strip detector.

The purpose of the tracker is to collect precise, three-dimensional single hit positions along the

curved trajectories of charged particles to extract their momentum. The tracker covers up to a

pseudorapidity of | η |< 2.5. A schematic of the tracker can be seen in Figure 3.3 [37].
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Figure 3.3: A schematic of the CMS tracker in the r-z plane.

3.2.1.1 The Pixel Detector

The pixel detector contains 65 million pixels that are 100 × 150µm2 with a thickness of

285µm. These pixels are contained in two different sections: the barrel (BPIX) and the endcaps

(FPIX). The barrel is a cylindrical structure that surrounds the interaction vertex and consists of

three concentric layers. These layers are at distances of 4.4, 7.3, and 10.2 cm from the beamlines.

The endcap section consists of 2 symmetrical disk sections on either end of the barrel. Each section

is made up of 2 disks that are 34.5 and 46.5 cm from the interaction point. An important feature

of the pixel detector is its precise hit resolution, which is necessary for the high performance of

different reconstruction and tagging algorithms. The resolution is measured by comparing the hit

position in the second layer of the barrel with an interpolated track created from hits in the inner

and outer layer and taking the residual difference. The resolution is 10.6 µm in the r− φ direction

and 29.1 µm in the z direction as shown in Figure 3.4[38].

At the end of the 2016 data taking period, an additional layer was added to the barrel region

and the layers are now at distances of 3.0, 6.8, 10.2, and 16.0 cm. An additional disk was also

added to each endcap region and each disk now consists of 2 concentric rings, inner and outer, to

enable easy replacement. A comparison of the 2016 and 2017 pixel detector geometries can be seen

in Figure 3.5[39].
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Figure 3.4: Distribution of hit residuals on the second pixel barrel layer in the transverse (left) and
longitudinal (right) directions to the beam. The distribution is fitted with a student’s t-function
for which sigma is shown on the plot.

Figure 3.5: A comparison of the 2016 pixel detector geometry with the 2017 upgrade geometry.

The silicon pixels are grouped in modules of 52× 80 pixels and bump-bonded to a read-out-

chip (ROC). These ROCs amplify and shape the signals from the pixel sensors so that they can be

converted from analog to digital signals.

Due to the proximity of the pixel detector to the interaction point, the sensors and readout

electronics will receive an incredibly high particle flux. The innermost layer of the BPIX is expected

to receive a radiation dose of 840 kGy after an integrated luminosity of 500 fb−1. A radiation



27

tolerant design was a top priority for both the electronics and sensors and more details on this will

be given in Chapter 5.

3.2.1.2 The Strip Detector

Outside of the pixel detector is the strip detector which is arranged in a similar manner as

the pixel detector. There is a barrel region that is split into an inner barrel (TIB) section and an

outer barrel (TOB) section and two endcap sections on either side that consist of an inner endcap

region (TID) and an outer endcap region (TEC). The TIB consists of four concentric cylinders that

extend out to 65 cm on either side of the interaction point and have radii between 25.5 and 49.8 cm.

The two inner layers are comprised of double sided modules with a strip pitch of 80 µm and the

two outer layers are made of single sided modules with a strip pitch of 120 µm. The TOB consists

of 6 concentric cylinders that extend from −110 to +110 along the z axis and are between radii of

55.5 to 116.0 cm. Each TID consists of 3 disks located between z = ±80 cm and z = ± 90 cm. A

disk consists of 3 rings which span radii from 20 to 50 cm. The 2 innnermost rings have double

sided modules and the outermost has single sided ones. The TEC disks extend radially from 22

to 113.5 cm and are located between ± 124 cm and ± 280 cm along the z direction. The silicon

sensors in the TIB, TID, and inner 4 rings of the TEC are 320 µm thick and the sensors in the

TOB and 3 outer rings of the TEC are 500 µm thick[37].

3.2.2 The Electromagnetic Calorimeter

Surrounding the tracker is the electromagnetic calorimeter (ECAL) which measures the en-

ergies of electrons and photons. The ECAL is made up of lead tungstate (PbWO4) crystals which

produce scintillation light in fast, well defined photon showers whenever an electron or photon

passes through them. These showers can be measured by photodetectors to determine the energy

of the electron or photon. Since the yield of light in the crystals depends on temperature, the

temperature of the ECAL does not vary by more than 0.1◦C.

The ECAL is made up of a barrel region which consists of 61,200 crystals and two endcap
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segments which consist of 7,324 crystals. The barrel covers a pseudorapidity of |η| < 1.479 and is

made of crystals with a cross section of 22 × 22 mm2 and a length of 230 mm, which corresponds

to 25.8 radiation lengths. The photodetectors in the barrel region are avalanche photodiodes and

are made of silicon. The endcaps cover a pseudorapidity of 1.48 < |η| < 3.0 and the crystals have

dimensions 24.7 × 24.7 × 220 mm3. The crystals are organized into groups of 36 crystals, called

a supercrystal, and each endcap contains 268 supercrystals. The photodiodes in the endcaps are

vacuum phototriodes and are used because of the higher radiation tolerance that is needed in this

region.

Another component of the ECAL is the preshower detector. The preshower sits in front of

both endcaps and covers a pseudorapidity of 1.65 < |η| < 2.61. The purpose of the preshower is

for extra spatial precision in order to distinguish single photons from a π0 decaying to two nearby

photons. The preshower is made of 2 planes of lead followed by silicon sensors that have dimensions

of 6.3 cm× 6.3 cm× 0.3 mm[37][40]. The layout of the ECAL can be seen in Figure 3.6.

Figure 3.6: Schematic view of a quadrant of the electromagnetic calorimeter (ECAL). The numbers
correspond to η and show the coverage of the different sections of the ECAL.
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3.2.3 The Hadron Calorimeter

The HCAL surrounds the ECAL and its purpose is to measure the energy of hadrons. It is

designed to be a hermetic detector because all particles from an interaction must be detected to

accurately measure the missing transverse energy (MET) of an event. The HCAL is a sampling

detector that is made up of alternating layers of absorber and scintillator. The absorbers are made

of either brass or steel and when a particle hits them a shower of particles is produced. Light is then

emitted when particles pass through the scintillation material and absorbed by wavelength-shifting

fibers that are less than 1 mm in diameter. The HCAL is divided into 4 sections: the barrel (HB),

the endcap (HE), the outer calorimeter (HO), and the forward calorimeter (HF). A schematic of

the HCAL can be viewed in Figure 3.7[37].

Figure 3.7: Schematic cross section of the hadron calorimeter (HCAL).

The HB sits inside the magnet and covers a pseudorapidity of |η| < 1.3. It is made up of 36

wedges aligned parallel to the beam axis, where each wedge consists of brass plates interspersed by

plastic scintillator. The plastic scintillator plates are divided into 16 sections giving a granularity

of ∆η ×∆φ = 0.087× 0.087. For structural support, the outermost layers of each wedge are steel
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plates.

The HE is designed to sustain a high radiation flux due to the pseudorapidity region it covers,

1.3 < |η| < 3. It also must provide the maximum number of interaction lengths to contain hadronic

showers. Thus, C26000 brass was chosen as the absorber and the combined material in the HE

provides about ten interaction lengths. For |η| < 1.6 the granularity is ∆η×∆φ = 0.0872 while for

|η| >= 1.6 the granularity is ∆η ×∆φ = 0.172.

Due to the limited space within the solenoid magnet, the HO sits outside of the magnet and

detects any late starting showers. The HO covers |η| < 1.3 and adds more material to the barrel

region to provide 11.8 radiation lengths. Since the HO detects energy that would otherwise be

missed, it improves missing transverse energy (MET) measurements.

The HF sits 11.2 m from the interaction point down the beam line. It is a cylindrical structure

with an outer radius of 130 cm. Due to the extreme, 760 GeV energy per proton-proton interaction

deposited into the forward calorimeters, quartz fibers are used as the active medium. It has a

granularity of ∆η ×∆φ = 0.175× 0.175 and covers a pseudorapidity range of 3.0 < |η| < 5.0.

3.2.4 The Superconducting Magnet

As implied by the name of CMS, the superconducting magnet is a central design feature of

the detector. By producing a uniform, 3.8 T magnetic field the paths of charged particles are bent

and the momentum of these particles can be accurately measured. The magnet is a solenoid with a

length of 12.5 m and a 6.3 m inside diameter. The magnet is made up of 4-layers of NbTi wires that

are coiled and then cooled to −268.5◦C to allow current to flow through with minimal resistance

and produce the largest magnetic field possible. The magnetic flux is returned through a yoke that

weighs 10,000 tons and is made up of six endcap disks and five barrel wheels.

3.2.5 The Muon System

The muon system is the outermost sub-detector of CMS since muons have a small cross

section and can pass through several meters of iron without interacting. There are 1400 muon
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chambers that compose the muon system and these chambers consist of three different types of

detectors: drift tubes (DTs), cathode strip chambers (CSCs), and resistive plate chambers (RPCs).

The muon system sits between the magnet return yolk and covers a pseudorapidity of |η| < 2.4.

The DTs and RPCs make up the barrel region of the sub-detector and the CSCs and RPCs make

up the endcap regions. A detailed view of the muon system can be seen in Figure 3.8[37].

Figure 3.8: Schematic view of the muon system.

The DTs are 4 cm wide tubes that contain a wire within a gas volume comprised of 85%

Ar and 15% CO2. The muons ionize electrons off the atoms of the gas and the liberated electrons

collect on the wire where a positive voltage is applied. The drift velocity of electrons in the gaseous

mixture is known and thus two position coordinates can be measured. The DTs are arranged in 4

concentric cylinders around the beamline and cover a pseudorapidity of |η| < 1.2.
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CSCs are made of arrays of positively charged anode wires crossed with negatively charged

cathode strips within a gas volume. Electrons from the traversing muons are detected in a similar

way as the DTs and since the wires and strips are perpendicular to each other 2 position coordinates

are measured. The CSCs cover the pseudorapidity range 0.9 < |η| < 2.4 and are arranged in 5

separate layers that are made up of different numbers of rings.

RPCs are made of 2 oppositely charged parallel plates that are made of a high resistivity

plastic material and separated by a gaseous volume. The plates are transparent to electrons which

are detected by external metallic strips. The RPCs have a coarser resolution than the DTs and

CSCs, but have a timing resolution on the order of nanoseconds. They cover |η| < 1.6 and are

primarily used as a secondary muon identification tool to confirm the measurements in the DTs

and CSCs.

3.2.6 The Trigger System

Collisions at CMS occur every 25 ns or at a rate of 40 MHz, which produces an impossible

amount of data to store. To make the data storage manageable, CMS employs a trigger system that

attempts to only save interesting events. To do this, the trigger system is made up of 2 triggers:

the Level-1 (L1) trigger and the high level trigger (HLT). The L1 trigger consists of programmable

electronics and reduces the rate of events accepted for possible storage to 100 kHz. The HLT uses

software to reconstruct physics objects and reduces the rate to below 1 kHz.

3.2.6.1 The Level-1 Trigger

The L1 trigger uses information from every sub-detector, except for the tracker, to determine

whether an event is passed to the HLT. It has a 3.2 µs latency period to make this decision and

the tracker cannot provide information from its measurements in this small time frame. The final

step of the L1 trigger that decides whether an event is kept or rejected is the Global Trigger and

it uses information from the calorimeter trigger and muon trigger to make this decision.

The initial step of the calorimeter trigger are the Trigger Primitive Generators (TPG), which
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sum the transverse energies measured in ECAL crystals or HCAL read-out towers. This information

is used to determine possible electrons or photons, transverse energy sums, and tau-veto bits by

the Regional Calorimeter Trigger. The Global Calorimeter Trigger then determines the highest-

rank calorimeter trigger objects across the entire detector. It determines jets, total transverse

energy, MET, jet counts, HT, and the highest-rank isolated and non-isolated electron and photon

candidates.

The muon trigger uses track segments combined from the DTs and CSCs, as well as separate

track candidates from the RPCs. The Global Muon Trigger combines this information to achieve

the best momentum resolution and efficiency possible and determine the four best muon candidates.

The architecture of the L1 trigger system can be seen in Figure 3.9.

Figure 3.9: Schematic of the Level-1 trigger system.

3.2.6.2 The High Level Trigger

The HLT is a software based system that uses reconstructed physics objects to make com-

plicated calculations. These calculations are done using similar software to what is used in offline
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analyses. The HLT is made up of many different HLT paths that are implemented for specific anal-

yses and each consist of a sequence of steps of reconstructing and filtering in increasing complexity.

The HLT paths used by the analysis presented in this thesis will be described in Section 6.3.



Chapter 4

Object Reconstruction

The CMS detector attempts to identify all particles produced in pp collisions. However, all of

the data from an event is provided as hit patterns in the subdetectors and to simplify the analysis

of these hit patterns they are first converted into physics objects. This chapter will describe the

process of reconstructing physics objects from the information provided by the CMS detector.

4.1 The Particle Flow Algorithm

The Particle Flow (PF) algorithm [41, 42] optimally combines information from all of the

subdetectors to identify and reconstruct every individual particle produced in a proton-proton (pp)

collision. To accomplish this, the CMS detector was designed with a nearly fully efficient tracking

system to precisely reconstruct tracks and vertices and a calorimeter with excellent granularity to

disentangle overlapping showers. The PF algorithm is comprised of three main elements: iterative

tracking, calorimeter clustering, and the link algorithm.

4.1.1 Iterative Tracking

To reconstruct the charged particles from a pp collision, the hits in the tracker need to be

converted into a collection of tracks. The tracking software used by the PF algorithm is called the

Combinatorial Track Finder (CFT) [43] and it allows pattern recognition and track fitting to occur

in the same framework. The CFT is run six times with the reconstruction criteria loosening for

each iteration to achieve both a high efficiency and low fake rate. Each iteration is comprised of
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four steps: seed generation, track finding, track fitting, and track selection.

Seed generation determines initial track trajectories from the minimum number of hits nec-

essary to define a trajectory in a magnetic field. Five parameters are needed to define a helical

trajectory and therefore, either 3 hits or 2 hits and an additional constraint that the particle orig-

inates from the beam spot are used to define the seeds. These seeds are required to pass some

minimum pT threshold and must be consistent with originating from the pp interaction region.

Next, the initial track trajectories are extrapolated out and at each detector layer the hit with the

position that produces the smallest χ2 to the extrapolated trajectory is added to the track. This

process is repeated at each detector layer until the end of the tracker is reached. When there is no

hit along the trajectory at a certain layer, a “ghost” hit is added to the track. Tracks are discarded

after a certain number of ghost hits are recorded. To obtain the full information of the trajectory,

tracks are refitted with all hits using a Kalman filter and smoother [44]. Finally, tracks are selected

if they pass a certain number of quality requirements such as the number of layers with hits, the

χ2/ndf of the track fit, and the compatibility that the track originates from the primary vertex.

This greatly reduces the number of fake tracks.

4.1.2 Calorimeter Clustering

There are four purposes to the clustering algorithm in the calorimeter: detect and measure

the energy and direction of neutral particles, separate these neutral particles from energy deposits

of charged ones, reconstruct and identify electrons and all accompanying Bremsstrahlung photons,

and assist the energy measurement of charged hadrons when track parameters are not accurately

determined. The clustering algorithm is therefore designed for a high detection efficiency for low-

energy particles and a separation of close energy deposits from the high granularity calorimeter.

Clustering is performed separately in each subdetector as follows.

First, the seed for a cluster of nearby hits is identified as the hit with the maximum energy that

is above a given threshold. Topological clusters are then created by adding cells that are adjacent

to the cells already in the cluster and have an energy above a given threshold. Finally, the final
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energy and position of the clusters is determined through an iterative expectation-maximization

algorithm.

4.1.3 The Link Algorithm

The purpose of the link algorithm is to connect the different PF elements from the subde-

tectors to fully reconstruct a particle. The elements that can be linked are charged-particle tracks,

calorimeter clusters, and muon tracks. The link algorithm creates blocks of elements which contain

two or three elements.

A link between a track and a calorimeter cluster is made if the extrapolated track from the

tracker lands within the cluster. Clusters from different calorimeter subdetectors are linked when

the position in the more granular calorimeter is within the cluster envelope in the less granular

calorimeter. And finally, links between tracker tracks and muon tracks are made when a global fit

of the combied tracks returns an acceptable χ2.

4.1.4 Particle Identification

Each block of elements is identified as specific particles in the following way. First, muons

are identified when the momentum of the combined tracks in the tracker and muon detector is

within 3σ of the tracker momentum. The corresponding tracks are then removed from the block.

Secondly, electrons are identified by finding tracks that fit the criteria of an electron track: short

tracks that lose energy from Bremsstrahlung. These tracks are refit with a Gaussian-Sum fitter [45]

to project their trajectories out to the ECAL and find an intersecting cluster. The corresponding

track and ECAL cluster are then removed from the block. Thirdly, charged hadrons are identified

from the remaining tracks and are associated to clusters in the HCAL if the cluster energy falls

within the uncertainties of the track momentum. Finally, the remaining clusters in the HCAL and

ECAL are associated with neutral hadrons and photons, respectively.
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4.2 Vertex Reconstruction

Vertex reconstruction locates all of the pp interactions within an event so that they can be

classified. The primary vertex results in high pT particles and is of most interest because the

primary signature of the event originates from it. The remaining vertices are referred to as pileup

and most of these interactions produce soft particles that contribute to the overall hadronic activity

within an event, and can obscure the interesting processes. In 2016, the CMS detector recorded

between 45 to 60 pileup vertices for each event and therefore determining the activity from pileup

is crucial for analyses.

Vertex reconstruction consists of three steps: track selection, clustering tracks originating

from the same vertex, and fitting the tracks for the position of each vertex. Track are selected that

are produced promptly in the primary interaction region. This is done by placing requirements on

the impact parameter of the track relative to the center of the beam, the number of hits within the

track, and the χ2 of the fit trajectory. The tracks are then clustered according to their z-coordinate

at their point of closest approach to the center of the beam spot. Finally, the position of each

vertex is determined by fitting each cluster of tracks [43].

4.3 Jet Reconstruction

In an attempt to reconstruct the hadronization of a quark or gluon, the hadrons and non-

isolated leptons of an event are clustered together to form jets. In this analysis, the “anti-kt”

algorithm is used to create jets. This algorithm iteratively clusters particles together by defining

two distance parameters

dij = min(k2pti , k
2p
tj )

∆2
ij

R2
, (4.1)

diB = k2pti , (4.2)
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where kti is the transverse momentum of particle i, ∆2
ij = (ηi−ηj)2+(φi−φj)2, ηi is the rapidity, φi

is the azimuth, R is the chosen cone radius, and p = −1 gives the anti-kt algorithm. The distance

between particles i and j, dij , is compared to diB, the distance between particle i and the beam.

If dij is smaller than diB then i and j are recombined, but if dij is larger then i is called a jet and

removed from the remaining particles. This continues until are particles have been clustered into

jets.

The anti-kt algorithm clusters soft particles to hard ones, so that a jet’s axis is mainly

defined by its hard constituents. This is a key feature of the algorithm because the jet’s axis will

not dramatically change when soft radiation from pileup is removed from the event. When two

hard particles are nearby, they are either clustered together or the soft particles are shared between

them based on the size of the cones being reconstructed.

4.4 Missing Transverse Energy

The initial momentum of the colliding constituents in the protons at CMS is unknown, how-

ever it is known that their transverse momentum is zero. Therefore, by conservation of momentum,

the combined transverse momentum of all of the particles produced in the collision is zero. How-

ever, weakly interacting particles, such as neutrinos, can avoid detection and cause there to be

an imbalance in the transverse momentum of a collision. These signatures are predicted by many

theoretical models and therefore, a useful quantity in the analysis of CMS data is the missing

transverse momentum

~
��ET = −

∑
detected particles

~pT . (4.3)

This quantity is referred to as MET throughout this paper.

4.5 b-tagging

The identification of jets arising from the hadronization of b quarks is crucial for searches for

new physics and for measurements of standard model processes. These jets can be distinguished
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from jets initiated by gluons or light flavor quarks due to the long lifetime of B hadrons, about 1.5

ps, which causes the B hadron to decay within the jet and form a secondary vertex. These secondary

vertices are displaced hundreds of micrometers away from the primary vertex and therefore, the

high resolution of the pixel detector is the leading reason b quarks are identified efficiently.

CMS employs several b tagging algorithms [6], although the combined secondary vertex

(CSVv2) algorithm is primarily used. The CSV algorithm uses secondary vertices, which are

reconstructed from the tracks of charged particles within a jet, and track impact parameters, which

are the points of closest approach from each track to the primary vertex, as input to a likelihood

based discriminant. The shape of the CSVv2 discriminant is shown in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1: Discriminator values for the combined secondary vertex (CSVv2) algorithm in a dilepton
tt̄ topology. The total number of entries in the simulation is normalized to the observed number of
entries in data. The small bump between discriminator values of 0.5 and 0.6 are due to tracks or
jets from pileup collisions [6].

4.6 Double b-tagging

A more challenging tagging technique is the identification of jets that contain two b quarks.

This is especially important for the analysis presented in this thesis, where a Higgs decaying to bb̄

is reconstructed within a single large cone jet, also referred to as a fatjet. In Run I of the LHC, two

different techniques were used to identify jets containing two b quarks: fatjet b tagging and subjet b
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tagging. Fatjet b tagging applies the standard b tagging algorithm to a fatjet but with the track and

vertex criteria relaxed due to the larger jet cone size. Subjet b tagging defines two subjets within

the fatjet and then individually b tags each of these. These two approaches complimented each

other to an extent. Fatjet b tagging performs better in the high tagging efficiency regime where the

presence of displaced tracks improves the performance, while subjet b tagging performs better in

the high purity regime where it can rely on the reconstruction of two distinct secondary vertices.

For jets with higher pT , the subjets begin to overlap and subjet b tagging becomes inefficient due to

the double counting of tracks. A diagram of these two approaches can be seen in Figure 4.2 and due

to the complentary nature of these techniques it is clear that there is a possibility for improvement

with a more efficient tagger.

subjets fatjet double-b

τ-axis1

τ-axis2

Figure 4.2: Schematic comparison of the fatjet and subjet b tagging approaches and the double-b
tagger [7].

Therefore, a dedicated multivariate algorithm, called the “double-b tagger,” was developed

to holistically tag jets containing two b quarks. The double-b tagger reconstructs secondary vertices

within the fatjet independently of the jet clustering and then associates each secondary vertex to

a subjet axis in order to reconstruct the decay chains of the two B hadrons. At the same signal

efficiency, the mistag rate of the double-b tagger is lower by about a factor of 2 compared to the

previous tagging approaches, as shown in Figure 4.3.
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Chapter 5

Radiation Tolerance of 65 nm CMOS Transistors

The need for extremely radiation tolerant electronics, especially in the era of High Luminosity

running at the LHC (HL-LHC), is a major issue confronting high energy physics. The HL-LHC will

begin running in 2025 and the expected peak luminosity is 5×1034 cm−2s−1. At this luminosity, the

particle flux near the collision vertex will be extremely high and it will be vital for reconstruction

and b-tagging algorithms that the electronics in the pixel detector operate while accumulating a

total ionizing dose of about 1 Grad.

To lower the material density and power dissipation in the pixel detector, the plan for the

HL-LHC readout chips in the pixel detector at CMS is to upgrade from the current 250 nm com-

plementary metal-oxide-semiconductor (CMOS) technology to 65 nm CMOS technology. Previous

studies [46] showed that the properties of 65 nm CMOS technology did not dramatically change

after being exposed to a total dose of 200 Mrad. However, these studies were conducted at room

temperature and the pixel detector will be operated at −20◦C to limit the leakage current in the

silicon strip trackers. At a lower temperature, the CMOS devices will not anneal as much and

the radiation damage might be greater than had been observed in room temperature exposures.

Therefore, this chapter summarizes an important study that characterizes the response of 65 nm

CMOS technology to a cumulative radiation dose of 1 Grad while operating below −20◦C.
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5.1 Radiation Damage Mechanisms

Two types of radiation damage can occur when energetic particles pass through a semicon-

ductor device and either electron-hole pairs (“ionization damage”) are created or silicon atoms are

displaced from their lattice sites (“displacement damage”). This section will focus on ionization

damage because that is the damage mechanism that this study characterized.

Ionization damage occurs in the insulating layers of the device, usually SiO2, when the

electrons and holes drift to different locations where they are trapped and cause unwanted elec-

tromagnetic fields within the device. There are two locations of insulating layers within current

semiconductors: the gate oxide and the shallow trench isolation (STI) oxide. A layout of a CMOS

transistor can be seen in Figure 5.1[8].

Figure 5.1: The cross section view of an n-channel transistor. The transistor is built on a p-
type substrate with n-type implants as the source and drain. An inversion layer is formed in the
conducting channel when a positive voltage is applied to the gate. The gate dielectric (gate oxide)
and shallow trench isolation (STI) oxide are the green regions[8].

The gate oxide separates the gate terminal from the conductive channel that connects the

source and drain and serves as a dielectric layer so that the gate can sustain a high electric field.

When electron-hole pairs are created in the gate oxide the electrons are swept out of the oxide by

the positive voltage applied on the gate terminal while holes move in the opposite direction toward

the Si/SiO2 interface. Two separate mechanisms can then occur [47]:
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� Deep Hole Trapping: There is a transition region from SiO2 to Si where the oxidation

is not complete and there are oxygen vacancies. These vacancies cause weak Si-Si bonds,

where each Si atom is also bonded to three oxygen atoms, that are broken by holes which

then remain trapped there. The holes accumulate at the interface causing a buildup of

positive charge.

� Radiation-Induced Traps: At the Si/SiO2 interface there are tri-valent Si atoms that

have been passivated by H atoms. Radiation-induced holes free protons from the oxide and

the protons then travel to the Si/SiO2 interface. At the interface the proton breaks the

Si-H bond to form H2 and a trivalent Si atom that is left with an unpassivated dangling

bond that is an electrically active defect.

These effects cause the voltage seen by the conductive channel to differ from the actual voltage

applied at the gate terminal and therefore, the transistor will turn on at a different voltage than

it was designed to. These mechanisms are extremely dependent on the thickness of the gate oxide

and more deep hole and radiation-induced traps will build up the thicker the gate oxide is.

STI oxide is implanted in the silicon between adjacent semiconductors to prevent leakage

current. The same mechanisms that occur in the gate oxide also occur in the STI oxide, however

they effect the transistor functionality differently. When charge builds up in the STI oxide, a

conductive channel is opened between the source and drain of the transistor and leakage current

can flow even when the transistor is turned off. This is illistrated in Figure 5.2[9].

The radiation induced charge that is trapped in the STI also prevents channel inversion near

the STI and reduces the conductive channel width. This is referred to as Radiation Induced Narrow

Channel Effect (RINCE)[48] and is more evident in narrow channel devices. A narrower conductive

channel allows less current to flow from the source to drain and thus, the maximum drain to source

current that can be achieved in a transistor is decreased.

Transistors can at least partially recover from these radiation induced damage mechanisms

through a process called annealing. This is a complex process that occurs either when trapped
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Figure 5.2: The crosses represent positive charge build up in the shallow trench isolation (STI)
oxide, which allow current to pass between the source and the drain when no voltage is applied to
the gate[9].

charge tunnels out of the oxide or is thermally excited enough to leave the oxide. Once a charge

is free from the oxide, it is swept away by oppositely charged voltage contacts of the transistor.

While this can improve the performance of individual transistors it is not a feasible solution for the

entire pixel detector due to the complex interaction of numerous devices that react differently to

annealing.

5.2 Experimental Details

5.2.1 Transistor Test Setup

A 65 nm CMOS Application Specific Integrated Circuit (ASIC) containing individual tran-

sistors connected to wire bond pads was built for radiation tolerance testing. Transistors within

the ASIC were laid out in groups of similar transistors, for example all N-type metal-oxide-

semiconductor (NMOS) transistors with the same channel length (L). Within a group, all transistors

share a gate pad and a source/drain pad. The other drain/source of the transistor is connected to

its own wire bonding pad, so that each transistor characteristic can be measured individually. The

devices tested were P-type metal-oxide-semiconductor (PMOS) and NMOS core transistors oper-

ated at 1.2 V and NMOS input/output (I/O) transistors with double thickness gate oxide operated

at 2.5 V. Several transistor sizes were included for core PMOS and NMOS transistors: transistors

with L = 60 nm and a channel width (W) between 120 and 1000 nm, one transistor with size

W/L = 500/500 nm, and one with size 5000/5000 nm. Additionally, triple deep well core NMOS
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transistors of size 120/60 nm and 5000/60 nm were included with a zero threshold voltage 1500/300

nm transistor and a zero threshold enclosed layout (ELT) 2240/300 nm transistor. The I/O NMOS

transistor sizes were W = 280 nm and L between 400 and 1000 nm, a transistor with size 500/500

nm, and one with size 5000/5000 nm. The following different types of I/O NMOS transistors were

also included: a triple deep well 800/280 nm transistor, an ELT 2220/280 nm transistor, a zero

threshold 3380/1200 nm transistor, and a zero threshold ELT 3450/1200 nm transistor.

The test ASICs were wire bonded into pin grid array (PGA) chip carriers so that they could

be irradiated on simple printed circuit boards (PCBs) containing only sockets for the ASICs and

connectors for bias voltage. During irradiation PMOS transistors were biased in two different ways:

� The drains, sources, and gates were held at 1.2 V and the substrate was grounded.

� The gates and substrate were grounded while the drains and sources were held at 1.2 V.

The NMOS core (I/O) transistors were biased with the gates held at 1.2 V (2.5 V) and all other

nodes grounded. These are the worst-case bias conditions.

Transistor characteristics were measured by mounting a single chip carrier at a time on

a different PCB test board containing switches that allow individual transistors to be measured

independently. The test board was connected to two source measurement units (SMUs), one to bias

transistor gates and one to measure drain-source currents. Characteristics were made by holding

the core (I/O) transistors drain-source voltage at 1.2 V (2.5 V) and the drain-source current was

measured as the gate-source voltage was swept from 0 to 1.2 V (2.5 V).

5.2.2 Irradiation Setup

The irradiation of the test devices was performed at the Gamma Irradiation Facility (GIF)

at Sandia National Laboratories. The GIF uses 60Co sources to provide controlled doses of ionizing

radiation. 60Co decays by beta decay to an excited state of 60Ni which then relaxes to the ground

state by emitting two gamma rays of energy 1.17 and 1.33 MeV. The 60Co is held in stainless

steel “source pins” so that none of the beta electrons escape. Forty source pins are mounted in a
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straight-line array that is held at the bottom of an 18 foot deep pool of deionized water to provide

shielding when not in use and raised out of the water when an irradiation takes place.

The test ASICs were held inside stainless steel thermos bottles positioned approximately two

inches from the face of the array of pins. Cooling was provided by vortex tube coolers mounted

in holes drilled through the plastic thermos bottle lids. Figure 5.3 shows the thermos bottle

assembly. To maintain the temperature of the thermos bottles, which were heated by the gamma

rays interacting with the walls of the thermos bottles, the compressed air that was input to the

vortex tubes was precooled and passed through insulated copper tubes. The temperature within

the thermos bottles was measured and recorded by a K-type thermocouple in each thermos bottle.

Figure 5.4 shows the temperature of two thermos bottles during the irradiations.

Figure 5.3: Pictures of the thermos bottle, including an irradiation printed circuit board with four
chip carriers, before insertion of the irradiation board into the thermos bottle. On the left, the red
arrow points to the vortex tube on top of the thermos bottle lid. On the right, the red arrow points
to an antistatic bag which wraps the irradiation board and low-voltage cable before irradiation.
These bags keep the boards and voltage cables dry during the irradiation.

The does rate the test ASICs received was 1425 rad/s and was measured by an ion chamber

placed inside of a thermos bottle. The uniformity of the radiation field was checked by irradiating
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Figure 5.4: The temperature measured inside the two thermos bottles during the long irradiations.
No irradiation was performed on June 8 or 9. The two spikes where the temperature reached
about 8◦C in both thermos bottles for 30 minutes on June 12 occurred because the compressed air
unexpectedly turned off.

thermoluminescent dosimeters (TLDs) taped to each of the chip carriers on the irradiation PCB.

The TLDs also provided a second measurement of the dose rate.

Twelve irradiations were performed over 15 days, as show in Table 5.1, and after each irra-

diation step a single characteristic curve was recorded for each transistor. All measurements were

made at room temperature, but when a test ASIC wasn’t being irradiated or measured they were

stored at −20◦C in a freezer. After the full irradiation, devices were kept at room temperature for a

week and multiple characteristics were taken to characterize the annealing effects. The transistors

were then held in an oven at 100◦C for one week to simulate an extended annealing period and a

final set of measurements was made.
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Table 5.1: The irradiation schedule, showing the 2 weeks it took to accumulate 1 Grad.

Date Length Dose(Mrad) Cumulative
Dose(Mrad)

June 2 1 hour 5 5

June 3 1 hour 5 10

June 3 1 hour 45 mins 9 19

June 3 4 hour 15 mins 22 41

June 4-5 12 hours 62 103

June 5-6 22 hours 113 215

June 6-7 22 hours 113 329

June 9-10 22 hours 113 441

June 10-11 17 hours 87 528

June 11-12 22 hours 113 641

June 12-13 22 hours 113 754

June 13-16 66 hours 339 1093

5.3 Analysis

Two quantities were extracted from each transistor characteristic: the maximum drain-source

current and the threshold voltage, Vth. The quadratic extrapolation method was used to determine

the threshold voltage [49]. As shown in Figure 5.5, Vth is defined to be the voltage at which a line

tangent to the curve
√
|Ids| vs Vgs at the point of maximum

d
√
|Ids|

dVgs
intercepts the Ids = 0 axis.

The slope of the curve was determined by fitting it with a fifth order polynomial and differentiating

the fit function.

5.4 Results

Figure 5.6 illustrates the radiation effects observed in the data. The most prominent effect is

a decrease of the maximum drain-source current of core PMOS transistors. The fractional decrease

is largest for the smallest PMOS transistors and they decreased by more than a factor of two.

No significant difference was observed between the radiation-induced changes of PMOS transistors

held at different bias voltages. This is illustrated in Figure 5.7. The maximum drain-source current

of core NMOS transistors also decreased, but only by ∼ 5 − 10%. No significant threshold shift
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Figure 5.5: This figure illustrates the quadratic extrapolation method used to determine the thresh-
old voltage (Vth) of an NMOS transistor. The blue data points are the transistor characteristic and

the red ones are computed using finite differences

√
Ids(N+1)−

√
Ids(N)

Vgs(N+1)−Vgs(N) . The black curve is the result

of differentiating the fifth order polynomial that was fit to the characteristic. Vth is the point on
the Ids = 0 axis where the tangent to the characteristic intersects. For PMOS transistors, |Ids| is
used since Ids is negative.

was observed for any of the core transistors, but the threshold voltage of NMOS I/O transistors

increased by 100 - 200 mV.

Figure 5.8 demonstrates the annealing effects observed in our data. Both the PMOS core

transistors and the NMOS I/O transistors recovered significantly during the annealing period.

Figures 5.9 and 5.10 show the evolution of the maximum drain-source current for a repre-

sentative selection of PMOS and NMOS core transistors during irradiation and annealing. There

were no significant differences in the effect of radiation on the various types of NMOS transistors

tested (normal layout, enclosed layout, triple well, and zero Vth). Figure 5.11 shows the threshold

shift of a representative selection of NMOS I/O transistors during irradiation and annealing.
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Figure 5.6: Transistor characteristic curves for total dose up to 1.1 Grad of (upper left) a 120/60
core PMOS, (upper right) a 360/60 core PMOS, and for total dose up to 878 Mrad of (lower left)
a 240/60 core NMOS, and (lower right) a 1000/280 2.5 V NMOS.

5.5 Summary

The irradiation of 65 nm CMOS transistors held at −20◦C was motivated by the need to

simulate the actual operating conditions of the HL-LHC CMS pixel detector. Before these tests,

it was expected that the radiation damage in 65 nm CMOS transistors would increase when the

devices were held at lower temperatures due to less annealing occurring. However, these results

show the same pattern of effects that had been observed at room temperature irradiations except the

damage observed was less severe, rather than more severe. This could be due to holes and electrons

traveling slower through the oxide at lower temperatures and thus, recombining more often[48].

A subsequent test was conducted where the devices were held at three different temperatures, 20,

0, and −20◦C, and the results were consistent with the results presented here, where the warmer
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Figure 5.7: The change in maximum drain-source current for similar PMOS core transistors irra-
diated with different gate bias voltages. The graph on the left is for 120/60 transistors and the
graph on the right is for 360/60 transistors. The lines connecting points do not represent a fit,
and are included only to make the plots easier to read. The transistor characteristics measured
for transistors in one of the test ASIC packages after 754 Mrad was accumulated were all offset by
current not likely to have passed through the transistors (this can be seen in Figure 5.6). Lines are
not drawn through these points. The most likely source of these offsets is leakage current due to
moisture caused by condensation on the cold ASIC package.
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Figure 5.8: Transistor chararcteristic curves during the annealing period for (left) a 120/60 core
PMOS and (right) a 1000/280 2.5 V NMOS.

devices had more radiation damage. Based on these studies, it is recommended that the electronics

in the HL-LHC pixel detector use all but the smallest sized, 120/60 nm, 65 nm CMOS transistors.



54

Radiation(Mrad)
0 200 400 600 800 1000

P
er

ce
nt

 U
ni

rr
ad

ia
te

d 
M

ax
 D

riv
e 

C
ur

re
nt

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

120/60 nm
360/60 nm
1000/60 nm
5000/5000 nm

Annealing Duration(Days)
0 5 10 15 20

P
er

ce
nt

 U
ni

rr
ad

ia
te

d 
M

ax
 D

riv
e 

C
ur

re
nt

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

120/60 nm
360/60 nm
1000/60 nm
5000/5000 nm

T = -20 C T = 25 C T = 100 C

Figure 5.9: The graph on the left shows the loss of maximum drain-source current during irradiation
for 4 PMOS core transistors. The graph on the right shows the recovery of maximum drain-source
current for the same 4 transistors during and after annealing. As in Figure 5.11, lines are included
to make the plots easier to read. Once again, lines are not drawn through the points corresponding
to measurements made after 754 Mrad of transistors in one of the ASIC packages.

Radiation(Mrad)
0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900

P
er

ce
nt

 U
ni

rr
ad

ia
te

d 
M

ax
 D

riv
e 

C
ur

re
nt

90

95

100

105

110
240/60 nm
360/60 nm
480/60 nm
1000/60 nm
5000/500 nm
Triple Well 120/60 nm
Triple Well 5000/60 nm
Vth=0 ELT 2240/300 nm
Vth=0 1500/300 nm

Annealing Duration(Days)
0 5 10 15 20

P
er

ce
nt

 U
ni

rr
ad

ia
te

d 
M

ax
 D

riv
e 

C
ur

re
nt

90

95

100

105

110 240/60 nm
360/60 nm
480/60 nm
1000/60 nm
5000/500 nm
Triple Well 120/60 nm
Triple Well 5000/60 nm
Vth=0 ELT 2240/300 nm
Vth=0 1500/300 nm

T = -20 C T = 25 C T = 100 C
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Chapter 6

Search for a heavy resonance decaying to a pair of Higgs bosons in the four b

quark final state in proton-proton collisions at
√
s = 13 TeV

The analysis presented in this thesis is the search for a massive resonance decaying into a

pair of standard model Higgs bosons in a final state consisting of two b quark-antiquark pairs.

The search is performed using a data sample of proton-proton (pp) collisions at a center-of-mass

energy of 13 TeV collected by the CMS experiment in 2016 and corresponding to an integrated

luminosity of 35.9 fb−1. The Higgs bosons are highly Lorentz-boosted and are each reconstructed

as a single large-area jet and identified using jet substructure and b-tagging variables. The signal

is characterized by a peak in the dijet invariant mass distribution, above a background from the

SM multijet production which is predicted using a data-driven method. The results are consistent

with the SM expectations and are interpreted as upper limits on the production cross sections of

narrow bulk gravitons and scalar radions in warped extra-dimensional models [50].

This chapter first outlines the strategy of the analysis in Section 6.1. Then, the datasets

and triggers are listed in Sections 6.2 and 6.3, respectively. In Section 6.4 the event selection is

summarized. A full description of the background estimation technique is given in Section 6.5,

followed by the signal modeling in Section 6.6. Section 6.7 discusses the systematic uncertainties

and finally, the results are summarized in Section 6.8.
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6.1 Motivation and Strategy

The search for resonant Higgs pair production (HH) is a well motivated BSM search that

probes the nature of electroweak symmetry breaking and the possible structure of extra dimensions,

as outlined in Section 2.4. Previous searches have been performed by the ATLAS [51, 52, 53] and

CMS [54, 55, 56, 57] Collaborations in pp collisions at
√
s = 7 and 8 TeV. These searches have

included the bbbb, γγbb, ττbb, and γγWW ∗ final states and the 95% confidence level upper limits

for the searches done at CMS can be seen in Figure 6.1. There are no significant excesses in these

results and up to mX = 1.1 TeV the WED theory for ΛR = 1 TeV has been excluded. However,

the predicted cross section for ΛR = 3 TeV is nine times smaller and therefore only limited mX

ranges have been excluded by 8 TeV results. With the LHC now running at 13 TeV and collecting

a significantly larger amount of data, HH searches can improve their sensitivity, especially at high

resonance masses. This is illustrated in the 8 TeV results, where there is an increase in the upper

limits for mX > 2 TeV, suggesting that the searches have reached the limit of their sensitivity. The

four b quark final state is a useful topology to explore the high resonance mass region due to the

H → bb̄ decay having the largest Higgs branching fraction.

The strategy of this HH analysis is to search for both Higgs bosons decaying through the

H → bb̄ channel, where the final state topology is constrained by mX/2mH � 1. This requirement

forces each Higgs into the boosted regime, which is defined when the Higgs has large momentum

so that its decay products are collimated along its direction of motion and is characterized by

∆R ∼ 2m/pT , where m and pT are the mass and transverse momentum of the Higgs and ∆R is the

angular separation between the two decay products. The hadronization of a narrowly separated bb̄

pair arising from a Higgs boson decay will result in a single reconstructed jet, called a Higgs jet,

of mass compatible with mH . The Higgs candidates are selected by employing the jet-grooming

algorithm called soft-drop mass [58, 59], a jet substructure variable called N-subjettiness [60, 61],

and a double-b tagger [7]. The full Higgs jet selection will be given in Section 6.4.

The background consists mostly of SM multijet production, also called QCD, and is estimated
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using a fully data-driven technique that uses several control regions defined in the phase space of the

mass and double-b tagging discriminator of the leading pT Higgs jet. The background is predicted as

a function of dijet invariant mass allowing the entire range of mX to be explored. The signal would

appear as a peak in the HH invariant mass spectrum above a smooth background distribution. The

complete background estimation technique will be described in more detail in Section 6.5.

6.2 Data and Simulated Samples

The analysis presented in this thesis is performed using 35.9 fb−1 of pp collision data at

√
s = 13 TeV collected with the CMS detector in 2016. Table 6.1 lists all of the datasets used and

their integrated luminosities.

The Monte Carlo (MC) signal samples used in this analysis are listed in Table 6.2. They

include spin-0 bulk gravitons and spin-2 radions produced via gluon-gluon fusion and simulated
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Dataset Processing Int. lumi. (fb−1)

/JetHT/Run2016B 03Feb2017 5.9

/JetHT/Run2016C 03Feb2017 2.6

/JetHT/Run2016D 03Feb2017 4.4

/JetHT/Run2016E 03Feb2017 4.1

/JetHT/Run2016F 03Feb2017 3.2

/JetHT/Run2016G 03Feb2017 7.7

/JetHT/Run2016H 03Feb2017 8.9

Total 35.9

Table 6.1: List of the primary datasets, their data reconstruction campaign, and their corresponding
integrated luminosity. The different datasets correspond to different detector and trigger configu-
rations used by CMS.

to leading order (LO) in QCD precision. The samples decay to the four b quark final state and

the mass of the resonances range between 750 − 3000 GeV with a width of 1 MeV, correspond-

ing to the narrow width approximation. The primary versions of these samples are simulated

using the madgraph5 amc@nlo2.3.3 [62] event generator with the NNPDF3.0 leading order par-

ton distribution functions (PDFs) [63] taken from the LHAPDF6 PDF set [64, 65, 66, 67]. The

showering and hadronization of partons is simulated with pythia 8.212 [68] with the CUETP8M1-

NNPDF23LO [69] tune. The alternate version of these samples are generated with herwig++

2.7.1 and are used to evaluate the systematic uncertainty associated with the parton shower and

hadronization, which will be described in Section 6.7. These samples use the EE5C tune [70].

The SM MC samples that were used to determine the background composition and validate

the background estimation techniques are listed in Table 6.3. The multijet, diboson, and W (→

qq)+jets samples are generated using madgraph5 amc@nlo2.3.3, while the tt̄ sample is generated

using powheg 2.0 [71, 72, 73]. All SM samples are showered and hadronized with pythia 8.

Every MC sample is processed through a geant4-based [74, 75] simulation of the CMS

detector. The pileup distribution in the generated samples does not exactly model the pileup

distribution in data, and therefore the samples are weighted to match the number of pp interactions
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Process Events

Bulk graviton
GluGluToBulkGravitonToHHTo4B M-750 narrow 13TeV-madgraph 99200
GluGluToBulkGravitonToHHTo4B M-800 narrow 13TeV-madgraph 100000
GluGluToBulkGravitonToHHTo4B M-900 narrow 13TeV-madgraph 100000
BulkGravTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-1000 13TeV-madgraph 50000
BulkGravTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-1200 13TeV-madgraph 50000
BulkGravTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-1400 13TeV-madgraph 50000
BulkGravTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-1600 13TeV-madgraph 50000
BulkGravTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-1800 13TeV-madgraph 48400
BulkGravTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-2000 13TeV-madgraph 50000
BulkGravTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-2500 13TeV-madgraph 50000
BulkGravTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-3000 13TeV-madgraph 50000

Bulk graviton Herwig++ samples

BulkGravTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-1000 13TeV-madgraph-herwig 50000
BulkGravTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-2000 13TeV-madgraph-herwig 50000
BulkGravTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-3000 13TeV-madgraph-herwig 50000

Radion

GluGluToRadionToHHTo4B M-750 narrow 13TeV-madgraph 99800
GluGluToRadionToHHTo4B M-800 narrow 13TeV-madgraph 100000
GluGluToRadionToHHTo4B M-900 narrow 13TeV-madgraph 100000
RadionTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-1000 13TeV-madgraph 50000
RadionTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-1200 13TeV-madgraph 50000
RadionTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-1400 13TeV-madgraph 50000
RadionTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-1600 13TeV-madgraph 50000
RadionTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-1800 13TeV-madgraph 50000
RadionTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-2000 13TeV-madgraph 50000
RadionTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-2500 13TeV-madgraph 50000
RadionTohhTohbbhbb narrow M-3000 13TeV-madgraph 50000

Table 6.2: List of Monte Carlo signal samples used and the number of events generated for each
sample.

observed in the data.

6.3 Triggers

Events used in this analysis are selected by trigger algorithms that save events with a large

amount of hadronic activity. The L1 seeds for these triggers either select events with a large

scalar sum of jet transverse momentum (HT ) or that contain a jet with a high pT . The HLT

algorithms then place requirements on either the event HT , jet pT , groomed jet mass, or jet b-
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Background

Process σ (pb) size

QCD HT-100to200 2.785× 107 (LO) 81,906,377

QCD HT-200to300 1.717× 106 (LO) 18,752,566

QCD HT-300to500 3.513× 105 (LO) 20,312,907

QCD HT-500to700 3.163× 104 (LO) 19,755,616

QCD HT-700to1000 6.831× 103 (LO) 15,595,234

QCD HT-1000to1500 1.207× 103 (LO) 4,966,123

QCD HT-1500to2000 119.9 (LO) 3,964,488

QCD HT-2000toinf 25.24 (LO) 1,984,407

TT TuneCUETP8M1 13TeV-powheg-pythia8 831.76 (NNLO) 19,757,190

TT TuneCUETP8M1 13TeV-powheg-pythia8 831.76 (NNLO) 96,834,559

WW TuneCUETP8M1 13TeV-pythia8 118.7 (NNLO) 993214

WZ TuneCUETP8M1 13TeV-pythia8 47.13 (NLO) 1000000

ZZ TuneCUETP8M1 13TeV-pythia8 16.52 (NLO) 989312

WJetsToQQ HT-600ToInf TuneCUETP8M1 95.14 (LO) 1025005

13TeV-madgraphMLM-pythia8

Table 6.3: List of background Monte Carlo samples used. The two tt̄ Powheg samples correspond
to two different productions with the same generator parameters, but the latter with much higher
statistics. The cross sections, σ, and number of events generated are also given.

tagging. The trigger paths used are listed in Table 6.4. In Run2016H, the HLT PFHT800 trigger is

prescaled, meaning the overall trigger output rate is reduced by a set amount, and hence the path

HLT PFHT900 is added to compensate for this.

The trigger requirement is applied to both data and MC and to compensate for the difference

in trigger response between data and simulation, trigger efficiency scale factors, defined as the ratio

of the trigger efficiency as measured in data to that in MC, are applied to the simulated events.

A baseline trigger of HLT PFJet260 is used to select events for the measurement of the trigger

efficiency. This trigger is prescaled over much of the run period, yet provides enough events for

measurements of the efficiencies and the scale factors. Events passing the baseline trigger are

further required to pass selection criteria close to the signal selection in the actual analysis:

� The leading two AK8 jets in the event have pT > 300 GeV and |η| < 2.4.

� The soft-drop mass of the two AK8 jets is 105 < msoft drop < 135 GeV, with all necessary
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HLT path L1 seeds

PFHT650 WideJetMJJ900DEtaJJ1p5 HTT160/300/320/270/280/240/220/200/255

AK8PFHT650 TrimR0p1PT0p03Mass50 HTT240/255/270/280/300/320

AK8PFHT700 TrimR0p1PT0p03Mass50 HTT240/255/270/280/300/320

PFHT800 HTT160/300/320/270/280/240/220/200/255

PFHT900 HTT160/300/320/270/280/240/220/200/255

AK8PFJet360 TrimMass30 SingleJet180/200

AK8DiPFJet280 200 TrimMass30 BTagCSV p20 SingleJet180/200

Table 6.4: The trigger paths used and their corresponding L1 seeds.

jet mass corrections applied.

� |∆η(j1, j2)| < 1.3 for the leading two AK8 jets.

The details of these variables and selections are later described in Section 6.4.

The trigger efficiency is measured as a function of the “reduced dijet invariant mass,” mred
jj ,

which is the invariant mass of the leading two AK8 jets after a kinematic transformation has

been applied. Section 6.4.2.3 explains the kinematic transformation. The efficiency has a slight

dependence on |∆η(j1, j2)| and hence the efficiency is measured in three |∆η(j1, j2)| regions: 0.0−

0.434, 0.434− 0.868, and 0.868− 1.3. The efficiencies in data and MC are shown in Fig. 6.2. The

combined set of triggers reaches full efficiciency for mred
jj > 1100 GeV over all of the |∆η(j1, j2)|

ranges. For mred
jj < 1100 GeV, the trigger efficiencies are higher for smaller |∆η(j1, j2)|, where most

of the signal lie, and are smaller at larger values of |∆η(j1, j2)|.

Since the search begins from mred
jj = 750 GeV, the modeling of the trigger efficiency curves

in data and simulation is done extremely carefully. Originally, the trigger efficiency was measured

using an orthogonal trigger path HLT Mu50. However, the switch to the HLT PFJet260 trigger

was made because the final event selection vetoes events with isolated leptons and therefore the

HLT Mu50 selection is completely orthogonal to the signal region. The baseline trigger HLT PFJet260

has some inefficiency for low mred
jj and therefore an additional uncertainty is assigned to the trigger

efficiency scale factor based on this trigger’s efficiency in MC. Figure 6.3 shows the HLT PFJet260

trigger turn-on curves for different |∆η(j1, j2)| in MC, with respect to only the event selection. The



63

T
ri

g
g

er
 e

ff
ic

ie
n

cy

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

)| < 1.3
2

, j
1

(jη∆0.0 < |

QCD

JetHT

(jj) [GeV]redM
1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

Je
tH

T
/Q

C
D

0.6
0.8

1
1.2
1.4
1.6

T
ri

g
g

er
 e

ff
ic

ie
n

cy

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

)| < 0.434
2

, j
1

(jη∆0.0 < |

QCD

JetHT

(jj) [GeV]redM
1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

Je
tH

T
/Q

C
D

0.6
0.8

1
1.2
1.4
1.6

T
ri

g
g

er
 e

ff
ic

ie
n

cy

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

)| < 0.868
2

, j
1

(jη∆0.434 < |

QCD

JetHT

(jj) [GeV]redM
1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

Je
tH

T
/Q

C
D

0.6
0.8

1
1.2
1.4
1.6

T
ri

g
g

er
 e

ff
ic

ie
n

cy

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

)| < 1.3
2

, j
1

(jη∆0.868 < |

QCD

JetHT

(jj) [GeV]redM
1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

Je
tH

T
/Q

C
D

0.6
0.8

1
1.2
1.4
1.6

Figure 6.2: The trigger efficiency, as a function of mred
jj , in the JetHT dataset and QCD MC for

different |∆η(j1, j2)| regions: 0.0− 1.3 (upper left), 0.0− 0.434 (upper right), 0.434− 0.868 (lower
left), and 0.868− 1.3 (lower right).

difference between unity and the trigger efficiency is propagated to the scale factor as a systematic

uncertainty.

6.4 Event Selection

After passing the triggers, events are required to have at least one reconstructed pp collision

vertex satisfying the following criteria:

� Vertex number of degrees of freedom > 4.

� Absolute displacement from the beamspot position along the z direction < 24 cm.

� Absolute displacement from the beamspot position along the transverse direction < 2 cm.



64

(jj) [GeV]redM
1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

T
ri

g
. e

ff
ic

ie
n

cy
 (

H
L

T
_P

F
Je

t2
60

)

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

QCD HT

)| < 1.3
2

, j
1

(jη∆0.0 < |

)| < 0.434
2

, j
1

(jη∆0.0 < |

)| < 0.868
2

, j
1

(jη∆0.434 < |

)| < 1.3
2

, j
1

(jη∆0.868 < |

Figure 6.3: The trigger efficiency in QCD MC for the baseline trigger HLT PFJet260, as a function
of mred

jj , for different |∆η(j1, j2)| regions: 0.0− 1.3, 0.0− 0.434, 0.434− 0.868, and 0.868− 1.3. The
percentage difference between one and these turn-on curves is taken as an uncertainty on the trigger
efficiency scale factor.

Many additional vertices, corresponding to other overlapping pp collisions (pileup), are usually

reconstructed in an event using charged particle tracks. The primary interaction vertex (PV)

corresponds to the vertex that maximizes the sum in p2T and the magnitude of
∑
pT from the

associated physics objects.

6.4.1 Lepton Selection

To suppress tt̄ and diboson backgrounds, events containing an isolated electron or muon with

pT > 20 GeV are removed. The isolation requirement is designed to remove jets misidentified as

leptons and is defined as the ratio of energy surrounding the lepton to the lepton’s momentum.

The energy surrounding a lepton is the scalar pT sum of the charged hadrons, neutral hadrons,

and photons in a cone with size ∆R = 0.3 and ∆R = 0.4 for electrons and muons, respectively.

The identification criteria for an electron are listed in Table 6.5 and the muon identification criteria

are listed in Table 6.6. The combined isolation and identification requirement of the electron is

such that the overall selection efficiency is 90% (70%) for the “loose” (“medium”) requirement. For
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the “loose” (“medium”) muons, the selection efficiency is 100% (95%). Events are rejected if they

contain one lepton passing the medium requirement or two leptons passing the loose requirement

that have the same flavor but opposite charge.

Barrel Selection Endcap Selection

Variable Loose Medium Loose Medium

5× 5 σiηiη < 0.011 0.00998 0.0314 0.0298
∆ηseed < 0.00477 0.00311 0.00868 0.00609
∆φin < 0.222 0.103 0.213 0.045
H/E < 0.298 0.253 0.101 0.0878
| 1E −

1
p | < 0.241 0.134 0.14 0.13

Missing hits ≤ 1 1 1 1
Conversion veto yes yes yes yes

Table 6.5: Loose and medium electron identification criteria used in the analysis. The selection
criteria vary depending on if the electron is in the barrel or endcap of the detector. σiηiη is the
energy weighted standard deviation of a single crystal within the 5× 5 cluster of crystals centered
at the crystal with maximum energy and ∆ηseed refers to the η difference between the seed and the
track. ∆φin is the difference φ difference between the supercluster and positions of the inner track
extrapolated from the interaction vertex and H/E refers to the energy measured in the hadronic
calorimeter divided by the energy measured in the electromagnetic calorimeter.

Loose Medium

Global or Tracker Muon Global Muon
PF Muon Normalized χ2 of the global track < 3

Tracker-Standalone position match < 12
Kink finder < 20
segment compatibility > 0.303
OR
segment compatibility > 0.451

Table 6.6: Loose and medium muon identification criteria used in the analysis. The segment
compatibiliy refers to the compatibility of the global muon track to the track formed using just the
segments in the muon detector.

6.4.2 Jet Selection

Particle Flow (PF) candidates are clustered using the anti-kt algorithm [76], implemented in

FastJet [77], into jets with a distance parameter R = 0.8 (referred to as AK8 jets). To mitigate the
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effect of pileup, particles are assigned weights using the pileup per particle identification (PUPPI)

algorithm [78]. This method uses local shape information, event pileup properties, and tracking

information to compute a weight describing the degree to which a particle is pileup-like. Charged

particles from pileup vertices receive a weight of zero, while those from the primary vertex receive

a weight of one. Neutral particles are assigned a weight between zero and one, where higher values

correspond to a particle more likely to originate from the primary vertex.

To account for detector response nonlinearity, jet energy corrections (JECs) are applied as

a function of jet η and pT [79, 80]. The JECs applied to both data and MC are known as L2L3

MC-truth corrections. This correction is derived from simulation and is designed to make the jet

response uniform in η and pT . An additional L2L3 residual correction is applied to data events

to correct for the small differences within jet response in data and MC. The procedure for the

uncertainties associated with these corrections is described in Section 6.7.

In each event, the H → bb̄ system is reconstructed as a single high-pT AK8 jet, where the

decay products have merged within the jet, and the two highest pT jets in the event are assumed

to be the Higgs boson candidates. At lower Higgs momentum, the two b quarks from the Higgs

decay have a large angular separation and can be reconstructed as two smaller cone size jets. The

turnover in reconstruction efficiency between the boosted and resolved case takes place between a

pT of 200 and 300 GeV, which is illustrated in Figure 6.4. Therefore, the Higgs candidates in this

analysis are required to have pT > 300 GeV. The candidates are also required to have |η| < 2.4

because that is the coverage of the tracker barrel and the double-b tagger is only certified in the

barrel region due to the granularity of the tracker.

Each jet is also required to pass the tight jet identification requirements provided by the CMS

JetMET physics analysis group. These selections require a jet to have a neutral hadron fraction

< 0.9, a neutral EM fraction < 0.9, a muon fraction < 0.8, a charged hadron fraction > 0, a

charged EM fraction < 0.9, and more than 1 constituent. The hadron fraction is the percentage of

jet constituents taken from HCAL hits, the EM fraction is the percentage of jet constituents taken

from ECAL hits, and the muon fraction is the percentage of constituents taken from the muon
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Figure 6.4: Efficiency to reconstruct a Cambridge-Aachen jet with a cone size of 0.8 (CA8) within
∆R < 0.1 of a generated W boson, and the efficiency to reconstruct two anit-kt jets with a 0.5
cone size (AK5) within ∆R < 0.1 of the generated quarks from the W boson, as a function of the
pT of the W boson [10] Here, the fatjet is clustered with the CA algorithm but the reconstruction
efficiency does not depend on the jet algorithm that is used to cluster the jets. Also, the same trend
occurs for reconstructed Higgs bosons with large pT , although the turnover in efficiency between a
single fatjet and two smaller jets takes place at a slightly higher pT due to the higher mass of the
Higgs compared to the W boson.

detector. These requirements are summarized in Table 6.7.

Variable Cut

Neutral Hadron Fraction < 0.90
Neutral EM Fraction < 0.90
Number of Constituents > 1
Muon Fraction < 0.8
Charged Hadron Fraction > 0
Charged Multiplicity > 0
Charged EM Fraction < 0.90

Table 6.7: Tight jet identification quality criteria used in the analysis.



68

6.4.2.1 Candidate Higgs Selection

To further reduce the large amount of QCD background, a set of jet requirements is applied

that distinguish a quark/gluon-initiated jet (QCD jet) from a Higgs jet. Jets that originate from

a Higgs have different phenomenological properties than QCD jets and these properties can be

exploited by comparing the mass of the jet, the substructure of the jet, and the flavor of the jet.

To begin, the masses of the two leading jets can be used to suppress the multijet and tt̄

backgrounds. The jet is first groomed [81] to mitigate the effects of initial state radiation, underlying

event activity, and pileup using the soft-drop algorithm [82, 59]. The soft-drop algorithm is a

declustering algorithm that recursively removes soft, wide-angle radiation from a jet. The soft-

drop declustering procedure begins by undoing the last step of jet clustering by breaking the jet,

j, into two subjets, j1 and j2. If the subjets pass the soft-drop condition

min(pT1, pT2)

pT1 + pT2
> zcut

(
∆R12

R0

)β
, (6.1)

then the original jet is kept as the final jet. Otherwise, the subjet with the lowest pT is thrown

away, j is redefined as the remaining subjet, and the declustering is repeated until the soft-drop

condition is satisfied. Here, pT i is the transverse momenta of the two constituents, ∆R12 is the

angular distance between the constituents, R0 is the size of the jet, zcut is the soft-drop threshold,

and β is an angular component where β → ∞ returns an ungroomed jet. In this analysis, zcut is

set to 0.1 and β = 0.

The groomed jet is used to calculate the soft-drop jet mass and dedicated mass corrections,

which are derived from data and simulation in a region enriched in tt̄ events with merged W → qq̄

decays [83], are applied in a two step procedure. First, a weight to account for a pT dependent

soft-drop jet mass shift introduced at generator level is computed. Then an additional weight, to

account for any residual pT and η dependence, is calculated based on the difference between the

reconstructed and the generated soft-drop mass. These corrections applied to a Higgs jet yield a

mass stable with pT and number of pileup interactions, peaking around 120 GeV. The difference
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of ∼5 GeV relative to the nominal Higgs mass is related to the presence of neutrinos produced by

the semi-leptonic decays of B mesons. For quark/gluon-initiated jets, the removal of underlying

events pushes the jet mass to lower values and the distribution has much smoother behavior than

ungroomed jets, as seen in Figure 6.5. In this analysis, the soft-drop masses of each jet are required

to fall within the range 105 − 135 GeV, which corresponds to an efficiency of about 60 − 70%

depending on the mass of the X resonance.

 (GeV)jetm
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

N
or

m
al

iz
ed

 to
 u

ni
ty

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

0.14

0.16

=0.05
frac

=0.2,pTsubr

=0.03
frac

=0.1,pTsubr

=0.03
frac

=0.2,pTsubr

=0.03
frac

=0.3,pTsubr

ungroomed

CMS Simulation Preliminary 13 TeV

QCD, Anti-kT (R=0.8)

 >300 GeV
T

p

|< 2.5η |
> = 40PU<n PF with trimming

 (GeV)jetm
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

N
or

m
al

iz
ed

 to
 u

ni
ty

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

0.14

0.16

=0.5
cut

=0.1,rcutz

=0.5
cut

=0.05,rcutz

=0.75
cut

=0.05,rcutz

=0.75
cut

=0.1,rcutz

ungroomed

CMS Simulation Preliminary 13 TeV

QCD, Anti-kT (R=0.8)

 >300 GeV
T

p

|< 2.5η |
> = 40PU<n PF with pruning

 (GeV)jetm
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

N
or

m
al

iz
ed

 to
 u

ni
ty

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

0.14

0.16

 = 2  β

 = 0  β

 = 1 β

ungroomed

CMS Simulation Preliminary 13 TeV

QCD, Anti-kT (R=0.8)

 >300 GeV
T

p

|< 2.5η |
> = 40PU<n PF with softdrop

Figure 6.5: Jet mass distributions of simulated QCD jets with pT > 300 GeV for jets with different
soft-drop parameters. The ungroomed jet mass is also shown [11].

An additional observable that can distinguish QCD jets from Higgs jets is the substructure

of a jet. A Higgs jet has two prongs of energy within it corresponding to each of the b quarks,

whereas a QCD jet has energy uniformly distributed throughout the jet cone. The algorithm

used to quantify the degree to which a jet’s constituents can be arranged in N subjets is called

“N-subjettiness” [61], or τN , where

τN =
1∑

k pT,kR0

∑
k

pT,kmin(∆R1,k,∆R2,k...,∆RN,k). (6.2)

Here, k runs over the constituents of a jet, ∆Rj,k is the angular distance between a subjet axis j and
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a constituent k, and R0 is the size of the jet. The subjet axes are identified using the exclusive-kt

clustering algorithm [84, 85]. Jets with τN = 0 are consistent with a jet containing N or fewer

subjets since all of their constituents are aligned with the subjet axes.

To distinguish jets containing two subjets from jets with a single subjet, the ratio τ21 = τ2/τ1

has been shown to have the most discrimination power [60]. Figure 6.6 illustrates that small values

of τ21 indicate a jet is consistent with containing two subjets. Both of the jets in this analysis

are required to have τ21 < 0.55 which is the loose working point supported by the CMS JetMET

Algorithms and Reconstruction POG and was chosen because tighter working points caused a

reduction in expected sensitivity. The τ21 selection has a jet pT -dependent signal efficiency of

50− 70%, before applying the soft-drop mass requirement.
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Figure 6.6: Distribution of τ2/τ1 in simulated samples of highly boosted W bosons and inclusive
QCD jets after a jet mass selection of 60 < mjet < 100 GeV. Thick dashed lines represent the
generator predictions without pileup interactions and without CMS detector simulation. The his-
tograms are the expected distributions after full CMS simulation with pileup corresponding to an
average number of 12 and 22 interactions [11]. Here, the W bosons decay to a pair of quarks, but
the τ21 distribution is very similar for Higgs bosons decaying to a pair of b quarks.

Finally, the main method to suppress multijet background is through b tagging and since

a Higgs jet is expected to contain two b quarks, the dedicated “double-b tagger” algorithm [7] is
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used. Due to the long decay time of a b quark, there are secondary vertices (SV) within a Higgs

jet corresponding to each of the b quarks. These secondary vertices are then associated to a subjet

axis, which are defined in the N-subjettiness observables, to form a two-SV system. The secondary

vertices, reconstructed tracks, and information from the two-SV system are used as input to the

multivariate tagging discriminator with an output between −1 and 1, where a higher value indicates

a greater probability for the jet to contain a bb̄ pair, as shown in Figure 6.7.
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muon tagged jets selection. Simulated events are normalized to the yield observed in data. The
loose, medium and tight operating points are also reported. The bottom panel shows the ratio of
the number of events observed in data to that of the MC prediction [7].

The double-b discriminator working points that are supported by the CMS BTagging and

Vertex POG are loose (“L”, > 0.3), medium (“M”, > 0.6), and tight (“T”, > 0.8) corresponding

to signal efficiencies of 80%, 65%, and 30%, respectively. The working points used in this analysis

were optimized separately for low and high pT jets by applying the full event selection and running

the analysis framework on data to calculate the 95% confidence level expected upper limits on the

production cross section σ(pp→ X)B(X→ HH→ bb̄bb̄) as a function of bulk graviton mass. The

following combinations of double-b tagger working points were investigated:

� TT: both jets pass the tight selection;

� TM: one jet passes the tight selection and one passes the medium selection;
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� TL: one jet pass the tight selection and one passes the loose selection;

� MM: both jets pass the medium selection;

� ML: one jet passes the medium selection and one passes the loose selection;

� LL: both jets pass the loose selection.

Figure 6.8 compares the expected limits for these combinations across a wide range of bulk graviton

masses. The optimal choice results in the tight working point for low and medium pT jets while

the loose working point is optimal for high pT jets. Therefore, our events were classified into two

orthogonal categories, TT and LL. These categories are kept orthogonal by requiring at least one

jet in the LL category to fail the tight working point. The backgrounds are estimated separately

for each category, and the combination of the likelihoods for the TT and LL categories gives the

optimal signal sensitivity over a wide range of resonance masses, according to studies performed

using simulated signal and multijet samples. The TT category has a good background rejection for

mX < 2000 GeV while at higher resonance masses, where the background is small, the LL category

provides better signal sensitivity.

6.4.2.2 Jet η Separation

For multijet background events, the two candidate Higgs jets have a large separation in η. In

contrast, the signal events are characterized by a small separation of the two leading pT jets in η. To

determine the optimal value for the |∆η(j1, j2)| selection, the value of
εsignal

1+
√
Nbkg

was used as a figure

of merit (FOM), where εsignal is the signal efficiency, and Nbkg is the number of background events

passing the |∆η(j1, j2)| selection criteria. The results are shown in Figure 6.9 and 6.10 for different

bulk graviton and radion masses, respectively. Below a resonance mass of 2 TeV, the FOM favors

|∆η(j1, j2)| < 1.1− 1.3, while for higher masses, a looser |∆η(j1, j2)| selection is optimal, given that

the background levels fall steeply. The η separation between the Higgs bosons in the resonance

decay varies depending on the spin of the resonance, where the decay products from a graviton
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have a smaller separation than the decay products from a radion of the same mass. However, the

|∆η(j1, j2)| selection changes the trigger turn-on, and hence the background shapes would differ for

low and high mass searches, or radion and graviton searches, if different trigger turn-ons are used.

Therefore, a single selection of |∆η(j1, j2)| < 1.3 for all masses for both the bulk graviton and the

radion is used.

6.4.2.3 Di-jet Mass

The di-jet mass of the leading two Higgs jets in the event correspond to the invariant mass of

the resonance searched for. However, it is well known that techniques such as a kinematic fit that

constrains the mass of each Higgs candidate to the mass of the Higgs, mH , improves the resonance

resolution and ultimately the sensitivity [86]. For this analysis, the groomed and ungroomed Higgs

candidate masses constrained by mH were considered to improve the resolution of mjj . It was
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found that the “reduced di-jet invariant mass,”

mred
jj ≡ mjj − (mj1 −mH)− (mj2 −mH), (6.3)

provides the best resolution improvement and the mean position of mred
jj remained at ≈ mX . Here,
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mj1 and mj2 are the soft-drop masses of the two candidate Higgs. A comparison between mjj and

mred
jj is shown in Figure 6.11 for different resonance masses. The kinematic transformation of mjj

corrects for fluctuations in mj1 and mj2 due to the jet mass resolution which leads to an 8− 10%

improvement in the di-jet mass resolution. A requirement of mred
jj > 750 GeV is applied to events

because this is the high resonance mass range that this search looked for.
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6.4.3 Full Selection

The entire event selection is summarized in Table 6.8. To determine the background compo-

sition, the full event selection is applied to QCD, tt̄, and diboson simulated events. The non-QCD

events comprise ∼1% of the total background and this can be seen in the invariant di-jet mass

distribution in simulation that is shown in Figure 6.12. Therefore, the background is estimated

using a single technique rather than a different method for each separate process.

The cut-flow efficiency for the bulk graviton and radion samples is shown in Tables 6.9

and 6.10, respectively. The full event selection efficiencies for both double-b tagger categories are

also shown in Figure 6.13. The radion has a smaller efficiency than the bulk graviton because its

|∆η(j1, j2)| distribution is considerably wider than that of a bulk graviton of the same mass, as

shown in Figure 6.14. Figures 6.14−6.17 compare the distributions of simulated QCD events to

bulk graviton and radion signals with a mass of 1.4 and 2.5 TeV for the kinematic, jet substructure,

and double-b tagger variables of the candidate Higgs jets after the full selection except for b-tagging

is applied. In addition, when comparing a variable X, such as τ21, the selection criteria on that

variable is removed. For the comparison, a signal cross section of 20 pb is assumed for each signal

mass point. The simulated QCD events are subdivided into different categories based on the

matched hadron flavor: jets having two B hadrons (bb) or one (b), jets having a charm hadron (c),

and all other jets (light).

6.5 Background Estimation

The background is estimated in bins of the mred
jj distribution, where two different background

modeling techniques are used depending on whether the resonance mass is in the mred
jj region where

the triggers are fully efficient or not. Above the trigger turn-on, mred
jj ≥ 1100 GeV, the background

is smoothly falling and therefore the shape can be modeled by a monotonically decreasing function

and the “Alphabet Assisted Bump Hunt” (AABH) method is used. Below the trigger turn-on,

mred
jj < 1100 GeV, the inefficiency in the trigger causes the background to not fall smoothly and
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Selection

PFHT650 WideJetMJJ900DEtaJJ1p5 OR AK8PFHT650 TrimR0p1PT0p03Mass50 OR
AK8PFHT700 TrimR0p1PT0p03Mass50 OR PFHT800 OR PFHT900 OR

AK8PFJet360 TrimMass30 OR AK8DiPFJet280 200 TrimMass30 BTagCSV p20

Veto events with one medium lepton or two opposite sign loose leptons
Number of good vertices ≥ 1

Candidate Higgs jet ID passes the tight working point
Candidate Higgs jet pT > 300 GeV

Candidate Higgs jet |η| < 2.4
|∆η(j1, j2)| < 1.3
mred
jj > 750 GeV

Candidate Higgs jet soft-drop mass 105 < mj < 135 GeV
Candidate Higgs jet τ21 < 0.55

Candidate Higgs jet double b discriminator > 0.3

Table 6.8: Full selection criteria for the analysis.
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events after the full event selection applied. The multijet background components for the different
jet flavors are shown: events containing at least one jet with two B hadrons (bb̄) or a single one
(b), events containing a jet having a charm hadron (c), and all other events (light).

therefore an estimation is made by reweighting every event in a control region with a technique

called the “Alphabet” method. Both of these techniques are data-driven methods which exploit a

number of sidebands that are defined with respect to the soft-drop mass and the double-b tagger

discriminant of the leading pT jet.
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Mass (GeV) ≥ 2 AK8 jets + triggers jet pT , η Tight jet ID ∆ηjj Lepton Veto τ21 mj mred

jj double-b tag > 0.3 double-b tag > 0.8

750 0.610 0.368 0.368 0.331 0.330 0.149 0.049 0.039 0.027 0.015
800 0.758 0.541 0.541 0.503 0.502 0.237 0.080 0.079 0.057 0.032
900 0.903 0.772 0.771 0.716 0.715 0.371 0.125 0.124 0.092 0.051
1000 0.958 0.885 0.885 0.801 0.799 0.434 0.151 0.151 0.111 0.062
1200 0.988 0.962 0.961 0.843 0.842 0.499 0.178 0.178 0.129 0.068
1400 0.996 0.984 0.983 0.854 0.853 0.524 0.182 0.182 0.129 0.064
1600 0.998 0.993 0.993 0.858 0.857 0.532 0.186 0.186 0.128 0.061
1800 0.999 0.996 0.996 0.864 0.863 0.543 0.193 0.193 0.130 0.059
2000 1.000 0.998 0.998 0.861 0.860 0.541 0.190 0.190 0.123 0.054
2500 1.000 0.999 0.999 0.862 0.862 0.538 0.188 0.188 0.113 0.044
3000 1.000 1.000 0.999 0.865 0.865 0.530 0.186 0.186 0.102 0.034

Table 6.9: Efficiencies of various spin-2 bulk graviton masses after each selection selection require-
ment.

.

Mass (GeV) ≥ 2 AK8 jets + triggers jet pT , η Tight jet ID ∆ηjj Lepton Veto τ21 mj mred
jj double-b tag > 0.3 double-b tag > 0.8

750 0.432 0.248 0.247 0.213 0.213 0.093 0.029 0.024 0.016 0.009
800 0.547 0.367 0.367 0.327 0.326 0.152 0.051 0.050 0.036 0.021
900 0.693 0.552 0.552 0.487 0.485 0.245 0.083 0.083 0.061 0.033
1000 0.772 0.666 0.666 0.552 0.550 0.296 0.101 0.101 0.075 0.041
1200 0.859 0.792 0.792 0.585 0.584 0.335 0.116 0.116 0.084 0.044
1400 0.902 0.854 0.854 0.591 0.590 0.355 0.123 0.123 0.087 0.044
1600 0.928 0.890 0.889 0.592 0.591 0.358 0.124 0.124 0.086 0.041
1800 0.946 0.913 0.913 0.595 0.594 0.365 0.124 0.124 0.082 0.036
2000 0.957 0.931 0.931 0.598 0.598 0.365 0.127 0.127 0.081 0.036
2500 0.975 0.956 0.955 0.596 0.595 0.367 0.125 0.125 0.076 0.030
3000 0.981 0.966 0.965 0.589 0.589 0.357 0.123 0.123 0.068 0.022

Table 6.10: Efficiencies of various spin-0 radion masses after each selection selection requirement.

.
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Figure 6.13: The signal selection efficiencies for the bulk graviton and radion models for different
mass hypotheses of the resonances, shown for the LL and the TT signal event categories. Owing
to the large sample size of the simulated events, the statistical uncertainties are negligible.

Considering these two variables, a set of regions is outlined in Figure 6.18, where the pre-



79

(j1, j2)η∆
0 0.5 1 1.5 2

E
ve

nt
s/

 0
.0

5

0

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

12000

14000

16000

18000 Multijets: bb Multijets: b

Multijets: c Multijets: light

Bulk graviton: 1400 GeV Bulk graviton: 2500 GeV

Radion: 1400 GeV Radion: 2500 GeV

 (13 TeV)-135.9 fb

CMS
Simulation

jjM
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000

E
ve

nt
s/

 2
0 

G
eV

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

25000

30000 Multijets: bb Multijets: b

Multijets: c Multijets: light

Bulk graviton: 1400 GeV Bulk graviton: 2500 GeV

Radion: 1400 GeV Radion: 2500 GeV

 (13 TeV)-135.9 fb

CMS
Simulation

jj
redM

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000

E
ve

nt
s/

 2
0 

G
eV

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

25000

30000 Multijets: bb Multijets: b

Multijets: c Multijets: light

Bulk graviton: 1400 GeV Bulk graviton: 2500 GeV

Radion: 1400 GeV Radion: 2500 GeV

 (13 TeV)-135.9 fb

CMS
Simulation

Figure 6.14: Comparison of simulated events after the full selection excluding b-tagging, |∆η(j1, j2)|
(upper), mjj (lower left), and mred

jj (lower right). A signal cross section of 20 pb is assumed for
each signal mass point.

tag region is the superset of all the regions and is populated by events that pass every selection

requirement except for the soft-drop mass and double-b tagger requirements on the leading jet. The

signal region is the subset of those events where the soft-drop mass of the leading jet is inside the

Higgs mass window, 105 − 135 GeV, and the double-b tagger discriminator is greater than 0.3 or

0.8, for the LL and TT regions, respectively. The anti-tag region requires the leading jet double-b

discriminator to be less than 0.3, with the requirement on the subleading jet either being between

0.3− 0.8 or greater than 0.8 for the LL or TT signal regions, respectively. The anti-tag regions are

dominated by multijet background, as shown in Figure 6.19, and therefore can be used to predict

the multijet background in the signal region. The four signal and anti-tag regions across the two

categories are completely orthogonal to each other. The sideband regions consist of events in the

pre-tag region, where the the soft-drop mass of the leading jet lies outside the Higgs mass window.
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Figure 6.15: Comparison of simulated events after the full selection excluding b-tagging, for the pT
(upper) and η (lower) of leading (left) and sub-leading (right) Higgs jets. A signal cross section of
20 pb is assumed for each signal mass point.

Based on whether the leading jet passes or fails the double-b tagger discriminator threshold, the

sideband region is divided into either “passing” or “failing’ categories,’ respectively. The definitions

of the signal, the anti-tag, and the sideband regions are given in Table 6.11.

6.5.1 Alphabet Method

In the absence of correlation between the soft-drop mass and the double-b tagger discrimina-

tor, the background could be estimated by measuring the ratio of the number of events passing and

failing the double-b tagger selection, Rp/f ≡ Npass/Nfail i.e. the “pass-fail ratio”, in a single jet

mass sideband. The yield in the anti-tag region could then be scaled by Rp/f to obtain an estimate

of the background normalization in the signal region. This is a technique commonly referred to as

the “ABCD” method. However, there is a small correlation between the double-b tagger discrim-
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Figure 6.16: Comparison of simulated events after the full selection excluding b-tagging, for the
soft-drop mass (upper) and the τ21 (lower) of the leading (left) and sub-leading (right) Higgs jets.
A signal cross section of 20 pb is assumed for each signal mass point.
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Figure 6.17: Comparison of simulated events after the full selection excluding b-tagging, for the
double b-tagger discriminant of the leading (left) and sub-leading (right) Higgs jets. A signal cross
section of 20 pb is assumed for each signal mass point.

inator and the soft-drop mass, which can be seen in Figure 6.20 where all events that fall in the
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Figure 6.18: Schematic representation of the regions used to perform the background estimate.

 [GeV]red
jjm

1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

E
ve

nt
s 

/ 5
6 

G
eV

1

10

210

310

410

510

610

710 QCD(light)

QCD(c)

QCD(b)

)bQCD(b

tt

VV

 (13TeV)-135.9 fb

Figure 6.19: The reduced invariant di-jet mass distribution in simulated QCD, tt̄, and diboson
events in the combined LL and TT anti-tag region. The multijet background components for the
different jet flavors are shown: events containing at least one jet with two B hadrons (bb̄) or a
single one (b), events containing a jet having a charm hadron (c), and all other events (light).

pre-tag region are plotted, and therefore Rp/f is measured as a function of the soft-drop mass of

the leading pT jet.
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Event Category Jet Soft-drop mass (GeV) Double-b tagger discriminator

Signal (LL)
Leading

105− 135
> 0.3, but not both > 0.8

Sub-leading

Signal (TT)
Leading

> 0.8
Sub-leading

Antitag (LL)
Leading

105− 135

< 0.3
Sub-leading 0.3− 0.8

Antitag (TT)
Leading < 0.3

Sub-leading > 0.8

Sideband (LL, passing)
Leading < 105 or > 135

> 0.3, but not both > 0.8
Sub-leading 105− 135

Sideband (TT, passing)
Leading < 105 or > 135

> 0.8
Sub-leading 105− 135

Sideband (LL, failing)
Leading < 105 or > 135 < 0.3

Sub-leading 105− 135 0.3− 0.8

Sideband (TT, failing)
Leading < 105 or > 135 < 0.3

Sub-leading 105− 135 > 0.8

Table 6.11: Definition of the signal, the anti-tag, and the sideband regions used for the background
estimation.
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Figure 6.20: Distribution in the pre-tag region of the leading jet double-b tagger discriminator vs
soft-drop mass in QCD simulation. The red points represent the 50% quantile and show that there
is a slight dependence of the double-b tagger on jet mass.
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The Rp/f for the LL region is measured using the ratio of the number of events in the “LL,

passing” and “LL, failing” sideband regions, as defined in Table 6.11. Likewise, the Rp/f for the TT

region is measured using the ratio of the number of events in the “TT, passing” and “TT, failing”

sideband regions. The variation of Rp/f as a function of the leading jet mass in each soft-drop mass

sideband is fitted with a quadratic function and the fit is interpolated to the Higgs mass window of

the leading jet mass. An alternative fit using a third order polynomial was found to give the same

interpolated value of Rp/f in the Higgs jet mass window. Every event in the anti-tag region is scaled

by the pass-fail ratio evaluated for the leading jet mass of that event, to obtain the background

prediction in the signal region.

Since the background prediction in the signal region is obtained by scaling the events in the

anti-tag region, the Alphabet method assumes that the shapes of the mred
jj distributions in the pass

and fail regions are the same. This is verified in QCD simulation and the mred
jj distributions in the

signal region and anti-tag region for both LL and TT categories can be seen in Figure 6.21. As a

further check, the mred
jj distributions in the pass and fail regions of each sideband are compared in

data and shown to have similar shapes, which can be seen in Figures 6.22 and 6.23.
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Figure 6.21: Distributions of mred
jj in the signal and anti-tag regions for the LL category (left) and

the TT category (right). Events are from QCD simulation and the distributions are normalized to
unity to show that the distributions have similar shapes.
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Figure 6.22: Distributions of mred
jj in data normalized to unity in the 50 − 65 GeV sideband (top

left), the 65−80 GeV sideband (top right), the 80−95 GeV sideband (bottom left), and the 95−105
GeV sideband (bottom right).

6.5.1.1 Results in Simulation

Prior to unblinding the data, the validity of the Alphabet method was tested on simulation.

Figure 6.24 shows the quadratic fit in the mass sidebands of Rp/f for both the LL and TT regions.

Note that the pass-fail ratios in the Higgs mass window are not included in the fit and the true

value of the pass-fail ratio in the Higgs mass window is shown to agree within uncertainties to the

Rp/f prediction. The estimated background after scaling the anti-tag region by the predicted Rp/f
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Figure 6.23: Distributions of mred
jj in data normalized to unity in the 135− 150 GeV sideband (top

left), the 150− 165 GeV sideband (top right), and the 165− 200 GeV sideband (bottom).

is compared to the true background in the signal region in Figure 6.25.Two systematic uncertainties

arise naturally from this estimate. The dominant error comes from the statistical uncertainty in

the Rp/f fit to the mass sideband regions, which is shown as a dashed line enveloping the fit in

Figure 6.24. This error can be treated as fully correlated between all mass bins when setting limits.

A smaller source of error is from propagating the statistical uncertainty in the anti-tag region to

the signal region and is uncorrelated between bins.

To further test this method, a check was performed to verify that the estimate is free of bias
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Figure 6.24: The pass-fail ratio in simulation of the leading pT jet for the LL (left) and TT (right)
signal region categories as a function of the difference between the soft-drop mass of the leading
jet and the Higgs boson mass. The measured ratio in different bins of mj1 −mH is used in the fit
(red solid line), except in the region around mj1 −mH = 0, which corresponds to the signal region
(blue markers).

 (GeV)Xm
1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

E
ve

nt
s

1−10

1

10

210

QCD

background prediction

total uncertainty

background statistical component

 (13TeV)-135.9 fb

da
ta

σ
D

at
a 

- 
B

kg

2−
0
2

 (GeV)Xm
1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

E
ve

nt
s

1−10

1

10

210
QCD

background prediction

total uncertainty

background statistical component

 (13TeV)-135.9 fb

da
ta

σ
D

at
a 

- 
B

kg

2−
0
2

Figure 6.25: The reduced mass distributions in simulation for the LL (left) and TT (right) signal
region categories. The point with bars show the actual events in the signal region, while the
histogram shows the estimated background and associated uncertainty. The difference between the
events and the predicted background, divided by the statistical uncertainty is shown in the lower
panels.

when a signal is introduced. This was done by injecting a bulk graviton signal sample with bulk
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graviton mass at 1800 GeV and the cross section scaled to 10 fb into the QCD MC. The Alphabet

method was then performed and the results can be seen in Figure 6.26. The background estimate

performs well, with the addition of this signal having no significant effect on the background

estimate.
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Figure 6.26: Reconstruction of QCD background in the presence of a bulk graviton signal with a
cross section of 10 fb and bulk graviton mass of 1800 GeV. The background estimate is not biased
by the signal.

To ensure that the double-b tagger discriminator does not have any jet pT or equivalently mred
jj

dependence that is not accounted for since the pass-fail ratio is only measured as function of jet mass,

the dependence of the estimated Rp/f in different di-jet mass bins was measured in simulation. This

is shown in Figure 6.27, where the Alphabet method was performed in the LL category separately

on events in three different mred
jj regions: 750 < mred

jj < 900 GeV, 900 < mred
jj < 1300 GeV, and

mred
jj > 1300 GeV.
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Figure 6.27: The pass-fail ratio in the LL category from events in three different mred
jj bins. The

predicted pass-fail ratio in the Higgs mass window between all three cases agree with their uncer-
tainties.

6.5.1.2 Closure Test in Data

As a second test of the dependence of the double-b tagger discriminator on jet pT , the pass-fail

ratio as a function of mred
jj was explicitly measured in data for the TT region. The ratio of events

in the anti-tag region to events predicted in the signal region by the pass-fail ratio is shown, binned

in di-jet mass, in Figure 6.28. The plot illustrates that there is no dependence on the pass-fail ratio

as a function of di-jet mass.

As a further test of closure, the Alphabet method was run in data in a control region similar

to the signal region except that the sub-leading jet is constrained to fail the double-b requirement,

double-b discriminator < 0.3. The Alphabet method is able to accurately predict the pass-fail

ratios in the Higgs mass window, as well as the mred
jj distribution in the control region. Results are

shown in Figure 6.29 for two values of the cut on the leading jet double-b: 0.8 and 0.3.



90

Figure 6.28: The ratio of events in the anti-tag region to events predicted in the signal region by
the transfer factor is shown, binned in mred

jj . The plot illustrates that there is no dependence on
the pass-fail ratio as a function of di-jet mass.

6.5.2 Alphabet Assisted Bump Hunt Method

The AABH method predicts the background where mred
jj > 1100 GeV and improves upon

the Alphabet method by modeling the background shape as a monotonically falling function. This

smooth background modeling helps reduce uncertainties in the background estimation from local

statistical fluctuations in mred
jj , therefore improving the signal sensitivity. The AABH method si-

multaneously fits a parametric model to both the anti-tag and signal region while the normalization

between the two regions is constrained by the pass-fail ratio that is obtained from the sidebands in

the Alphabet method. Therefore, the background is modeled as

B(mred
jj ) = Rp/f ×A(mred

jj ), (6.4)

where B(mred
jj ) is the background model in the signal region and A(mred

jj ) is the model of anti-tag

region. To account for a slight Rp/f dependence on mred
jj at high mred

jj values (see Figure 6.28),

Rp/f is allowed to vary linearly in mred
jj by multiplying it by the factor (1 + lin ∗mred

jj ). The signal

normalization is unconstrained in the fit, while the uncertainties in the parameters of the functions

used to model the background and Rp/f are treated as nuisance parameters.

Three models were considered to parameterize the background shape in the signal and anti-
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Figure 6.29: (left) Fits in the mass sideband regions for the pass-fail ratio Rp/f for (from top to
bottom) the tight and loose working point. (right) Application of those fits to the anti-tag region
to estimate the background in the control regions, compared with the true background (black
markers).

tag region:

� Exponential (1-parameter): Ne−am
red
jj

� Leveled exponential (2-parameter): Ne

−amred
jj

1+abmred
jj

� Quadratic levelled exponential (3-parameter): Ne

−amred
jj

1+abmred
jj

−
c(mred

jj )2

1+bc(mred
jj

)2 .



92

To determine which function to use a Fisher F-test [87] was employed. An F-test is a way to

compare statistical models that have been fitted to a data set, in order to identify the model that

best fits the data. It compares variances between the data and the model for two different model

functions and checks if there is a real variance reduction on using an extra parameter. The p-values

tell the probability that n parameters describe the data significantly worse than n+ 1 parameters.

If the p-value is below 0.05 it means roughly that at 95% confidence level (CL) we need (n + 1)

parameters. The results of the F-test indicate that a 2-parameter function is optimal for modeling

the background. Therefore, the final models used are

N ∗ e−m
red
jj ∗bgp2/(1+mred

jj ∗bgp1∗bgp2), (6.5)

N ∗Rp/f ∗ (1 + lin ∗mred
jj )e−m

red
jj ∗bgp2/(1+mred

jj ∗bgp1∗bgp2), (6.6)

where Eq 6.5 and Eq 6.6 parameterize the signal and anti-tag regions, respectively. The parameters

N , bgp1, and bgp2 are shared between the two fit functions.

6.5.2.1 Closure Tests

The first validation of this method was done using QCD MC, in both the LL and TT regions.

Plots of the signal and anti-tag regions with the AABH fit applied are shown in Figs. 6.30 and 6.31.

The fits are shown with and without the linear constraint on the pass-fail ratio Rp/f and these are

consistent, showing that Rp/f has very little dependence on mred
jj . A goodness of fit (GOF) test

was done using the data to confirm that the leveled exponential models the background well. The

signal strength was set to zero for this fit and a p-value of 0.97 was obtained showing that the

model describes the data well.

A bias study was conducted for the AABH method by injecting a certain number of signal

events, ni, for three different resonance mass hypothesis: 1600 GeV, 2000 GeV, and 2500 GeV.

The number of events injected for each hypotheses was zero events, two events, corresponding to

a ∼5σ excess at mX = 1.2 TeV, and 5 events, corresponding to a ∼10σ excess at mX = 2 TeV. A
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Figure 6.30: Fits in the LL region in the signal (left) and anti-tag (right) regions from QCD as
used by the AABH approach. The fits before (pre-fit) and after the likelihood fit are shown. The
pre-fit curve is obtained using only the anti-tag region.

 [GeV] XM
12001400160018002000220024002600280030003200

E
ve

nt
s 

/ 5
0 

G
eV

 

3−10

2−10

1−10

1

10

210

310
QCD MC: SR
Pre-Fit
Post-Fit
Post-Fit No Mjj Corr

/n = 0.872χ
B-only p-value = 0.44

 (2016) (13 TeV)-136.8 fb

CMS
Preliminary

 (GeV)Xm
1500 2000 2500 3000

st
at

σ
(d

at
a-

fit
)

5−

0

5  [GeV] XM
12001400160018002000220024002600280030003200

E
ve

nt
s 

/ 2
0 

G
eV

 

2−10

1−10

1

10

210

310

410
QCD MC: sideband
Pre-Fit
Post-Fit
Post-Fit No Mjj Corr

/n = 1.342χ
B-only p-value = 0.14

 (2016) (13 TeV)-136.8 fb

CMS
Preliminary

 (GeV)Xm
1500 2000 2500 3000

st
at

σ
(d

at
a-

fit
)

5−

0

5

Figure 6.31: Fits in the TT region in the signal (left) and anti-tag (right) regions from QCD as
used by the AABH approach. The fits before (pre-fit) and after the likelihood fit are shown. The
pre-fit curve is obtained using only the anti-tag region.

maximum likelihood fit was then performed to extract the signal strength and for each combination

of number of injected events and mass hypothesis the observed signal strength matched.
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6.6 Signal Modelling

For mX > 1100 GeV, the mred
jj distributions for the signals are modeled using the sum of

a Crystal Ball function and a Gaussian, where the two function are constrained to have the same

mean value. The same modeling is used in the LL and TT categories, with parameters for the

Gaussian and the Crystal Ball function differing as shown in Figure 6.32.
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Figure 6.32: Signal modeling for the radion (upper row) and bulk graviton (lower row) signal using
the sum of a Gaussian and Crystal Ball functions. Shown are the probablity density functions
(Pdfs) for the LL (left) and TT (right) categories.

6.7 Systematic Uncertainties

The following sources of systematic uncertainty only affect the expected signal yields without

causing any significant change in the signal shape. The background is unaffected by them because it
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is computed entirely from data, which brings different uncertainties that will be described following

the signal uncertainties. All of the systematic uncertainties are summarized in Table 6.12.

� Luminosity: The luminosity during 2016 data taking was measured with an overall un-

certainty of 2.5% [88].

� Pileup: Simulated samples are reweighted so that their pileup distribution matches the

pileup distribution in data. The uncertainty on this reweighting is estimated by varying

the minimum bias cross section by ±4.6%, resulting in an uncertainty of 2%.

� Parton Distribution Functions: The impact on the signal acceptance due to the uncer-

tainties in the parton distribution functions (PDFs) is estimated following the PDF4LHC

procedure [89], where three different PDF sets are used: CT14 [90], MMHT2014 [91], and

NNPDF3.0 [92]. The PDF uncertainties are found to be between 0.1 − 2% depending on

the resonance mass.

� Trigger Efficiency: To correct the difference in trigger efficiency observed between the

data and simulation a scale factor that is a function of mred
jj and |∆η(j1, j2)| (see Section 6.3)

is applied. For mred
jj > 1100 GeV, the efficiency in data and MC is above 99% and the

uncertainty in the scale factor is negligible. For mred
jj < 1100 GeV, the uncertainty in the

scale factor is between 1% and 15%.

� Double-b Tagging: The efficiency of the double-b tagger is measured in an enriched gluon

splitting to bb̄ data sample and signal yields are corrected to match this efficiency [7]. The

corresponding uncertainty is 2− 5% depending on the double-b tagger requirement.

� τ21 Scale Factor: The data to simulation scale factor for the τ21 selection is measured us-

ing a semi-leptonic tt̄ sample of boosted hadronic W bosons and is found to be +30/−26%

for the two Higgs jets combined. An additional correction factor is applied to account

for the difference in the jet shower profile of W → qq̄ and H → bb̄ decays. This cor-

rection is calculated by taking the ratio of the Higgs-tagging efficiency to the W-tagging
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efficiency calculated in different shower generators, pythia 8 and herwig++. The ef-

ficiencies are measured using different mass bulk gravition MC samples, where the bulk

graviton either decays to a pair of Higgs bosons or a pair of W bosons. A double ratio of

efficiencies, Rherwig/Rpythia, is then calculated to provide the correction factor. The dou-

ble ratio provides an estimate of how different showering algorithms handle the difference

between hadronically decaying Higgs and W bosons. The corresponding uncertainty from

the correction factor is in the range 7− 20% depending on the resonance mass.

� Higgs Mass Tagging: The difference in modeling in simulation compared to data of the

jet mass scale and resolution is measured in a similar manner as the τ21 scale factor, using

a semi-leptonic tt̄ sample of boosted hadronic W bosons. The scale factor for both is one,

but a 1% and 20% uncertainty per jet is associated with each scale factor for the jet mass

scale and resolution, respectively.

� Jet Energy Scale: An uncertainty on the jet energy scale is applied to the signal accep-

tance, according to the CMS JetMET POG. The uncertainty causes a 2% fluctuation to

the signal yield.

� Jet Energy Resolution: An uncertainty on the jet energy resolution is applied to the

signal acceptance, according to the CMS JetMET POG. The uncertainty causes a 2%

fluctuation to the signal yield.

The remaining uncertainties impact the multijet background estimate and depend on which

background estimation method is used.

� Alphabet: For mred
jj < 1100 GeV, the main source of uncertainty is due to the statistical

uncertainty in the fit to the Rp/f ratio performed in the leading Higgs jet mass sidebands.

This uncertainty is fully correlated between all mred
jj bins of a particular estimate and

amounts to 2.6 − 6.8%. An additional statistical uncertainty in the anti-tag region is

propagated to the signal region when the estimate is made. This uncertainty is uncorrelated
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from bin to bin. The Barlow-Beeston Lite method [93] is used to treat the bin-by-bin

statistical uncertainty. These uncertainties affect both the shape of the background and

the total background yield.

� AABH: For mred
jj > 1100 GeV, the uncertainty from the AABH background estimate

is simply the uncertainty in the simultaneous fit of the anti-tag and signal regions. The

dependence of Rp/f on mred
jj is accounted for by providing a Gaussian constraint on this

dependence. However, this was found to be negligible.

Source Uncertainty(%)

Signal Yield
Trigger efficiency 1− 15
H jet energy scale 2
H jet energy resolution 2
H jet mass scale 1
H jet mass resolution 20
H jet τ21 selection +30/− 26
H-tagging correction factor 7− 20
Double-b tagger 2− 5
Pileup modeling 2
PDFs 0.1− 2
Luminosity 2.5

Background Yield
Rp/f fit 2.6− 6.8

Table 6.12: Summary of systematic uncertainties in the signal and background yields.

6.8 Results

The quadratic fit in the leading jet pT sidebands of the pass-fail ratio for the LL and TT

regions in data is shown in Figure 6.33. The predicted Rp/f has good agreement with the measured

Rp/f in the Higgs mass window. The background prediction from the Alphabet method for both

regions, along with the number of observed events in the signal region is shown in Figure 6.34. A

representative signal of a bulk graviton of mass 1000 GeV is overlaid for comparison. Figures 6.35

and 6.36 present the results of the AABH method’s simultaneous fits to both the anti-tag and
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signal regions in both the LL and TT categories. In Figure 6.36 the expected distribution from bulk

gravitons of masses 1600 and 2500 GeV are overlaid in the signal regions. The fit to the background

in the AABH method is extended just beyond the last observed event in the four fitted regions

which occurs in the anti-tag region in the LL category, which is at 2838 GeV. As the parametric

model is only reliable within the range of observed events, the likelihood is only evaluated up to

mred
jj = 3000 GeV. This results in a truncation of the signal distribution for resonances having mX

of 2800 GeV and above, with the signal efficiency losses increasing to 30% for mX = 3000 GeV, as

shown in Figure 6.32.

Over the whole mass range searched, 750−3000 GeV, the data and the estimated backgrounds

agree within uncertainties and therefore the results are interpreted in terms of upper limits on the

product of the production cross sections and the branching fractions, σ(pp → X)B(X → HH →

bb̄bb̄), for bulk graviton and radion of various mass hypothesis.
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Figure 6.33: The pass-fail ratio Rp/f of the leading pT jet for the LL (left) and TT (right) signal
region categories as a function of the difference between the soft-drop mass of the leading jet and
the Higgs boson mass, mj1 − mH . The measured ratio in different bins of mj1 − mH is used in
the fit (red solid line), except in the region around mj1 −mH = 0, which corresponds to the signal
region (blue triangular markers). The horizontal bars on the data points indicate the bin widths.

The asymptotic approximation of the modified frequentist approach for confidence levels,

taking the profile likelihood as a test statistic [94, 95, 96], is used to compute the limit at 95%

confidence. The systematic uncertainties are represented as nuisance parameters in the likelihood

and profiled by maximizing the likelihood with respect to the nuisances and obtaining them in terms
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Figure 6.34: The reduced mass distributions mred
jj for the LL (left) and TT (right) signal region

categories. The points with bars show data, the histogram with a shaded band shows estimated
background and associated uncertainty. The signal predictions for a bulk graviton of mass 1000
GeV, are overlaid for comparison, assuming a production cross section of 10 fb. The last bins of the
distributions contain all events with mred

jj > 3000 GeV. The difference between the data and the
predicted background, divided by the data statistical uncertainty are shown in the lower panels.
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Figure 6.35: The mred
jj distributions in the anti-tag region for the LL (left) and TT (right) categories.

The black markers are the data while the curves show the pre-fit and post-fit background shapes.
The difference between the data and the predicted background, divided by the data statistical
uncertainty are shown in the lower panels.

of the parameter of interest, which is the signal strength. The LL and TT categories are combined

by correlating the nuisance parameters that they share. The limits from the combination are shown

in Figure 6.37 and Table 6.13 for a narrow width radion and a bulk graviton produced through
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Figure 6.36: The mred
jj distributions in the signal region for the LL (left) and TT (right) categories.

The black markers are the data while the curves show the pre-fit and post-fit background shapes.
The contributions of bulk gravitons of masses 1600 and 2500 GeV are shown assuming a production
cross section of 10 fb. The difference between the data and the predicted background, divided by
the data statistical uncertainty are shown in the lower panels.

gluon-gluon fusion and assumed to decay to a pair of Higgs bosons with a branching fraction of

23% and 10%, respectively. The expected limit on the bulk graviton is more stringent than those

on the radion due to the |∆η(j1, j2)| < 1.3 requirement. The bulk gravitons, being spin-2 particles,

produce more central jets, and hence have higher efficiency with respect to this selection criterion,

than the radions. Thus, the signal sensitivity for a bulk graviton is higher than that for a radion

of the same mass.

The upper limits on the production cross sections and branching fraction lies in the range

126 − 1.4 fb for a narrow resonance X of mass 750 < mX < 3000 GeV. Assuming ΛR = 3 TeV,

a radion with a mass between 970 and 1400 GeV is excluded at 95% confidence level, except in

a small region close to 1200 GeV, where the observed limit is 11.4 pb, the theoretical prediction

being 11.2 pb.
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Figure 6.37: The limits for the spin-0 radion (left) and the spin-2 bulk graviton (right) models.
The result for mX < 1100 GeV uses the background predicted by the Alphabet method, while for
mX ≥ 1100 GeV the background is derived from the AABH method. The predicted theoretical
cross sections for a narrow radion or a bulk graviton are also shown.

Resonance Mass Radion Bulk graviton
(GeV) Expected Observed Expected Observed

750 81.6 125.9 50.2 79.4
800 46.4 90.4 29.9 59.9
900 29.8 44.0 19.5 29.0
1000 20.4 14.2 13.4 9.3
1200 10.4 11.4 6.9 7.6
1400 6.3 6.0 4.4 4.3
1600 4.7 5.5 3.2 3.8
1800 3.8 3.8 2.4 2.4
2000 3.0 3.5 2.0 2.4
2500 2.0 1.7 1.4 1.4
3000 2.5 1.4 1.7 1.1

Table 6.13: Comparison of expected and observed limits on the production cross section of a
resonance decaying to HH for the bulk graviton and the radion signal hypotheses, for different
values of the resonance mass. The limits for masses below 1200 GeV are obtained using the
Alphabet background estimation method, while those above use the AABH method.



Chapter 7

Summary and Outlook

This thesis presents a search for a narrow massive resonance decaying to a pair of Higgs bosons

in the four b quark final state using the LHC proton-proton collision data collected at a center-

of-mass energy of 13 TeV by the CMS detector, and corresponding to an integrated luminosity

of 35.9 fb−1. The H → bb decays are reconstructed as large-area jets and identified using jet

substructure and b-tagging techniques. The main background is multijet production through QCD

interactions and is estimated entirely from the data. The data are found to be consistent with the

standard model expectations, and therefore upper limits are set on the products of the resonant

production cross sections of a Kaluza-Klein bulk graviton and a Randall-Sundrum radion, and their

branching fraction to HH→ bb̄bb̄. The limits range from 126 to 1.4 fb at 95% confidence level for

bulk gravitons and radions in the mass range 750 − 3000 GeV. For the mass scale ΛR = 3 TeV,

a radion of mass between 970 and 1400 GeV is excluded. The expected limits on the radion and

bulk graviton for all resonant HH searches done at CMS with 2016 data can be seen in Figure 7.1.

For resonance masses > 1100 GeV the limits from this analysis are the most stringent. Ongoing

work is currently being done by the CMS Collaboration to improve the limits by combining all of

these HH search channels, although the inclusion of the bb̄γγ channel will only neglibly improve

the sensitivity at high resonance masses due to the strength of the bb̄bb̄ channel.

By the end of 2018, the CMS detector will have collected ∼130 fb−1 of 13 TeV data and

the sensitivity of the HH → bb̄bb̄ search will be improved by utilizing this full dataset. A recent

development within the CMS collaboration that could further improve the sensitivity of this search
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Figure 7.1: The limits for the spin-0 radion (left) and the spin-2 bulk graviton (right) from all
resonant HH final states searched for with the CMS detector in the full 2016 dataset. The results
present in this thesis are labeled as bbbb arXiv:1710.04960 [12].

is the development of a new double-b tagger. This double-b tagger is created from a deep neural

network to improve on the signal discrimination from the double-b tagger used in this analysis.

Initial studies have found that at the same QCD mistag rate the new double-b tagger doubles the

tagging efficiency of H → bb̄ events. The increase in sensitivity of this analysis would be greatly

improved by increasing the discrimination between QCD background and HH signal events.

Looking further into the future, the plan for the LHC is to shut down for over two years

after the 2018 data taking period in preparation for a slight increase to the center-of-mass energy

to 14 TeV and the CMS detector is expected to collect ∼300 fb−1 of data at this energy. Then

another shut down will occur in preparation for the HL-LHC which will begin running in 2026 and

is expected to collect ∼3000 fb−1. In order for the CMS detector to be able to handle the large

amount of pileup at the HL-LHC, where it will increase to at least 140 compared to the 45−60 that

was obtained during 2016, the pixel detector will have to be completely replaced. The radiation

studies presented in this thesis indicate that 65 nm CMOS technology is a viable technology for

the HL-LHC pixel detector and would allow the pixel detector to function throughout the lifetime

of the HL-LHC.

With this increase in center-of-mass energy and the large amount of expected data, hope-

fully searches for resonant HH production will be able produce a discovery at the LHC. In the
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scenario that no discovery is made, resonant and non-resonant HH searches will be able to place

precise constraints on SM HH production and possibly determine the Higgs self-coupling, λHHH.

Projections have been done that predict the CMS detector will be able to measure λHHH with a

significance of 0.9σ with 3000 fb−1 of data by combining the bbττ and bbγγ search channels [97].

However, including other search channels, such as bb̄bb̄ where the backgrounds have been much

more manageable than expected due to double-b tagging, in the combination will increase the sig-

nificance and furthermore, unforeseen improvements to analysis techniques could further push this

significance to a discovery. Therefore, I am optimistic that a discovery of SM HH production is

feasible within the current expected lifetime of the LHC.
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