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Pr. Vincent LEMAÎTRE (Chairman) UCL, Belgium
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ou qui m’ont accompagné tout au long de celui-ci. Je voudrais donc commencer par
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Enfin je tiens à remercier mes amis : Adrien T. (ou Adri.2 car malgré mon retard je vais
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Abstract

The data from the LHC produced in 2012 at 8 TeV and collected by the CMS experi-
ment are used to probe the scalar sector of the Standard Model (SM) and beyond. Two
analyses have been conducted based on an integrated luminosity of 19.5-19.8 fb−1 in
the final state with two b jets and two leptons.

The decay of the SM Higgs boson to a pair of b quarks is challenging at the LHC.
In this thesis we propose the use of a Matrix Element (ME) technique to search for
the process Z(ll)h(bb). The ME weights for the background and signal hypotheses
are combined thanks to neural networks to search for the presence of the signal. The
sensitivity of the analysis does not allow to conclude on the presence or absence of
the signal and an upper limit on µ = σ/σSM of 1.6 is derived compatible at 2 stan-
dard deviation (s.d.) with the presence of the signal. A search to the well-known ZZ
process in the same final state is also conducted giving a result compatible from the
expectation from other CMS measurements. The impact of the pile-up on the results
of this analysis is also discussed.

Several observations are still unexplained by the SM. In this context a search in the
frame of two-Higgs-doublets models (2HDMs) is presented. Such models can arise
in several beyond standard model theories. The H/A −→ Z(ll)A/H(bb) processes
have been chosen to potentially discover two new resonances. It constitutes the first
search at the LHC for these processes. A generic analysis was conducted in order
to allow possible recasting of the results in a wide range of models. One interesting
excess with a local (global) significance of 2.6 (1.5) s.d. was observed, compatible
both in shape and in amplitude with the probed signal with mA = 104 GeV and
mH = 270 GeV. Generic limits as a function of mA and mH are derived and used
to test a type II 2HDM. Limits for a specific model are then obtained as a function
of mA, mH , cos(β − α) and tan(β). Perspectives to explore low mA in the boosted
regime are also discussed.
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Introduction

Interactions of elementary particles are well described by the Standard Model (SM)
which corresponds to the state of the art of our knowledge in high energy physics.

The recent discovery of the Higgs boson [1, 2] at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC)
confirms the Brout-Englert-Higgs (BEH) mechanism [3–5] and the SM. Until now, no
significant deviation from the SM expectation has been found [6–8]. The decay of the
Higgs boson to a pair of b quarks is one of the most challenging decays to observe at
the LHC. Indeed, despite the fact that the branching ratio (BR) for this decay is the
largest BR for a Higgs boson with a mass of 125 GeV, the chance of observing this
decay suffers from a huge background. This background arises from prompt quark
and gluon productions from strongly interacting processes. It is however possible to
search for it using the vector boson fusion production mode or the associated pro-
duction modes with a Z or a W boson. However these production modes have lower
production rates at hadron colliders. The search for this decay also suffers from the
lower experimental resolution on the reconstructed Higgs mass due to the less precise
resolution on the b-quark energy compared to muon or photon. In such a challenging
context, this search can benefit from the use of advanced techniques in data analy-
sis such as Multi-Variate Analysis methods (e.g. Neural Networks, Boosted Decision
Trees) but also Matrix Element techniques. Developing and testing such techniques
plays an important role in the search of rare and challenging processes or in the search
of yet undiscovered particles. The analysis presented in Chapter 3 was performed in
this context.

Despite the global good description of Nature by the SM, several known issues are
still unexplained (e.g. mass hierarchy, baryogenesis, dark matter). In the last decades,
different theories Beyond the Standard Model (BSM) have been developed in order
to address these issues. Amongst these, the SUSY (SUperSYmmetry) models [9] are
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between the main BSM models which was searched for in the past decades. One of the
properties of these models is the prediction of at least a second Higgs doublet. A large
variety of other BSM models also predict a second doublet and are conventionally
called 2HDMs for Two-Higgs-Doublets-Models [10]. In these models, in addition to
the SM Higgs boson, four other particles are predicted: one other scalar boson H,
one pseudoscalar boson A and two charged scalar bosons H+ and H−. The analysis
presented in Chapter 4 intends to look for such new potential particles.

The Higgs boson was discovered thanks to the data delivered by the LHC and collected
by the CMS and ATLAS experiments during 2011 and 2012. The LHC is a circular
particle accelerator which provides proton-proton collision data. The centre of mass
energy was of 7 and 8 TeV in 2011 and 2012, respectively and raised to 13 TeV in
2015. The results, which will be presented here, are mostly based on the data collected
by the CMS experiment in 2012.

In Chapter 1 the physics processes and the theoretical context of the analyses are
introduced. In Chapter 2 the experimental setup is presented as well as some relevant
information on the data reconstruction and the machine performance at the time of
the data taking in 2012. In Chapter 3 a Matrix Element technique is explored in the
context of a search for the SM Higgs boson produced in association with a Z boson and
decaying to a pair of b quarks. The results based on the 2012 data are also combined
with the results based on the 2011 data. In Chapter 4 a search for new particles in the
context of a generic 2HDM will be reviewed. This analysis looked for an H or an A
boson decaying to a Z boson and an A or an H boson decaying to a pair of b quarks.
For this analysis only the 2012 data were used. The interpretation of the results in a
specific 2HDM model is also considered.



Chapter 1
Physics at the LHC

1.1 Standard Model processes at hadron colliders

Physicists express the current understanding of Nature at small scales in terms of el-
ementary particles. The Standard Model (SM) describes these elementary particles
and their interactions. This theory has worked well over the past decades allowing
physicists to make accurate predictions. Nonetheless, some phenomena remain un-
explained which suggests that it might be incomplete. Its detailed description can be
found elsewhere [11–13].

In the past years, the search for the so called ‘Higgs’ boson was one of the most
lively fields in particle physics. The dynamism of this field was stimulated by the
experimental results from the LHC. It led, in 2012 [1, 2], to the discovery of a new
boson with a mass of about 125 GeV by the CMS and ATLAS collaborations. So far,
the properties of this newly found boson matches the expectations from the SM Higgs
boson [14–16].

This achievement was possible thanks to the rediscovery and the detailed studies of
all the dominant SM processes with a great precision by these collaborations. Indeed,
hadron collider physics covers a wide range of physics processes predicted by the SM.
In this thesis the discussion will focus on the case of proton-proton (p-p) collisions
produced at the LHC because the results which will be presented in Chapters 3 and 4
are based on these collisions. Due to the high energy at which such collisions are
produced, the interactions are occurring between the subconstituents of the protons,
meaning the quarks and gluons (commonly called ‘partons’). The presence of these
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partons inside the proton and the fraction of the proton energy they are bringing are
defined by the parton distribution functions (PDFs). These allow us to define the
interaction rate between the different partons of two protons. The amplitude of a
given interaction leading to a given final state is defined by the matrix element (ME)
of the process. These two elements, the PDFs and the ME, allow the computation of
the cross section of a given process produced by p-p collisions.

Because most of the particles of interest are experimentally detectable only through
their decay products (leptons/quarks/gluons/photons/neutrinos), several interactions
can lead to the same final state particles. This makes difficult the identification of the
processes which actually happened in the data. If some observables like the mass of
the intermediate resonances can help in discriminating different processes, it is also
important to take into consideration all the processes which can resemble the process
of interest. For the studies presented in Chapters 3 and 4 the most relevant processes
are the productions of quarks and gluons, the top quark productions and the single and
di-boson productions. They will be briefly introduced in what follows.

In hadron collisions strongly interacting processes are dominant. They lead to the
presence of several quarks and gluons in the final state. Events in which such final
state are produced are commonly called multi-jets events from QCD (for Quantum
Chromodynamics) processes. ‘Jets’ refer to the high multiplicity of particles produced
in the direction of the final states quarks and gluons by the hadronisation process fol-
lowing their production. QCD processes, despite the fact that they can be interesting
for probing the SM description, are mostly considered as a background for less fre-
quent processes. Multi-jets events can however be easily rejected by requiring the
presence of leptons in the final state.

The top quark productions which happen primarily through strong interactions, can
be considered as independent processes with respect to the other strongly interacting
processes. The reasons for this can be summarised in this way:

• The top quark is the only SM quark not hadronising due to its large mass
(173.21 GeV [17]) compared to the other quarks (2 MeV - 5 GeV) making
its life time too small (0.5 · 10−24 s [17]) to combine with other quarks before
decaying. This allows the study of several properties of this quark such as its
mass, its spin, its helicity, etc.

• It is decaying exclusively (or almost exclusively, Vtb = 1.021 ± 0.032 [17]) to
a W boson and a b quark. This fact leads to a distinct signature. The possible
presence of a lepton in the final state, resulting of the decay of the W boson,
allows the studies of some of its properties as mentioned above.
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The dominant top quark production modes at leading order (LO) are shown in Fig-
ure 1.1. The main production mode at hadron colliders is the pair production, shown
in Figure 1.1a. The single top production, shown in Figure 1.1b, is possible through
electroweak interaction with the intervention of a W boson. The pair production is
slightly more than twice as frequent at the LHC for a centre of mass energy of 8 TeV.
The high multiplicity final state following the creation of top quarks (leptons, (b) jets,
neutrinos) and its high production rate makes these processes a relevant background
for a wide range of other SM processes and for BSM searches.
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Figure 1.1: LO top production diagrams. (a) top pair production. (b) single top pro-
duction: t-channel (left), s-channel (centre) and W associated production (right).

Other important processes imply the creation of a Z boson. Two sub-processes are
studied in addition to the inclusive Z production: the Z+jets production and the
Z+heavy flavour (HF) jets production (jets originating from the production of a c
or a b quark). More generically, the Z production is studied as a Z/γ∗ production.
When the Z/γ∗ is decaying to a pair of leptons, this process is commonly called Drell-
Yan production. Examples for such processes are visible in Figure 1.2. The main
reason to separate the inclusive Z+jets and the Z+HF jets processes arises from the
way to treat the production of HF quarks in hadron collisions. Indeed, the c and b
quarks are heavier than the proton. This implies that it is not trivial to include them in
the PDFs of the proton and two approaches can be followed at fixed order [18]. One
possibility is to assume them to be massless. This case is the so-called ‘5F’ scheme.
The other possibility is to consider the b quarks to be only indirectly present in the
proton and to be produced only as pairs through gluon splitting. This case is the so-
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Figure 1.2: Examples of Z production diagrams at hadron collider: (a) inclusive Z
production decaying to a pair of leptons (Drell-Yan) (b) Z + 1 jet production and (c)
Z + HF jet production with Q = c, b.

called ‘4F’ scheme. The same issue arises for all processes with an HF quark in the
initial state. For example, the s-channel and the W associated productions of the sin-
gle top are also in this configuration (see Figure 1.1b, the two rightmost diagrams).
Discussions and studies on this topic can be found in [19] including some kinematic
comparisons using the LHC data.

The production of the W boson is similar to the case described above for the Z boson,
except for the W production with HF quarks. In this case, a diagram as shown in
Figure 1.2c is not possible. The HF quarks can be produced in association with a W
boson only through a gluon radiated by an initial state quark.

Di-boson productions are other ways to produce W and Z bosons at hadron collid-
ers. The two main LO diagrams to produce ZZ, WZ and WW events are shown in
Figure 1.3.
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Figure 1.3: Main VV production diagrams at LO with V = W, Z.

This list of processes is not exhaustive but includes already a large part of the most
common processes in hadron collisions. They also constitute the most relevant back-
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ground for searches for new particles and new phenomena as the search of the Higgs
boson.

1.2 Higgs physics at the LHC

The BEH mechanism was proposed [3–5] in order to explain the way the W and Z
bosons acquire mass in the SM. It is assumed to be responsible for the spontaneous
electroweak symmetry breaking in the SM. The masses of the W and Z bosons are
the results of their interactions with a new field to which is associated a new boson,
commonly called the Higgs boson. This field is an SU(2) doublet with four degrees
of freedom, in which three of them will mix to the W± and Z bosons after sym-
metry breaking which makes these three bosons massive. The vacuum expectation
value (vev) of this field is 246 GeV. The new boson is carrying this new interaction.
In the SM, fermions acquire masses by their interactions with this boson through the
Higgs Yukawa couplings.

Several production modes are possible in order to produce Higgs bosons at the LHC.
They are visible in the left plot of Figure 1.4 for proton-proton collisions [20]. The
dominant production mode is the gluon-induced process which is possible through a
loop of top quarks. However, depending on its decay, this can lead to some difficulties
in identifying such production. In the right plot of Figure 1.4 the possible decays of
the Higgs boson and their corresponding branching ratio (BR) are shown [20]. For a
125 GeV Higgs particle, its decay to a pair of b quarks is dominant. At hadron collid-
ers this decay is really challenging to observe. To probe it, sub-dominant production
modes are needed. One of this is the associated production with a W or a Z boson.
In this case, it is possible to take advantage of the leptons which might arise form
the W or Z boson decays. Such search will be the topic of the analysis presented in
Chapter 3.

The Higgs boson was already searched for at LEP and at the Tevatron but was only
recently discovered at the LHC as mentioned previously. For now, all the tests per-
formed on this newly discovered boson tend to confirm it is identical to the predicted
SM Higgs boson. The only parameter not predicted by the theory was its mass. It is
now measured to be 125 ± 0.21(stat.) ± 0.11(syst.) GeV [8].

Considering the different experimental results, there is not much room left to ques-
tion the compatibility of the newly discovered boson with the SM Higgs boson. The
decays to bosons (γγ, ZZ, WW) are really clear [7, 8, 21]. The decays to fermions,
even if the significance is lower, also show results within the expectations from the
theory [6–8]. In this latter case, however, the uncertainties are still quite large, espe-
cially considering the decay to a pair of b quarks. This allows some leeway on the
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possible unexpected behaviour of this boson. The study of possible deviations from
the theoretical expectations is now one of the most lively topics in the Higgs sector.
Indeed, such deviations might be an indication of physics beyond the SM.

If the discovery of the Higgs boson confirms the existing theory, this does not help
to solve the remaining issues. Up till now no clear indication was given by the LHC
results on which directions to explore. This is probably the most challenging part in
particle physics for the coming years.

1.3 Extension of the scalar sector

In order to solve some of the known shortfalls of the SM, several models are proposing
extensions of the SM scalar sector. A class of models which has been quite extensively
studied is the addition of a second doublet [10]. These models are known as ‘2HDMs’
which stands for two-Higgs-doublets models. Supersymmetric models, for example,
especially in their minimal definition (MSSM), require such an extension [9]. More
generally 2HDMs are simple extensions of the SM scalar sector which can help to
explain the asymmetry between matter and antimatter in the universe [10, 22]. Axion
models, which propose a solution to the strong CP problem in QCD and also propose
a dark matter candidate, are another example of models in which a second doublet is
needed [23]. Finally, it has recently been noted [24] that certain realisations of 2HDMs
can accommodate the muon g-2 anomaly [25] without violating present theoretical and
experimental constraints.

Different scalar structures can also be inferred as singlet [26] or 3HDM [27] but they
will not be discussed in this thesis.

In 2HDMs, if CP invariance is imposed, five well-defined physical states are predicted:
two neutral CP-even scalars (h, H ; h being the lightest one by convention), one neutral
CP-odd pseudoscalar (A) and two charged scalars (H±). The four masses, mh, mH ,
mA and mH± are free parameters of these models. The ratio v2/v1 of the vev’s for
the two doublets is defined as tan(β) where β is the angle which allows to go in the
Higgs basis where only one doublet has a non 0 vev v such as v2 = v21 + v22 . A
second angle α parametrises the mixing between the neutral CP-even states h and H.
In the alignment limit β − α = π/2, the doublet with non zero vev matches the SM
Higgs doublet while the other doublet is composed of the four new states. 2HDMs
are generally parametrised as a function of tan(β) and sin(β − α) (or cos(β − α)).
The masses and these two parameters are the most relevant parameters considering
the study which will be presented in Chapter 4.
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Nevertheless in their most generic form 2HDMs have 14 free parameters:

V = m2
11Φ†1Φ1 +m2

22Φ†2Φ2 −
(
m2

12Φ†1Φ2 + h.c.
)

+ 1
2λ1

(
Φ†1Φ1

)2
+ 1

2λ2

(
Φ†2Φ2

)2
+ λ3

(
Φ†1Φ1

)(
Φ†2Φ2

)
+ λ4

(
Φ†1Φ2

)(
Φ†2Φ1

)
+

[
1
2λ5

(
Φ†1Φ2

)2
+ λ6

(
Φ†1Φ1

)(
Φ†1Φ2

)
+ λ7

(
Φ†2Φ2

)(
Φ†1Φ2

)
+ h.c.

]
,

(1.1)

where ‘h.c.’ stands for the Hermitian conjugate. The parameters m2
11, m2

22, and
λ1,2,3,4 are real. In general, m2

12 and λ5,6,7 are complex. Imposing CP conservation
and a Z2 symmetry, to suppress flavour changing neutral currents, reduces signifi-
cantly the number of free parameters. By considering λ6 = λ7 = 0 to avoid hard
violation of the Z2 symmetry, six physical parameters are left in the potential. A soft
breaking of the Z2 symmetry is generally allowed and represented by m12 6= 0. This
parameter is less relevant for the study which will be presented in Chapter 4 because
it mainly contributes to the Higgs bosons self-coupling. In most cases, the 125 GeV
Higgs boson is associated to the lightest neutral scalar of the model (h). The H boson
mass depends on the mixing angle α defined with respect to the SM Higgs boson h125.
The mass of the other bosons are expressed as

m2
H± = m2

12/cosβsinβ − (λ4 + λ5) · v2/2

m2
A = m2

12/cosβsinβ − λ5 · v2 = m2
H± + (λ4 − λ5) · v2/2.

Some custodial symmetry needs to be imposed in order to avoid large deviation of the
ρ parameter, defined as

ρ =
m2
W

m2
Z · cos2θW

with θW the weak-mixing angle, and estimated to be 1.00040 ± 0.00024 [17] from
electroweak precision data. The custodial symmetry leads to the following cases [28,
29]:

• λ4 = λ5 in the ‘usual’ case with as consequences

mH± = mA and m2
12 = (m2

A + λ5 · v2) · cosβsinβ.

• λ4 = −λ5 in the ‘twisted’ case with as consequences

mH± = mH and m2
12 = m2

H · cosβsinβ.
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Models Up quarks Down quarks Leptons
Type I Φ2 Φ2 Φ2

Type II Φ2 Φ1 Φ1

Lepton-specific (Type III) Φ2 Φ2 Φ1

Flipped (Type IV) Φ2 Φ1 Φ2

Table 1.1: Association of the two Higgs doublets, Φ1 and Φ2, to the quarks and leptons
for the four 2HDMs types.

ξuh ξd,lh ξW,Zh ξuH ξd,lH ξW,ZH ξuA ξd,lA
cos(α)/sin(β) -sin(α)/cos(β) sin(β-α) sin(α)/sin(β) cos(α)/cos(β) cos(β − α) cot(β) tan(β)

Table 1.2: Modification factors to the Higgs Yukawa couplings with respect to the SM
ones.

The custodial symmetries leads then to a degeneracy in mass between the charged
Higgses and either the scalar H or the pseudoscalar A. The m12 mass is also linked
to the mass of either the scalar H or the pseudoscalar A. In the MSSM limit instead
λ4 = −g2/2 and λ5 = 0 where g is the gauge coupling constant of SU(2). Because
mW = g · v/2 (v = 246 GeV), it has as consequences

m2
H± = m2

A +m2
W and m2

12 = m2
A · cosβsinβ.

In this case no explicit custodial symmetry is imposed but it arises from the assumed
decoupling limit where the new states (A, H, H±) are heavy compared to the W mass
and can then be considered as degenerated.

Depending on the way the two doublets couple to the up and down quarks and the
leptons, four types of 2HDMs which lead to natural flavour conservation are defined.
These are listed in Table 1.1. The first two types (I and II) are the most common
ones in the literature. In what follows, only the case of the type II model will be
detailed. The reason for this is that this model is used to interpret the results presented
in Chapter 4. This also corresponds to the MSSM configuration.

The couplings are generally expressed as a modification factor compared to the SM
Higgs Yukawa couplings. Let ξ these factors, ξu,d,l,W,Zh,H,A are then the modification fac-
tors with respect to the SM Higgs Yukawa couplings for the three neutral scalars and
pseudoscalar particles to the up (u) quarks, down (d) quarks, leptons (l) and the W and
Z bosons. These factors are shown in Table 1.2. The case of H± will not be discussed
here because it is not directly relevant for the results presented in Chapter 4. However,
the couplings to fermions follow the same dependency as ξu,d,lA with respect to the SM.
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Concerning the couplings modifier ξuh , if h is assumed to be the 125 GeV boson, h125,
then this factor is constrained to be close to 1 by experimental measurements because
no significant deviations have been observed in the production of this boson compared
to the SM predictions. The same comment can be made on ξd,lh but the experimental
constraints on h125 → bb and h125 → ττ are weaker. The couplings modifier factors
ξW,Zh are also strongly constrained by the experimental results as no significant devia-
tions have been observed from the SM expectations for h125 →WW, ZZ. This implies
sin(β −α) ∼ 1 or similarly cos(β − α) ∼ 0. No ξW,ZA is shown because it is strongly
suppressed and possible only at loop level, assuming CP is conserved.

The existence of new particles with respect to the SM leads to new possible produc-
tion and decay modes. These depend both on the 2HDM type and the mass hierarchy.
Some examples of new processes are shown in Figure 1.5. The mass hierarchy be-
tween the different Higgs bosons has consequences on the enabled processes and their
importance. Typically, for mA,H ≥ 2 · mt, the decays A/H → tt̄ will tend to be
dominant. It is important to keep in mind that this could change if tan(β) differs sig-
nificantly from 1. For a light A (mA < mh125

+ mZ), the decays to bb and ττ will
start to be dominant. The H decays to hh/AA/WW and ZZ can play different roles
depending on mH , but also on the choice of the other parameters for the model.

H,A

g

g

A,H

Z

H

g

g

h

h

(a)

h,H

A

Z

A,H

t, b, τ

t, b, τ

(b)

Figure 1.5: Examples of new processes in 2HDMs (a) and decays of the neutral Higgs
bosons (b).

The processes H/A→ ZA/H are interesting in the light of the recent results from the
LHC. Indeed, it is one of the dominant process in the region of the phase space yet
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poorly constrained by the existing SM Higgs measurements [30] as visible in Fig-
ure 1.6. The case A → ZH is the least sensitive to the choice of cos(β − α) as
A → WW/ZZ/hh are suppressed. The main competitive process is A → tt̄ in case
mA ≥ 2 · mt. For the case H → ZA, the choice of cos(β − α) is more relevant.
Due to the fact that the LHC data favour a small value for cos(β − α), the decays to
WW and ZZ are expected to be negligible. The main competitive processes are then
H → hh/tt for mH ≥ 2 ·mh,t. The decay of the lightest H/A boson in bb starts to be
interesting for masses lower than twice the top mass. Still, it depends to some extend
on the choice of the model parameters. The decay to ττ is also interesting but it will
be sub-dominant for type II 2HDMs for masses higher than twice the b mass. For
types III and IV, there is some freedom to make the decay to ττ more competitive
with respect to the decay to bb.

Here, the emphasis will be put on the processes H/A→ ZA/H(bb). Choosing a final
state where the Z decays to two leptons (muons or electrons) leads to a clean signal
with a moderate background. This background comes mainly from Z+jets and tt̄

processes described in Section 1.1. The masses of the different resonances are good
variables to reduce the background contributions even more.

These processes can be decomposed in three parts: the production of the heavy Higgs
boson, its decay to a Z boson and the lighter Higgs boson and the decay of this lighter
Higgs boson to bb. The expected NNLO (next-to-next-to-leading order) cross sections
for the first part are calculated using the SUSHI program [31] and varies roughly
between few fb to few pb depending on the choice of the parameters. The expected
BRs for the two other parts are obtained thanks to the 2HDMC calculator tool [32].
The product of the three terms and the BR(Z→ ll), with l = e, µ, gives the final cross
sections for these processes which can vary over several order of magnitude depending
on the choice of the parameters. Theses cross sections can be as large as few hundreds
of fb for mH and mA below 300 GeV.

In what follows, mH± is required to be degenerated with the heaviest Higgs boson
mass, mH or mA, as a consequence of the custodial symmetry discussed previously.
The choice was to take precisely mH± = mH,A to avoid the decays of the heaviest
Higgs boson which could include charged Higgses. The value of the m12 parameter
is defined as m2

12 = m2
H± · cosβsinβ. This agrees with the custodial symmetries and

the MSSM in the limit of heavy H±.

All results presented below assume proton-proton collisions with a centre of mass
energy of 8 TeV.

In Figure 1.7, the H and A production cross sections are shown as a function of tan(β)

and cos(β − α) in the ranges [0.1,10] and [-1,1], respectively, for two arbitrary choices
of mA and mH (700 GeV for the heaviest boson, 300 GeV for the lightest boson).
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Figure 1.6: General constraints on the 2HDM parameter space obtained from the com-
patibility with the observed couplings of the Higgs boson when interpreted as the h.
The lines show the contours which restrict the allowed parameter space at the 95%
CL for a type II 2HDM. These contours have been obtained from an increase of the
test statistic, q(cos(β − α), tan(β)) as defined in [30] by ∆q = 5.99 relative to the
minimum in the cos(β − α)-tan(β) plane, corresponding to a 95% confidence region
for a χ2 function with two degrees of freedom. The observed constraints are shown in
black. The expected constraints assuming just the SM Higgs sector are indicated by
the red continuous line.
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This choice of masses has been made for illustration purpose only. The amplitude
of the cross sections is following the expected dependency as a function of β and α.
Especially, the production of the A boson is independent of α then of cos(β − α). In
the region tan(β) ∼ 1 and cos(β − α) ∼ 0, the production cross sections for both
processes are about the same order (∼ [0.1,1] pb). It should be mentioned also that
SUSHI assumed perturbativity in order to compute the production cross sections. This
has as consequence that the cross sections computed for tan(β) . 0.5 should be taken
with caution because this assumption becomes weaker when tan(β) reduces in value.
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Figure 1.7: Theoretical NNLO cross sections for gg −→ H/A as a function of tan(β)

and cos(β − α) in type II 2HDM. In both cases the heavy Higgs boson has a mass of
700 GeV.

In Figure 1.8, the BRs for the decay of the heaviest Higgs boson, H/A −→ A/H ,
are also shown as a function of tan(β) and cos(β − α). The choice of masses is the
same as in the previous case: mH/A = 700 GeV and mA/H = 300 GeV. The two
processes have a different dependency on tan(β) and cos(β − α). This is mainly
due to the different decays allowed for both bosons. In the case of the H boson, the
decays to hh/WW/ZZ can play a significant role, especially for values of cos(β − α)

far from 0. However for our region of interest, tan(β) ∼ 1 and cos(β − α) ∼ 0, both
H/A −→ A/H decays are important with a BR & 40%.

In Figure 1.9, the BRs for the decay of the lightest Higgs boson, A/H −→ bb, are
also shown as a function of tan(β) and cos(β − α) for the same choice of masses.
The dependency of the BR(A → bb) in cos(β − α) comes from the other dominant
decays for this choice of masses, A −→ Zh. Otherwise it is increasing as a function
of tan(β) as expected from Table 1.2. The case H −→ bb is much more complex



16 Chapter 1. Physics at the LHC

 Z
A

)
→

B
R

(H
 

-610

-510

-410

-310

-210

-110

)α - βcos(
-1 -0.8 -0.6 -0.4 -0.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

)β
ta

n(

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

 Z
A

)
→

B
R

(H
 

-610

-510

-410

-310

-210

-110

 = 300 GeV
A

 = 700 GeV ; m
H

2HDM type-II: m

 ZA→H 

 Z
H

)
→

B
R

(A
 

-310

-210

-110

)α - βcos(
-1 -0.8 -0.6 -0.4 -0.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

)β
ta

n(

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

 Z
H

)
→

B
R

(A
 

-310

-210

-110

 = 300 GeV
H

 = 700 GeV ; m
A

2HDM type-II: m

 ZH→A 

Figure 1.8: Branching ratio for H/A −→ ZA/H as a function of tan(β) and
cos(β − α) in type II 2HDM. In both cases the heavy Higgs boson has a mass of
700 GeV and the light Higgs boson has a mass of 300 GeV.
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in type II 2HDM. In both cases the heavy Higgs boson has a mass of 700 GeV and the
light Higgs boson has a mass of 300 GeV.
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due to the variety of possible decays for a H boson of 300 GeV. Still, it can be noted
that for cos(β − α) ∼ 0, the BR(H −→ bb) ∼ 100%. This reflects in fact that decays
to WW and ZZ go to 0. In both cases, for tan(β) ∼ 1 and cos(β − α) ∼ 0, the
BR(A/H −→ bb) are high (& 10%).

The total cross sections for the processes H/A −→ Z(ll)A/H(bb) are shown in the
top plots of Figure 1.10 as a function of tan(β) and cos(β − α). Considering the
region of interest, tan(β) ∼ 1 and cos(β − α) ∼ 0, both processes have their highest
cross section in this region. They are similar in both cases, of the order of 1 fb. This
region of higher cross sections is of course depending on the masses of the two Higgs
bosons and can be slightly shifted and be more or less wide. In principle, it always
includes the case tan(β) ∼ 1 and cos(β − α) ∼ 0. These results and the fact that
such region is poorly constrained by direct SM Higgs measurements show that these
processes are interesting for further studies in the context of the search of physics
beyond the SM.

A proper choice of tan(β) and cos(β − α) is made to study the cross section depen-
dency on mA and mH . Choosing tan(β) = 1.5 and cos(β − α) = 0.01 allows to have
a small cos(β − α) keeping sin(β − α) and cos(α)/sin(β) ∼ 1. On the basis of this
choice of parameters the total cross sections as a function of mA and mH are visible
in the bottom left plot of Figure 1.10. Below mA,H < 2 ·mt, the cross sections for
such processes range from hundreds of fb for lightmH,A down to 1 fb formH,A close
to 1 TeV. For higher mA,H , the cross sections drop quickly due to the opening of the
top pair decay mode. The bottom right plot in Figure 1.10 shows the theoretical width
of the H boson for the case H −→ Z(ll)A(bb) as a function of mH for different mA.
The width is increasing with the difference of mass between the two bosons but does
not take values larger than 25% of mH in the most extreme case. For most of the
cases, it stays below 15% of mH or even much lower. The A boson, being a pseu-
doscalar and thus having less possibilities for decaying, is expected to have a smaller
width than H.

The existence of the processes H/A −→ Z(ll)A/H(bb) will be probed in Chap-
ter 4 using the LHC data collected by the Compact Muon Solenoid detector (CMS) in
2012.
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Figure 1.10: The top plots represent the theoretical NNLO cross sections for the
processes H/A −→ Z(ll)A/H(bb) as a function of tan(β) and cos(β − α) for
mH,A = 700 GeV and mA,H = 300 GeV. The left bottom plot represents the theo-
retical NNLO cross sections for H −→ Z(ll)A(bb) and A −→ Z(ll)H(bb) as a
function of mH and mA in type II 2HDM with cos(β − α) = 0.01 and tan(β) = 1.5.
The right bottom plot represents the natural width (in GeV) of the H boson in function
of mH (in GeV) for different mA and for the same choice of parameters.



Chapter 2
Experimental setup

2.1 The LHC

The proton-proton (p-p) collisions, used for the analyses which will be presented in
the next chapters, were produced by the Large Hadron Collider at CERN near Geneva.
It is a circular particle accelerator of 27 km of circumference situated on the Swiss-
French border. It was built to study p-p, proton-lead and lead-lead collisions. The
latter cases will not be detailed here as these collisions were not used in the work
which will be discussed in the following chapters. Technical details about the LHC
design can be found elsewhere [33].

The accelerator complex which is used to create the proton beams and to acceler-
ate them to their nominal energy is visible in Figure 2.1 [34]. Protons are produced
from hydrogen atoms and successively injected to the LINAC2, BOOSTER, PS, SPS
and finally the LHC after having been accelerated to an energy of 50 MeV, 1.4 GeV,
25 GeV, 450 GeV, respectively. In the LHC, they are then accelerated to the nominal
energy which was increased over time from 3.5 TeV (2010-2011) to 4 TeV (2012) and
6.5 TeV (2015-2016).

Two beams are circulating inside the LHC, each moving in an opposite direction into
separated beam pipes. These beams are divided into bunches of protons. In 2012
each beam was made of 1380 bunches of 1.7 1011 protons each. The time between
two bunch crossings was 50 ns. The instantaneous luminosity of the beams, which
reflects the density of protons at the interaction point in a given time interval, reached
a peak of 7.7 1033 cm−2s−1 in 2012 and resulted in an average of 21 p-p collisions
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Figure 2.1: The CERN accelerator complex.
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for each bunch crossing. These multiple and simultaneous interactions phenomena is
referred as ‘pile-up’ (PU) and it is an undesired side effect of the high instantaneous
luminosity. Please refer to [35] for the definition of the ‘instantaneous luminosity’ and
the relevant parameter values entering its computation for the period 2010-2012 LHC
operations.

Once the proton beams are stabilised, collisions are produced in four points. In these
four points detectors are placed in order to record what is happening during these col-
lisions. The LHCb detector was optimised to study CP violation and rare decays of B
hadrons [36]. The ALICE detector was developed to study heavy-ions collisions [37].
In addition two generic purpose detectors were built: ATLAS [38] and CMS. The
works presented in this thesis are based on the data collected by the CMS experiment.

2.2 CMS

The Compact Muon Solenoid (CMS) detector is a generic purpose detector situated
along the LHC accelerator. A sketch is shown in Figure 2.2 [39]. The central fea-
ture of the CMS apparatus is a superconducting solenoid of 6 m internal diameter,
providing a magnetic field of 3.8 T. Within the solenoid volume are located in con-
centric layers a silicon pixel and strip tracker, a lead tungstate crystal electromagnetic
calorimeter (ECAL), and a brass and scintillator hadron calorimeter (HCAL), each
composed of one barrel and two endcap sections. The apparatus is completed by gas-
ionisation muon chambers which surround the solenoid and are embedded in the steel
flux-return yoke. Three technologies are used for these chambers: drift tubes, cathode
strip chambers, and resistive plate chambers.

A coverage of the range in pseudo-rapidity |η| < 2.5 (2.4) is provided by the lay-
ers inside the solenoid volume (muon chambers). An extended coverage is provided
by the forward calorimeter in the endcaps up to |η| < 5.2. Combining the energy
measurement in the ECAL with the measurement in the tracker, the momentum res-
olution for electrons with pT ≈ 45 GeV from Z → ee decays ranges from 1.7% for
non-showering electrons in the barrel region to 4.5% for showering electrons in the
endcaps [40]. Matching muons to tracks measured in the silicon tracker results in a
relative transverse momentum resolution for muons with 20 < pT < 100 GeV of
1.3–2.0% in the barrel and better than 6% in the endcaps [41].

The first level of the CMS trigger system uses information from the calorimeters and
muon detectors to select the most interesting events. A high-level trigger processor
farm decreases the event rate from approximately 100 kHz to 600 Hz before data
storage. A more detailed description of the CMS detector, together with a definition
of the coordinate system and kinematic variables, can be found in Ref. [42].
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Figure 2.2: Sketch of the CMS detector with view of the internal structure.
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As discussed in Chapter 1, final states with b quarks are common in the SM (top decay,
Z + HF production...) and are especially relevant for the studies of the Higgs boson
and possible new Higgs bosons. Indeed, this quark is the heaviest fermion next to the
top quark. Consequently this is the preferred decay of the SM Higgs boson for a mass
of 125 GeV. In models beyond the SM it is also a relevant decay to potentially discover
new Higgs bosons which might decay dominantly to a pair of b quarks depending on
the model parameters. All this highlights the need to develop an experimental setup to
differentiate the creation of b quarks from the creation of lighter quarks or gluons. The
validation and the development of experimental tools applied by CMS to achieve this
was part of the work delivered in parallel to the analysis presented in Chapters 3 and 4.
The relevant elements to perform the identification of jets originating from b quarks
(b jets) will be detailed in what follows.

The differentiation of b jets from other jets (b-tagging) can be done to some extent
by taking advantage of the lifetime of the B hadrons which originate from the hadro-
nisation of b quarks. In fact, B hadrons with a Lorentz factor γ > 2 can travel a
few millimeters or more before decaying. With a good track and vertex reconstruction
capabilities this property allows experimentally to separate them from prompt produc-
tion and decays happening at the interaction vertex. At the same time, the B hadron
decay products will travel through all the relevant detector components including the
first layer situated a few centimeters away from the interaction point. This last point
is important because the first hit is essential to get a good resolution on the position of
the vertices and the origin of the tracks.

2.2.1 Tracker system

A longitudinal view of the tracker system of CMS is visible in Figure 2.3 [42].

The inner layers of the CMS detector are composed of silicon pixel modules. In the
barrel three layers are placed between 4.4 and 10.2 cm from the beam line. In the
endcaps two disks complete the inner tracking system, placed at z = ±34.5 cm and
z = ±46.5 cm. The pixel cell size is 100×150 µm with a spatial resolution of about
15-20 µm. This small spatial resolution is crucial in order to get a good resolution on
the tracks impact parameter - defined as the distance between the interaction vertex
and the extrapolated origin of the track - and to be able to reconstruct vertices with
low track multiplicity as the ones originating from the decay of B hadrons.

The tracker system is completed by silicon strip layers. In the barrel, a total of 10
layers are present up to a radius of 1.1 m from the beam line (TIB and TOB in Fig-
ure 2.3). In the endcap a total of 12 layers complete the coverage of the tracker system
up to |η| < 2.5 (TID and TEC in Figure 2.3). The pitches of the micro-strips vary
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Figure 2.3: Longitudinal view of the tracker system of CMS.

depending on the layers from 80 µm to 184 µm leading to a single point resolution
between 23 and 53 µm. Some of the layers carry a second micro-strip detector module
which is mounted back-to-back with a stereo angle of 100 mrad in order to provide
a measurement of the second coordinate (z in the barrel and r on the disks with r the
distance in the plane x-y from the beam line). This allows a resolution of about few
hundreds of µm on this coordinate.

Plans for future upgrades of the tracker system can be found in the references [43, 44].

2.2.2 Tracking, vertexing and alignment

Charged particles produced by the p-p collisions inside the CMS detector will interact
with the CMS tracker system when traveling through it, creating electron-hole pairs
by ionisation. The charge will drift toward the sensors creating a current which will be
detected. Hits are reconstructed each time an interaction with a module is recorded.
In order to reconstruct the full path of these particles, the hits need to be linked to-
gether. Based on the Kalman Filter [45], the CMS tracking algorithm [46] handles
this reconstruction despite the high number of possible combinations. This is done
by an iterative process in six steps starting from high pT tracks from the interaction
point to lower pT and less central tracks, reducing the combinatorial process each time
by removing hits associated to the reconstructed tracks. The typical resolution on the
transverse (longitudinal) impact parameter of a track from a central muon or pion of
100 GeV is about 10 (30-40) µm. The resolution on the particle pT is in most cases
between 1 and 10 % depending on the pT and η of the particle.
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To be able to properly associate hits, the geometry of the tracker system needs to be
precisely known and controlled during data taking. Details on the way the alignment
of the detector modules is achieved can be found in [47]. A good knowledge of the
module positions over the time is mandatory in order to take advantage of the good
resolution of the CMS tracker system. The statistical accuracy on the module align-
ment is found to be better than 10 µm, i.e. smaller than the space resolution of the
tracker modules.

Vertices can be reconstructed from the tracks. A vertex from a p-p interaction is called
primary vertex (PV) as opposed to secondary or even tertiary vertices originating from
the decay of particles produced by a p-p collision. The vertex corresponding to the p-p
collision of interest is identified as ‘the PV’ when other primary vertices are associated
to PU events. Details on the reconstruction of the PVs can be found in [46]. In order
to perform this reconstruction some quality requirements are imposed on the tracks.
These must have a minimum number of hits (≥ 2 pixel layers, pixel+strip ≥ 5 ) and a
reasonable normalised χ2 from a fit to the trajectory (<20). To ensure that these tracks
are compatible with a p-p collision, they are required to have a transverse impact
parameter to the centre of the beam spot, the luminous region where the collisions
take place, smaller than 5 times the transverse impact parameter uncertainty. This
allows the removal of tracks which have a low probability of originating from the
primary interaction. The cluster of the selected tracks is done using their z-coordinates
at their point of closest approach to the centre of the beam spot. To deal with the
high luminosity of the LHC and in order to properly separate close-by vertices, a
deterministic annealing algorithm [48] is used. Candidate vertices with at least two
tracks based on these clusters are then fitted using an adaptive vertex fitter [49]. The
resolution on the vertex position depends on the number of associated tracks. It goes
down to 10 (12) µm in x (z) for vertices with 50 tracks for events enriched in jets.

Secondary vertices (SVs) can be reconstructed in a similar way. From a b-tagging
point of view, tracks associated to jets with a ∆R =

√
(∆η)2 + (∆φ)2 cone of 0.3

around the jet axis, are used to perform this reconstruction. However an alternative
method, the inclusive vertex finder [50], was developed with the nice feature of being
independent from the jet reconstruction. This method was not used in the algorithm
which will be presented later because it only started to be used as a standard recon-
struction tool at the end of the 2012 data taking period. Still, it was used in an analysis
at 7 TeV [50] and, since the 2015 data taking campaign, it has been used as default SV
reconstruction for b-tagging purposes mainly because of its higher SV reconstruction
efficiency (10-15 %) [51].
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2.2.3 B-tagging algorithms

In order to select the most relevant tracks, only high quality tracks, with a ∆R < 0.5

to the jet axis, are considered for the b-tagging algorithms. This selection is the fol-
lowing:

• pT > 1 GeV

• Npixel hits ≥ 2

• Nhits ≥ 8

• χ2/n.d.o.f< 5 where n.d.o.f stands for the number of degrees of freedom in the
fit of the track

• |dxy| < 0.2 cm where dxy is the transverse distance to the PV at the point of
closest approach in the transverse plane

• |dz| < 17 cm where dz is the longitudinal distance to the PV at the point of
closest approach in the transverse plane

• Djet,track < 0.07 cm whereDjet,track is the distance of the track to the jet axis
defined as the distance of closest approach of the track to the jet axis

• Ldecay < 5 cm where Ldecay is called the decay length, defined as the distance
between the point of closest approach of the track to the jet axis and the PV.

For the SV reconstruction, the cut on Ldecay is completely relaxed and the cut on
Djet,track is loosen to 0.2 cm. However, an additional requirement for these tracks is
to pass the ‘high-purity’ criterion as defined in [46] to optimise the purity for each of
the iterations in track reconstruction. This criterion is based on the normalised χ2 of
the track fit, the track length and the impact parameter information.

The main feature of tracks from B-hadron decays is that they appear more displaced
with respect to the PV than other ‘ordinary’ tracks. The impact parameter of the
selected tracks is one of the most obvious discriminating variables in which this dis-
placement is visible. To reduce the pollution from displaced tracks reconstructed with
a low precision, the impact parameter significance (IPS = IP/σIP ) is preferred. This
also allows a smaller dependency on the change of alignment conditions which will
modify the impact parameter value and similarly, its uncertainty.

Simple algorithms were developed based on this variable called ‘track counting high
efficiency and high purity’ (TCHE, TCHP) [52]. In these algorithms the tracks are
ordered by decreasing order of IPS. The IPS of the second (third) track is used as
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discriminant for the high efficiency (purity) case. An algorithm using the information
of the IPS of all the tracks in the jet was also developed and called ‘jet probability’
(JP) [52]. This tagger associates to each track originating from a B hadron a probabil-
ity which is defined according to its IPS. The sum of the probabilities constitutes the
discriminant. An alternative version of the JP algorithm is the JBP algorithm which
considers at most only the first four tracks with the highest IPS. However none of these
algorithms takes advantage of the possible presence of a SV.

The SVs, reconstructed as described above, are selected if:

• They share less than 65 % of their tracks with the PV and the significance of the
radial distance between the PV and the SV exceeds 3 σ.

• They do not have a radial distance of more than 2.5 cm with respect to the PV,
a mass compatible with the mass of K0 or exceeding 6.5 GeV.

• They are in a cone of ∆R < 0.5 around the jet direction.

The displacement of the SV is represented by its distance to the PV. As in the case of
the IP, the uncertainty on the SV position (dominant with respect to the PV) can be
quite large and needs to be taken into account in order to not be polluted by highly
displaced SV with small precision. Defining the flight distance significance as the
distance between the SV and the PV divided by its uncertainty gives a new interesting
discriminating variable.

Simple algorithms based on this variable were also developed and are called ‘simple
secondary vertex high efficiency and high purity’ (SSVHE, SSVHP) [52]. The first
one uses SVs with at least two tracks while the second one uses SVs with at least three
tracks. The limitation of these algorithms is that the SV reconstruction efficiency is
about 65% for the first case and about 50% for the second case.

It is possible to make use of both types of information (track displacement and pres-
ence of an SV) by combining these variables using a multivariate technique. The
combined secondary vertex (CSV) algorithm was developed for this purpose [52]. It
is based on a likelihood method which combines a list of variables related to the tracks
and the SVs. Three categories are defined depending if there is a SV, a ‘pseudo-vertex’
or no SV. A pseudo-vertex can be defined when no SV is found inside the jet and at
least two tracks which are associated to this jet have an IPS > 2. These tracks can be
combined in a pseudo-vertex allowing for the computation of a subset of secondary-
vertex-based quantities even without an actual vertex fit. The complete list of variables
used with their definition can be found in [52].

The performance of the algorithms is defined according to their abilities to select b
jets for a given mistagging rate defined as the efficiency of selecting light jets (u, d,



28 Chapter 2. Experimental setup

s and gluon jets). Standard working points (WPs) are defined for 0.1, 1 and 10%
of mistagging efficiencies for the tight, medium and loose WPs, respectively. The
performance curves at 7 TeV are shown in Figure 2.4. At 8 TeV the performance
are sensibly the same. Jets originating from c quark are a specific case as D hadrons
have a life time close to the B hadrons. This explains why these are more difficult
to discriminate than light jets. Still, they will travel a shorter distance in average
before decaying which results in slightly less displaced tracks and vertices. The JBP
algorithm shows the best performance for the loose WP. For the medium WP the CSV
and the JBP are competitive whereas the CSV is the best for the tight WP. The b-jet
efficiency for the medium WP is about 65% for the CSV algorithm which will be used
in the analyses presented in Chapters 3 and 4.

An improved version of the CSV, called ‘CSVv2’, was made available for the 2015
data taking [51].

2.2.4 Impact of the alignment on b-tagging capabilities

To illustrate the importance of a good knowledge of the detector geometry we will
discuss an example which shows the impact of a misalignment of one sub-detector on
the b-tagging capabilities. This example is taken from one of the studies performed
during the 2012 data taking period to validate the impact on the b-tagging observables
of the new alignment conditions derived from data.

During the 2012 data taking period, in November, the two half sections of the pixel
detector moved relative to each other. This movement led to a misalignment of about
120 µm along the z axis. It affected several runs (over the period of a few days)
before being identified, corrected and injected in the detector conditions which were
used to reconstruct the data. The impact on the relevant b-tagging variables have been
investigated. As discussed before, the IP of the reconstructed tracks is crucial for the
b-tagging performance. In Figure 2.5, the transverse (2D) and 3D IP of the tracks are
shown for data passing a trigger with high momentum jets (‘JetHT’ dataset). The blue
histogram corresponds to a reference run before the movement (Run 204577). The
red histogram corresponds to a run affected by the misalignment of the pixel detector
(Run 208307). The biggest difference is visible for the 3D IP which includes the z
coordinate. Less tracks with IP ∼ 0 are observed, consistent with a degradation of the
IP resolution. The uncertainty on the IP is only marginally affected as the uncertainty
on the pixel modules position was unchanged explaining the large effect on the 3D
IPS (bottom left plot of Figure 2.5). From this observation, as most of the jets in
this sample are light jets, it is clear that the misalignment led to light jets with more
displaced tracks which made them more b-jets like. This is reflected in the jet CSV
values which are shifted toward higher values as can be seen from the bottom right
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Figure 2.4: Performance curves obtained from simulation (multi-jet events) for the
algorithms described in the text. Light-jets (left) and c-jets (right) misidentification
probabilities as a function of the b-jet efficiency for jets with pT > 60 GeV.
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plot of Figure 2.5. The peak at 0 which corresponds to the region enriched in light jets
is clearly reduced, meaning that the light jets tend to be effectively more b-like. Even
if, from data, it is difficult to judge and quantify the loss of performance, it is obvious
that the performance was degraded by the misalignment. After re-reconstruction of the
same data with the adequate detector alignment, the change between the runs almost
disappears as can be seen in Figure 2.6. To facilitate the comparison the ratios have
the same y-axis range as in Figure 2.5. After the correction of the alignment, both
runs look compatible with a ratio close to 1. Residual differences might come from
slightly different run conditions (slightly more jets with lower pT in the Run 208307).
In any case a perfect agreement is not expected because the alignment constants are
derived as an average over a given data taking period.

This example clearly illustrates the importance to monitor the evolution of the detector
geometry with time to avoid the risk that the performance of the object reconstruction
deteriorates and impacts the CMS physics program.

2.3 Data and simulation

A summary of the amount of data delivered by the LHC to CMS is shown in Fig-
ure 2.7. For the end of 2016 about 40 fb−1 are expected to be delivered at 13 TeV.
The data used for this thesis were taken during the 2012 data taking period. The data
taking efficiency, which corresponds to the percentage of data recorded by CMS, was
about 93% during this period. The data usable for the analyses, which will be pre-
sented later, corresponds to an integrated luminosity of about 19.5-19.8 fb−1 at 8 TeV.
The data collected in 2011 at 7 TeV are combined in the first analysis with the 2012
data to improve the sensitivity to the signal. These data correspond to an integrated
luminosity of 5 fb−1.

In order to compare the data with what the theory predicts, events can be generated
using Monte-Carlo (MC) tools and passed through detector simulation programs to
simulate the detector response. Event generators use PDFs to estimate the probability
of interaction of the different elements of the protons and the fraction of the energy
they are bringing. Available sets of PDFs and recommendations can be found in [53–
55]. Matrix element interaction can be generated by a dedicated program at fixed
order (LO or NLO). The showering steps can be performed by the same tool or by
a dedicated program interfaced with the matrix element generator. At the end of the
last step, only stable particles remain (particles which will not decay before crossing
the first detector layer). The main generators and showering programs used by CMS
with some of their characteristics are listed in Table 2.1. This list is not exhaustive but
contains the main generation tools which will be used later. In 2012, the main matrix
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Figure 2.5: From the top left to the bottom right: 2D and 3D track IPs, 3D IPS and
the jet CSV discriminant. In blue (red) the distributions are shown for a reference
(misaligned) run before (after) the movement of the pixel detector described in the
text.
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Figure 2.6: Track 3D IPS (left) and jet CSV discriminant (right) for a reference run
(blue) before misalignment of the pixel detector and for a run (red) affected by the
misalignment, both after being reconstructed with the proper alignment.

element generator used was MadGraph (MG) [56] interfaced with Pythia 6 [57].
It has the advantages of generating LO matrix element processes up to several jets (up
to four for Z+jets events) and of being well known and validated by the collaboration.
More recently the usage of aMC@NLO [58] interfaced with Pythia 8 [59] tends to
replace the use of MG. aMC@NLO has as advantage to generate matrix element at
NLO. One drawback of this generator, however, is the longer computing time for gen-
erating events especially with extra jets. One specific characteristic of this tool is to
produce events with negative weight. Consequently more events need to be generated
in order to recover comparable statistics to the approach using MG. Powheg [60]
allows for a set of available processes to also generate matrix element at NLO but
without this feature of negative weights. It is used for several processes, especially
for Higgs samples. The hadronistation is made with the Herwig++ [61] showering
program. In a few cases Pythia is also used as a standalone generator especially
when the simulation of extra jets is less relevant (for example di-boson processes).
Indeed: Pythia is known to produce a softer spectrum for extra jets than generally
observed. Finally TAUOLA [62] is, when relevant, interfaced to the showering pro-
gram in order to improve the simulation of the τ decays.
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Once events are generated, in order to compare them to the data, the response of the
detector to the passage of the produced particles needs to be simulated. To do this,
CMS is using the Geant 4 toolkit [63] in order to reproduce the detector geometry
and the interactions with the detector materials. The output of this detailed simula-
tion, which can take up to a minute for each event, mimics the output received from
the data (same format with the same low-level information) which allows the use of
the same reconstruction procedure. It also contains the information on the generated
particles for each event. Information about the detector conditions (not working mod-
ules, alignment, beam spot, etc) are exploited to get a realistic simulation of the detec-
tor performance. However the reconstruction of the simulated samples are generally
done once or twice during a data taking period therefore the average conditions for the
data can differ slightly from the injected ones in the reconstruction of the simulated
events. Effects from PU are simulated by adding the information from events chosen
randomly from a simulated minimum bias sample (sample of soft inelastic collisions)
after the simulation step. The number of events to be added is also chosen randomly
following a predefined probability function which is supposed to be close to the final
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Generators Hadronisation Order of computation Processes
MadGraph N LO Automatic for different set of models
Pythia Y LO Set of built-in processes
Powheg N NLO Set of built-in processes
Herwig++ Y LO/NLO Set of built-in processes
aMC@NLO N NLO Automatic for different set of models

Table 2.1: List of the main event generators used by the CMS collaboration to simulate
Monte-Carlo events at 8 TeV with some of their main characteristics.

PU distribution integrated over the whole data taking period. This is done event-by-
event using a Poissonian distribution with as mean the number of expected interac-
tions randomly chosen from this probability function. Residual differences between
simulation and data are corrected using correction factors which allow to reweight the
simulated events so as to make the simulated samples closer to the actual data.

The data recorded and analysed by CMS already led to more than 530 publications
including about 150 publications on the SM (including top physics) and almost 70
about Higgs physics, including BSM Higgs searches. The level of agreement of the
data with the SM is summarised in Figure 2.8. No significant deviations have so far
been observed.
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Chapter 3
SM Higgs search

As discussed in Chapter 1, the discovery of the Higgs boson [1, 2] was possible using
the di-boson channels (ZZ, WW , γγ). Even so, at the time of the discovery, the
decays into fermions was not confirmed. Despite it has the highest BR at 125 GeV
the h → bb decay is difficult to observe at the LHC. Indeed, the direct production
of the Higgs boson decaying to a pair of b quarks has the disadvantage of having as
background the huge production of di-jet events (gg → bb cross section is ∼ 108

larger). The possible production modes for observing the h → bb decay at the LHC
are then V h (with V = W,Z), tth and vector boson fusion. Another challenge of
this decay is the poorer mass resolution with respect to γγ or ZZ decays due to the
experimental limit on the jet energy resolution. In what follows, to avoid confusion
with BSM Higgs bosons, the SM Higgs boson will be denominated as h125.

3.1 Analysis strategy

Before the start of the Run 2 LHC, hints of h125 → bb decay had been observed at
the Tevatron and at the LHC [64–66]. The choice made for this analysis was to look
for the Z(ll)h125(bb) production mode driven by the expertise acquired with the Z+bb
cross section measurement [67] also described in details in [19]. Only the Z → ll

decay is considered with l = e, µ. In order to improve the sensitivity to this process,
advanced techniques can be used such as multivariate analysis (MVA), mass regres-
sion, etc. However such techniques cannot guarantee to make use of all the available
information by themselves. The originality of this analysis is the usage of a matrix
element (ME) technique. Such technique has the advantage to use all the kinematic
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information from the events. Combination of several advanced techniques can then be
used to get the best sensitivity. This has successfully been used, for example, in the
tt̄h125 with h125 → bb search [68]. Here this analysis is an extension of the analysis
performed at 7 TeV and detailed in [69]. I will focus, amongst others, on the issues
faced due to the increasing PU during the 2012 data taking and the optimisation per-
formed to reduce their impact on the results. This analysis intended to complement
the published CMS analysis [66]. A combination with the 7 TeV data collected in
2011 will also be shown.

The final state is composed of two leptons (electron or muon) and two b quarks. The
constraints are:

• Two same flavour opposite sign leptons with an invariant mass close to the Z
mass.

• Two b jets with an invariant mass close to the Higgs mass hypothesis.

• No neutrino, so no physical missing transverse energy (EmissT ).

The main backgrounds are Z+jets, tt and ZZ. The presence of the two leptons ensures
a clean event signature thanks to the good ability of the CMS detector to reconstruct
leptons. This guarantees a negligible contamination from pure multi-jets events. The
presence of b jets can be tagged using the algorithms described in Section 2.2.3. This
is used to reduce the Z+jets contribution as well as the small WZ contribution. The
absence of neutrinos makes it possible to reject tt events as well as events from smaller
contributions such as tW and WW processes by selecting events with low EmissT .
Constraining the di-lepton mass further reduces these contributions.

In order to enhance the discrimination power of this search between the signal and the
backgrounds, the main specificity of this analysis is the use of a ME technique based
on the MadWeight program [70]. More details on this technique and its possible
application are given in [69]. In short, several ME weights are computed correspond-
ing to different background and signal hypotheses. Each of these ME weights give an
indication for an event to be compatible with the tested hypothesis. For each event,
this represents an estimation of the probability that this event was produced by a given
process, based on the observed kinematics of the final state particles of the event and
the predictions from the MadGraph event generator. This probability is written

P (pvis|~α) =
1

σ~α

∫
dx1dx2f(x1)f(x2)

∫
dΦ|M~α(p)|2TF (p, pvis). (3.1)

where f(x1) and f(x2) are the parton distribution functions which describe the energy
spectrum of the incoming partons. |M~α(p)| is the probability amplitude of the hard
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scattering between the partons for the considered process. TF(p, pvis) is the trans-
fer function allowing to go from the reconstructed objects to the initial partons. σ~α
is the cross section of the process in the integrated phase space. The unnormalised
probability, defined as W = σ~αP (pvis|~α), corresponds to the so-called ME ‘weight’.
As an ME weight is a small number (typically between 10−10 to 10−30), the vari-
able W−log = −log10(W ) is defined. The more an event is compatible with a given
hypothesis the smaller is W−log.

These ME weights have the advantage that they encompass the full kinematic infor-
mation available in the event by using the quadri-vector of the two leptons and two jets
which are reconstructed and selected. The integration is performed using the available
phase space given by the TFs. These TFs reflect the resolution on the measured ener-
gies and momenta of the reconstructed objects. The integration starts with the better
known particles, in this case the leptons, to explore the available phase space. The
energy-momentum (E − p) conservation constrains this integration by fixing the en-
ergy of the jets. In some cases this can lead to an over-constrained system and some
constraints had to be relaxed in order to let the program float within the available phase
space for the jets. This is the case when the bb resonance has a small width. In such
case, the mbb will often not match the resonance and fall outside the peak. Relaxing
theE−p conservation allows to explore the phase space for the jets and to find the best
combination which matches the resonance peak. Another possibility to mitigate this
effect is to relax the constraint on the physical width by enlarging the width to a value
which gives a smooth distribution of W−log when testing a hypothesis on events gen-
erated with this hypothesis. In this configuration the events outside the peak get back
inside the peak. This might be seen as a way to absorb in the width the experimental
resolution on the mass of the resonance. As both choices do not give completely corre-
lated results, both computations are used. An alternative to these solutions is to allow
a variation of ηjet by adding a TF to take into account the difference in the direction
between the generated parton and the jet directions. This configuration was not used
for this analysis. All the ME weights used in this search are listed in Table 3.1.

In addition, events are categorised according to the multiplicity of jets. This choice is
driven by the different sensitivity observed in the two categories: exactly 2 jets (2j)
and at least 3 jets (3j). As shown in [69] this difference is attributed to the poorer
resolution on mbb in the 3j category. Final state radiations are responsible for this
observation. This categorisation also makes sense in view of using a ME technique.
Indeed: final state radiations are not treated by the ME technique used for this analy-
sis. This implies a loss of power of this technique in such configuration. A dedicated
ME weight can in principle be used for such topology but it is time consuming and it
has been shown that there is no clear gain compared to the choice made for this anal-
ysis [71]. Here, in order to get part of the lost sensitivity back, additional kinematic
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ME weights hypotheses
Wgg gg −→ Z + bb

Wqq qq −→ Z + bb

Wtt tt −→ llbbνν

WZZ0 ZZ −→ llbb

WZZ3 ZZ −→ llbb with no E − p conservation constraint
WZh0 Zh125 −→ llbb with relaxed h125 width constraint (∼6 MeV to 2.5 GeV)
WZh3 Zh125 −→ llbb with no E − p conservation constraint

Table 3.1: List of ME weight hypotheses used in the analysis.

information is used in the 3j category. Considering the closest jet (j) in ∆R to one of
the two selected b-tagged jets, the following variables are defined:

• ∆R(b, j): the smallest ∆R between one of the selected b-tagged jets and j.

• mbbj : the invariant mass of the system composed of the two selected b-tagged
jets and j.

The ME weights and these new variables are then used as input to a cascade of Neural
Networks (NNs). At first three intermediate NNs are trained. Each of these discrim-
inates one background from the signal hypothesis making use of the ME weights of
the signal and the considered background. These three NNs are then used as input to
a final NN trained to discriminate all the backgrounds from the signal. The shape of
the last NN is used as discriminator to look for the presence of the signal. These NNs
are built using the TMultiLayerPerceptron class defined in ROOT [72]. This cascade
of NNs is illustrated in Figure 3.1 for the category 2j. In the category 3j, the only
difference is the use of ∆R(b, j) and mbbj in the three intermediate NNs.

In order to be more sensitive to the signal and to be able to control the background nor-
malisation, two orthogonal regions are defined. The first one, called the signal region
(SR), is enriched in signal by selecting a window around the expected Higgs boson
mass. The second one, called the control region (CR), is depleted in signal by se-
lecting the complementary region in mbb. The background normalisation is extracted
from the CR. The SR is then used to search for the presence of the signal. Shapes
are taken from simulation. Reweighting procedures are used in order to improve the
data description of the simulation. These reflect the approximation of the simulation
and the evolution of the detector during the data taking period. The average perfor-
mance is measured both in data and in simulation in order to estimate the efficiencies.
Correction factors are derived to cover the residual differences. Dependency on the
pT and η of the reconstructed objects are taken into account when relevant. Events
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Figure 3.1: Illustration of the cascade of NNs.

in simulation are then reweighted one by one according to these correction factors in
order to reproduce the data in the best possible way. This has been done for the trigger
efficiency [40, 73], the lepton identification and isolation [40, 74, 75] and for the b-jet
identification [76]. A similar procedure is followed to reproduce the PU multiplicity
observed in data.

The data in the SR has been masked to perform the optimisation of the search in order
to avoid biases from the possible presence of the signal. The method has been first
applied to the search of the ZZ process. This test is used to validate the method. The
data in the SR can be unmasked after these steps are completed. If no significant
excess is observed, upper limits can be derived on µ = σ/σSM , where σSM is the
expected cross section from the SM.

3.2 Setup

The search is based on the standard CMS analysis framework [77].
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3.2.1 Samples

The 8 TeV data collected by CMS in 2012 are used corresponding to an integrated
luminosity of 19.5 fb−1. The datasets used for this search contain the events selected
by the di-muon and di-electron triggers. These triggers require the presence of at
least two electrons or two muons with pT greater than 8 GeV and at least one with a
pT greater than 17 GeV. Loose identification and isolation criteria are required with
respect to the one used later in the analysis.

In order to describe the backgrounds and the signal kinematics, events have been sim-
ulated using MC event generators. The full list of samples used are shown in Table 3.2.

Data
Di-electron
Di-muon

MC
Samples Cross section in pb (Calculation order) Number of events % of events used
Z+jets: inclusive 3503.7 (NNLO), 2950 (LO) 30459503 100%
Z+jets: 50 < pllT < 70 GeV† 93.8 (LO) 4930773 100%
Z+jets: 70 < pllT < 100 GeV† 52.3 (LO) 1413395 100%
Z+jets: pllT > 100 GeV† 34.1 (LO) 2662137 100%
Z+jets: pllT > 180 GeV† 4.6 (LO) 1555476 100%
tt→ llννbb 27.3 (NNLO) 12119013 30%
tt→ lνjjbb 109.2 (NNLO) 25414818 100%
ZZ 8.2 (CMS) 9799908 70%
Zh125 0.0249 (NNLO QCD + NLO EW) 999462 20%
Zbb‡ 76.8 (LO) 14129304 20%
tt
‡ 245.8 (NNLO) 6923750 100%

Table 3.2: List of samples used in the analysis with their associated cross sections in
pb, the number of events generated and the % of events used in this analysis. The order
of precision of the theoretical cross sections is shown in parenthesis. When CMS is
specified, the theoretical cross section is rescaled to the best CMS measurement at the
time of the analysis. The † symbol refers to the MC samples not used for the NNs
training. The ‡ symbol refers to the MC samples used only for the NNs training.

For some samples for which a high event selection efficiency is expected, only a frac-
tion of the events are used in order to be less penalized by the time needed to compute
the ME weights. These fractions are chosen in order to keep a reasonable statistic for
the search. The contributions from WW, WZ and single top are neglected as in [67].
The ZZ sample is generated with PYTHIA 6 with the Z2* tune [78] and interfaced
with TAULA. The Z+jets and tt samples are generated with MadGraph 5 interfaced
with PYTHIA 6 with the Z2* tune. Four Z+jets samples have been produced in order
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to improve the MC statistics in the region where the sensitivity to the signal is ex-
pected to be higher, e.g. for pT & 50 GeV. These samples generated with a cut on the
generated pllT are listed in Table 3.2. The five Z+jets samples are merged using weights
based on the relative LO cross sections, extracted from MadGraph, in the different
bins in pllT reported in Table 3.3. The signal sample is generated with POWHEG inter-
faced with HERWIG++. NLO electroweak corrections [79] to the Zh125 production
as a function of the pT of the Z boson have been applied to this sample. The gen-
erated events are simulated within the CMS detector using the GEANT 4 toolkit as
mentioned in Section 2.3.

Bins Relative LO cross section
pllT < 50 GeV 93.96%
50 GeV < pllT < 70 GeV 3.18%
70 GeV < pllT < 100 GeV 1.71%
100 GeV < pllT < 180 GeV 1.00%
pllT > 180 GeV 0.15%

Table 3.3: Relative LO cross section in the different bins in pllT used to merge the
different Z+jets samples.

In what follows, and except if another definition is explicitly mentioned, the Z+jets
sample is subdivided according to the flavour of the two selected b-tagged jets: Z+bb,
Z+bx, Z+xx where x corresponds to non b jets (u, d, s, gluon and c jets). The flavour
of the jets are obtained by using the available generator information. A matching in
∆R is performed between the reconstructed jets and the generated partons before the
hadronisation step. A b jet is then defined by a jet matching at least one b parton.

3.2.2 Selection and object reconstruction

Leptons are reconstructed using particle-flow (PF) techniques [80–82]. Electrons are
identified using the cut-based medium working point defined in [40]. Muons are iden-
tified using the tight definition defined in [74]. The isolation of the leptons is per-
formed using a cone of ∆R < 0.3 (0.4) for electrons (muons). The pile-up contami-
nation is subtracted from the cone by means of techniques exploiting charged deposits
inside the cone itself. The isolation criterion is Irel = Iabs/pT < 0.15 (0.2) for the
electrons (muons) where:

Iabs =
∑
CH

pT + max

(∑
NH

pT +
∑
γ

pT −
∑
PU

pT , 0

)
(3.2)
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The
∑

i pT is the scalar sum of the transverse momenta of the charged hadrons orig-
inating from the primary vertex (i=CH), the neutral hadrons (i=NH) and the pho-
tons (i=γ). The term

∑
PU

pT is the contribution from PU to the neutral component.
It is computed in a different way for electrons and muons. For electrons it is estimated
by
∑

PU
pT = ρAeff where ρ is the median energy density in the detector [83, 84]

and Aeff the effective area of the isolation cone in the (η, φ) plane rescaled to take
into account the effective neutral contribution to ρ [40]. For muons it is estimated
by
∑

PU
pT = 0.5 ·

∑
CH,PU pT where

∑
CH,PU pT is the sum of the transverse mo-

menta of the charged hadrons not originating from the PV. The factor 0.5 corresponds
to an estimated average of neutral to charged particles produced in the hadronisation
process and is measured using simulated events. Electron energy corrections [85] and
muon momentum scale corrections [86] are also applied for a better data-MC match-
ing of the lepton kinematics.

Jets are clustered from the four-momenta of the particles reconstructed by the PF
algorithm, using the FASTJET software package [87]. The anti-kT jet clustering
algorithm [88] is used with a distance parameter of radius R = 0.5. Corrections to
the jet energy scale (JES) are applied both on data and MC to account for detector
effects and PU contamination [89]. The PU contribution to the jet energy is obtained
using the ρ parameter defined above. This contribution is then subtracted from the jet
energy.

Identification of b jets is done via the CSV algorithm described in Section 2.2.3. At the
medium working point (WP) the b-tagging efficiency is about 65-75% for b jets with
pT in the range 80-150 GeV (for a mistagging efficiency of 1% for light jets). This
WP was chosen for this search because it allows to have a sufficiently pure sample,
without losing too much in efficiency, in particular when requiring two b-tagged jets.

The EmissT , defined as the magnitude of the vector sum of the transverse momenta
of all observed bodies in an event, is based on PF reconstructed objects. Corrections
for JES, PU contamination and modulation in φ are applied [90]. The ‘EmissT signif-
icance’ [91] is used in the selection because this variable is more discriminating than
the EmissT itself and, at the same time, leads to a smoother EmissT distribution as will
be shown later in Figure 3.10. As defined, the significance offers an event-by-event
assessment of the likelihood that the observedEmissT is consistent with zero, given the
reconstructed content of the event and known measurement resolutions of the CMS
detector.

Particles are required to originate from the PV, reconstructed as described in Sec-
tion 2.2.3. The PV is characterised by the largest quadratic sum of the pT of its
constituent tracks.
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The reconstruction and selection of the llbb events require the presence of two re-
constructed lepton candidates of the same flavour and with opposite-sign forming an
invariant mass pair in the range [76,106] GeV. This significantly reduces the contam-
ination by tt and non-resonant Z+jets events. In case of multiple Z candidates, the
lepton pair with the closest invariant mass to the Z mass is chosen. At least two b-
tagged jets are required in order to suppress backgrounds with no b jets, especially the
Z+light-jets events. The two b-tagged jets with the highest CSV discriminator value
are chosen to form the h125 boson candidate. A cut to select events with low EmissT

significance helps reducing the contamination from processes, here mainly tt, with
true EmissT coming from the production of neutrinos. The cuts defining the selection
are listed in Table 3.4.

pµ,eT > 20 GeV
|ηµ| < 2.4, |ηe| < 2.5

76 GeV < mll < 106 GeV
pllT > 20 GeV
pjetT > 20 GeV
|ηjet| < 2.4

∆R(l, j) > 0.5

CSVb > 0.679

pb1T > 40 GeV, pb2T > 25 GeV
EmissT significance < 10

Signal Region
njets = 2 njets ≥ 3

80 GeV < mbb < 150 GeV 50 GeV < mbb < 150 GeV
Control Region

njets = 2 njets ≥ 3

mbb < 80 GeV or mbb > 150 GeV mbb < 50 GeV or mbb > 150 GeV
Extended Control Region

Control Region less the mll requirement
60 GeV < mll < 120 GeV
Training Signal Region

Signal Region less the CSVb requirement
max(CSVb1, CSVb2) > 0.679

min(CSVb1, CSVb2) > 0.244

Table 3.4: Event selection for the objects in the (training) signal and (extended) control
regions where b corresponds to the selected b-tagged jets, b1 and b2 the leading and
sub-leading selected b-tagged jets and l = e, µ.
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One important specificity to note in the selection, and which differs from the 7 TeV
analysis [69], is the cut on the pT of the two b-tagged jets forming the h125 candidate
and on the pllT . The cut is raised from 20 GeV to 40 and 25 GeV for the leading and
sub-leading selected b-tagged jets. A new cut at 20 GeV is introduced on the pllT . The
motivation for these modifications comes from the different PU conditions. The mean
of PU interactions by bunch-crossing increases from ∼10 in 2011 to an average of 21
in 2012. The mean number of interactions per bunch crossing during the 2012 data
taking period can be seen in Figure 3.2. Jets coming from PU are therefore expected
to be more numerous. This increases the background contributions. This was the
main issue identified in this analysis as a result of the increase of the number of PU
interactions.
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Figure 3.2: Mean number of interactions per bunch crossing during the 2012 data
taking period.

In order to rely as little as possible on the simulation of PU, it is worth to reduce its
presence as much as possible. To investigate the level of contamination from PU in
our events, a study was performed using the available information from the generators
in the simulated events. No generator content is available from the PU interactions.
This implies that what cannot be matched to a generated object has a high probability
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to come from a PU interaction. In this way, the absence of a generator jet associated
to a reconstructed jet indicates with high probability a jet which originates from a
PU interaction. To match the generator jets to the reconstructed ones, a simple ∆R
matching within a cone of 0.4 is used. It has been observed that the Z+jets events
are especially sensitive to the presence of PU jets. This contamination can be seen in
Figure 3.3 where it is represented by the brown contribution. The cut on the b-tagged
jets and di-lepton pT are chosen in order to make this contribution negligible keeping
a similar sensitivity to the signal. Together, these cuts remove ∼ 45% of background
and ∼ 15% of signal events. The technique developed here to identify PU jets has
been adopted by the group in charge of the b-jet identification studies where a similar
problem appeared especially for high PU conditions in the perspective of the upgrade
of the CMS detector.

3.3 Analysis

3.3.1 Background normalisation

To extract the normalisation of the main background processes, a fit is performed in
the CR extended by increasing themll window, as defined in Table 3.4. This increases
the sensitivity of the fit to the tt contribution. Four contributions are estimated:

• Zxx: events with no b jets reconstructed in the acceptance.

• Zb(b)j: events with at least one b jet reconstructed in the acceptance and with at
least one extra jet reconstructed in the acceptance.

• Zbb: events with exactly two b jets and without another jet reconstructed in the
acceptance.

• tt: all tt events.

The unusual parametrisation of the Z+b-jets processes is chosen to consider the mod-
elling of extra jet especially to consider the impact of the NLO contributions. This
is the consequence of the way b quarks are produced at the LHC. Indeed: they are
produced in pair through gluon splitting (see as example the diagram of Figure 1.2c).
The production of Z+b jets+extra jets is illustrated in Figure 3.4. The final state is
always composed of two b quarks and at least one extra parton. This explains why
the contributions Z+bx in both categories (2j and 3j) and Z+bb in the category 3j are
assumed to originate from the same process and are then estimated as a single process.
The ZZ contribution is too small to be extracted from the data; therefore it is fixed and
rescaled to the best available CMS measurement at the moment of the analysis [92].
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Figure 3.3: Comparisons in the CR+SR of data and simulation for the pb1T (top left), the
pb2T (top right) and the pllT (bottom) before cutting on pb1,b2,llT . Simulation samples are
normalised to the theory expectation. The Z+unmatched jets contribution is defined
as the Z+jets events where none of the two selected b-tagged jets match a generator
jet.
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Figure 3.4: Examples of diagrams for the production of Z+b jets+one extra jet.

In order to be sensitive to these different contributions, 2D shapes are built using:

• The CSV product of the two selected b-tagged jets: this variable is sensitive to
the flavour of the selected jets.

• A NN discriminating tt and Z+jets processes: this variable is sensitive to the
fraction of tt and Z+jets events.

The NN discriminating the Z+jets and tt events takes as input the ME weights cor-
responding to the two processes, corresponding to a total of three inputs. Two layers
of two and four neurons have been used to perform the training. The evaluation of
the NN output is shown in Figure 3.5 for Z+jets and tt events. This NN gives a nice
discrimination of the two processes.

The contributions are estimated with a simultaneous fit of four categories:

• Electron channel - 2j.

• Electron channel - 3j.

• Muon channel - 2j.

• Muon channel - 3j.

The resulting scale factors (SFs) are shown in Table 3.5. They are compatible with the
ones obtained at 7 TeV.

The plots showing the input variables after the fit are shown in Figure 3.6 as 1D pro-
jection of the 2D templates. The binning is driven by the MC statistics in order to
avoid empty bins in the 2D templates.



50 Chapter 3. SM Higgs search

NN
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

A
rb

itr
ar

y 
un

it

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

tt
Z+jets

Figure 3.5: Output of the NN discriminating the Z+jets and tt processes. Both samples
are taken from simulation and normalised to the unity.

The signal is normalised to the NNLO cross section [20].

The final yields in the CR and SR for the different categories are shown in Table 3.6.
In the CR, the data and background yields agree well by construction and the signal
yields are negligible (less than 2 expected signal events over more than 2800 predicted
background events). In the SR, the yields agree in the 2j category but not in the 3j

category where significantly more events are predicted than observed. The impact of
the PU contamination is suspected to bias the jet categorisation and then the applica-
tion of the SFs measured in the CR to the SR. This topic will be discussed in more

SF Zbb 1.12± 0.05

SF Zb(b)x 1.27± 0.05

SF Zxx 1.08± 0.11

SF tt 0.94± 0.03

Table 3.5: The background scale factors as estimated from the 2D fit.
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Figure 3.6: Variables used in the fit procedure for the estimation of the background
normalisation scale factors with the binning used for the fit. The first two columns
show the results for the 2j category, while the last two columns illustrate the results in
the 3j category. The first row refers to the electron channel and the second row to the
muon channel. Events are selected in the Extended Control Region. The backgrounds
are normalised to the results of the fit. The uncertainty from the fit is shown as a
hatched band.
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Category Data total Bkg ZZ tt Z+xx Z+bx Z+bb Zh125
Control Region

2j 1173 1178± 35 14± 1 217± 6 155± 16 111± 13 681± 27 0.60± 0.04

3j 1663 1653± 40 6.0± 0.5 381± 7 231± 19 157± 13 879± 32 0.69± 0.04

Signal Region
2j 875 882± 32 45± 1 122± 4 102± 13 109± 15 504± 25 9.7± 0.2

3j 2056 2258± 51 64± 1 347± 7 382± 26 198± 17 1267± 40 10.8± 0.2

Full Region
All 5767 5971± 80 129± 2 1067± 13 870± 38 575± 29 3330± 63 21.8± 0.2

Table 3.6: Data yields in the CR and SR for the 2j and 3j categories and in the full
region. The yields are compared with the expectation from different processes based
on simulation after the full normalisation. The ‘total Bkg’ numbers represent the sum
of the background processes.

details in Section 3.4. In total, around 22 events are expected to be observed from the
signal over almost 3000 background events.

In the following, the kinematic modelling is checked in the CR. The plots in the SR
are available in Appendix A.

Figure 3.7 shows the mll and pllT observables related to the lepton kinematics. The
agreement for mll is within the expectation for prompt data, i.e. without the best
alignment condition. A good agreement is observed for pllT within the statistical un-
certainties.

Figure 3.8 shows the pT of the two selected jets. A good agreement is also observed
here.

Figure 3.9 shows the b-tagging discriminant of the two selected jets. The product of
these two observables is used to extract the background normalisation. The agreement
is within the statistical uncertainties.

Figure 3.10 shows the EmissT and the EmissT significance. Both observables show a
good agreement. The discrepancy observed in the 3j category (right plots) is assumed
to come from a statistical fluctuation because it is not present in the 2j category. Noth-
ing is visible also in the SR (see A.4).

Figure 3.11 shows the jet multiplicity in the CR and SR. These plots confirmed the
observation from the yields in Table 3.6, i.e. a good agreement except in the SR
for nj ≥ 3. The largest discrepancy is visible for nj = 4 with a data ratio over
the estimated background of ∼ 88%. In the SR, the signal is also shown overlaid
for comparison with the backgrounds. In this case it is normalised to 50 times its
theoretical cross section. This will be also the case for all the following plots where
the signal is expected to have a non negligible contribution.
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Figure 3.7: Comparisons of data and simulation in the CR of the mll (top) and the pllT
(bottom) observables. The left plots correspond to the 2j category and the right plots
to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised using the SFs shown in Table
3.5. In the ratio, the yellow band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure 3.8: Comparisons of data and simulation in the CR of the pb1T (top) and for the
pb2T (bottom) observables. The left plots correspond to the 2j category and the right
plots to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised using the SFs shown in
Table 3.5. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the yellow band represents
the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure 3.9: Comparisons of data and simulation in the CR of the CSVb1 (top) and for
the CSVb2 (bottom) observables. The left plots correspond to the 2j category and the
right plots to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised using the SFs shown
in Table 3.5. In the ratio, the yellow band represents the statistical uncertainty from
simulation.
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Figure 3.10: Comparisons of data and simulation in the CR of the EmissT (top) and
for the EmissT significance (bottom) observables. The left plots correspond to the
2j category and the right plots to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised
using the SFs shown in Table 3.5. In the ratio, the yellow band represents the statistical
uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure 3.11: Comparisons in the CR (left) and in the SR (right) of data and simulation
for the jet multiplicity observable. The bin nj = 2 and the bins nj ≥ 3 have been
selected with different cut onmbb according to the SR and CR definition for the 2j and
3j categories. Simulation samples are normalised using the SFs shown in Table 3.5. In
the SR, the signal is also shown separately normalised to 50 times its theoretical cross
section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the yellow band represents the
statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure 3.12 shows the mbb in the 2j and 3j categories. In the 2j category (left plot),
the data agree well with both background and signal-plus-background predictions. In
the 3j category (right plot), a good agreement is observed in the region corresponding
to the CR. However inside the SR some tensions are observed. The bin with mbb

between 50 and 75 GeV shows the largest discrepancy.
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Figure 3.12: Comparisons in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category (right) of
data and simulation for the mbb observable. Simulation samples are normalised using
the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown separately normalised to 50
times its theoretical cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the
yellow band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.

Other kinematics are shown in Appendix A. They also show a good agreement in the
CR and some tensions in the 3j category in the SR.

3.3.2 Final discriminants

To further improve the discrimination between the signal and the backgrounds, two
final discriminants are built. The optimisation is performed separately for the cate-
gories 2j and 3j. The construction of the final discriminants is done as described in
Section 3.1 and illustrated in Figure 3.1 using different NN configurations from 1 to 4
layers made of up to 12 neurons.
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Unfortunately, it was realised late in the study of the results that the implementation of
the computation of mbbj and ∆R(b, j), used as inputs in the 3j category, was wrong.
This means these variables does not bring to the NNs additional information to help
discriminating the different hypotheses. Due to time constrains, it was not possible to
reprocess all the data and MC samples and repeat the trainings of the NNs which were
using this information. This led to a reduction of discrimination power of the NNs in
the 3j category but no bias is expected because it affects data and simulation in the
same way.

Due to the limited amount of simulated events entering in the SR, it was decided to
relax the b-tagging criteria for the events used in the training as defined in Table 3.4.
Instead of using two b-tagged jets with the Medium WP, only one has to pass this
requirement. For the second b-tagged jet, only the Loose WP is required. This resulted
in a slight improvement in the discrimination power of the final discriminants. The
improvement is attributed mainly to the gain in statistics (+60% for Z+bb and ×6 for
Z+xx) making the trainings more robust with respect to eventual over-trainings. In
principle, as no b-tagging information is directly used in the training, the b-tagging
requirement could have been ignored in order to gain statistics. To keep the proper
fraction of Z+jets events after b-tagging, weights reflecting the b-tagging efficiencies
could have been applied. This was not done as the ME weights were not computed
for events passing looser b-tagging selection because it would have resulted in a large
number of additional events and thus of computing time.

Another issue of the limited MC statistics is the use of the same events in the training
and test of the NNs and in the analysis. It is partially resolved by the choice of a looser
b-tagging requirement as the events added in the training are not used in the analysis.
For Z+jets and tt events, as shown in Table 3.2, the usage of some samples only in
the training and test of the NNs and some only for the analysis reduces even more
possible biases. This issue could have also been partially solved by processing all the
available statistics for the samples where only a fraction of the events were used.

The ME weights are shown from Figure 3.13 to Figure 3.16 in the SR. The plots for
the CR are available in Appendix A (from Figure A.9 to Figure A.12).

It can be seen that, as expected, the ME weights are able to distinguish to some extent
the different processes. For example in Figure 3.13, a different behaviour is clearly
visible for the Z+jets events, peaking at low values, and the tt events peaking at higher
values. In Figure 3.14, the tails at high values are due to events poorly compatible with
the tt hypothesis. As expected the contribution from tt events is negligible in these
tails. In Figure 3.15 the majority of the non-ZZ events get higher values compared to
the ZZ events. Especially in the 2j category, the ZZ and Zh125 processes appear to
be well separated. A similar conclusion can be drawn from Figure 3.16 for the Zh125
hypotheses. It is interesting to note that in the CR, especially forW−logZh3 (Figure A.12),



60 Chapter 3. SM Higgs search

the events clearly get higher values. This means that mbb plays a determinant role in
the computation of the signal ME weights. However the discrimination visible in the
SR shows that the ME weights are using more information than only this observable.

The intermediate NNs are shown in Figures 3.17 and 3.18. Each time the signal and
the background which is discriminated peak at high and low values, respectively. This
clearly shows the discriminatory power of these NNs. The other backgrounds however
behave in a less trivial way depending on the training. Overall, the agreement with
the data is good except from the surplus of MC in the 3j category. The rightmost
bin for the NN3j

Zhvstt
(top right plot in Figure 3.18) as well as the second bin of the

NN2j
ZhvsZ+jets (top left plot in Figure 3.17) have been checked. In the first case this

is related to the surplus of MC visible for W−log
tt

(right plot of Figure 3.14) around
23-24 and in the overflow bin. This can be due to the case where the sub-leading b-
tagged jet is originating from PU because it corresponds to events with pb2T < 35 GeV.
In the second case, the missing events in the simulation behave in the same way as the
brown contribution in Figure 3.3. One possible explanation is that such events, biased
by the PU, migrated more often in simulation than in data in the 3j category. This will
be discussed later in Section 3.4.

The final discriminants are shown in Figure 3.19. The excess at low values is mainly
due to the excess visible in the second bin of the NN2j

ZhvsZ+jets.

3.3.3 Systematics

In order to consider the uncertainties on the background and signal predictions, dif-
ferent systematics on the yields and on the shapes of the final observables have been
considered:

• Luminosity: the uncertainty on the luminosity at the time of the analysis was
4.4% [93]. This affects the normalisation of the signal and the ZZ background.

• Signal cross section: the uncertainty on the total signal cross section is 4% [20].
This number accounts for both the scale and the PDFs uncertainties. An extra
5% (2%) uncertainty is assigned to the NLO EWK (QCD) correction as a func-
tion of the pT of the Z boson [79].

• Lepton reconstruction and trigger efficiencies: a flat uncertainty of 2% is as-
signed to the trigger and lepton reconstruction efficiency for both electrons and
muons. Uncertainties between electrons and muons are assumed to be uncor-
related. This uncertainty is only applied to the signal process. For the Z+jets
and tt backgrounds, the scale variation is assumed to be absorbed by the nor-
malisation derived in section 3.3.1. For the ZZ background, this uncertainty is
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Figure 3.13: Comparisons in the SR in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category
(right) of data and simulation for the ME weights related to the Z+jets process. The top
(bottom) plots represent W−loggg (W−logqq ). Simulation samples are normalised using
the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown separately normalised to 50
times its theoretical cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the
yellow band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure 3.14: Comparisons in the SR in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category
(right) of data and simulation for W−log

tt
. Simulation samples are normalised using

the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown separately normalised to 50
times its theoretical cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the
yellow band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure 3.15: Comparisons in the SR in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category
(right) of data and simulation for the ME weights related to the ZZ process. The top
(bottom) plots represent W−logZZ0 (W−logZZ3 ). Simulation samples are normalised using
the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown separately normalised to 50
times its theoretical cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the
yellow band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure 3.16: Comparisons in the SR in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category
(right) of data and simulation for the ME weights related to the signal process. The top
(bottom) plots represent W−logZh0 (W−logZh3 ). Simulation samples are normalised using
the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown separately normalised to 50
times its theoretical cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the
yellow band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure 3.17: Comparisons in the 2j category of data and simulation for the interme-
diate NNs in the SR. The top right, top left and bottom plots correspond to the NN
discriminating Zh125 versus Z+jets, tt and ZZ processes, respectively. Simulation
samples are normalised using the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown
separately normalised to 50 times its theoretical cross section. In the ratio, the yellow
band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure 3.18: Comparisons in the 3j category of data and simulation for the interme-
diate NNs in the SR. The top right, top left and bottom plots correspond to the NN
discriminating Zh125 versus Z+jets, tt and ZZ processes, respectively. Simulation
samples are normalised using the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown
separately normalised to 50 times its theoretical cross section. In the ratio, the yellow
band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure 3.19: Comparisons in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category (right) of
data and simulation for the final discriminant observables in the SR. Simulation sam-
ples are normalised using the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown sepa-
rately normalised to 50 times its theoretical cross section. In the ratio, the yellow band
represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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included in the normalisation uncertainty coming from the CMS measurement
used for its normalisation.

• b-tagging and mistagging efficiencies: the correction factors associated to the
b-tagging selection are varied up and down according to their uncertainties as
described in [94, 95]. The variations are performed separately for heavy flavour
jets (b and c) and for light jets. The former affects the normalisation of the
signal and ZZ process by about 5%. The reason why b and c-jets are consid-
ered together is due to the fact that measuring c-jet mistagging efficiency in data
is quite challenging and therefore the modelling of the c-tagging efficiency is
assumed to be close to the b-tagging efficiency because c jets and b jets have
similar properties. The background fit has been repeated using the up and down
variations in order to assess the effect of the b-tagging and mistagging uncertain-
ties on the normalisation of the tt and Z+jets processes. The shape uncertainties
are taken into account for all the processes.

• Jet Energy Scale: the JES uncertainty is evaluated by applying jet-energy cor-
rections that describe one standard deviation variation with respect to the default
corrections. The event selection and the evaluation of the ME weights are per-
formed again after the application of the up and down variations. Rate and shape
effects are considered both for signal and background processes. Similarly to
the b-tagging and mistagging efficiencies uncertainties, the background fit has
been repeated in order to better constrain the normalisation of the tt and Z+jets
processes. An uncertainty of 5% is found for the signal normalisation.

• Jet Energy Resolution: this analysis has been performed without applying the
default jet-energy smearing to the simulated events in order to match the mea-
sured jet-resolution in data [96]. To evaluate the jet-energy-resolution uncer-
tainty, the event selection for the signal samples is repeated after doubling the
default smearing. This uncertainty leads to a yields uncertainty of 4-6% for the
different processes.

• Background Fit: the statistical uncertainties associated to the four scale factors
extracted from the background fit have been considered. The correlation and the
covariance matrices of the fit are used to obtain a set of uncorrelated systematic
uncertainties according to a procedure described in [69].

• ZZ normalisation: an uncertainty of 15% is assigned to the ZZ normalisation
uncertainty. This corresponds to the uncertainty from the CMS cross section
measurement [92] available at that time.

• Monte Carlo Statistic: the limited size of the generated Monte Carlo sam-
ples represents an important source of uncertainty. To account for this effect,
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alternative shapes that vary exclusively the contents of one of the bins of the
discriminants are introduced for each process. The considered bin is multiplied
by factors representing +/− one standard deviation of a Poisson distribution
centred around the number of predicted events. This means that the up and
down fluctuations are not symmetrical, especially when it is populated by only
a small number of events. The statistical uncertainties which correspond to the
different bins are included only for the most sensitive bins corresponding to a
discriminant value higher than 0.5. They are assumed to be uncorrelated be-
tween themselves and between the processes.

The impact of the systematics on the final limit is shown in Table 3.7. This impact is
measured by removing one systematic uncertainty at a time and recomputing the limit.
The difference is interpreted as the degradation due to one systematic uncertainty. The
main source of uncertainty affecting the limit is the MC statistic uncertainties, and
especially the one for the Z+bb events. This uncertainty can be reduced by using a
larger background sample. The second most important source of uncertainty is the
background normalisation. This uncertainty can only be reduced by having a larger
data sample which will be the case in the second run of the LHC. This will allow
either to more precisely estimate the backgrounds, or to tighten the selection to reduce
the background contributions and then the impact of their uncertainties on the final
results.

Systematics degradation (%)

-MC statistical unc. 15
-Z+bb 7
-Z+xx 1.8
-tt 1.8
-Z+bx 0.9
-ZZ � 0.1

-Zh125 � 0.1

-Background norm. 1.8
-b-tag b, c-jets SFs 0.9
-JER 0.9
-signal cross section 0.9
-JES � 0.1

-b-tag light-jets SFs � 0.1

-Luminosity � 0.1

-Lepton SFs � 0.1

Table 3.7: Breakdown of the systematics on the final limits.
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3.4 Results

The results of the search are expressed as a 95% confidence-level (CL) upper limit
on µ = σ/σSM . In order to compute this limit, the CLs criterion is used [97,
98]. The standard tool within the CMS collaboration, called combine [99] and
based on RooStats [100], is exploited to perform this computation. The asymptotic
method [101] is used here because it is faster and gives a fairly good approximation.
More complex and accurate methods have been tried but have been shown to give
really close results (at the % level). The results are extracted from the shape of the fi-
nal discriminants, made of 20 equal bins, using as nuisance parameters the systematic
uncertainties described in the previous section.

Before showing the results on the Zh125 process, we will present the sensitivity of the
analysis to the ZZ process.

3.4.1 ZZ observation

As a test of the method the ZZ process can be searched for using the same approach
and topology. From the yields in Table 3.6 approximatively 5 times more events are
expected from the ZZ process than from the Zh125 process. Still, it remains a small
process compared to the Z+jets and tt processes. It also behaves more like the Z+jets
process than the Zh125 process does. It is therefore challenging to observe in this final
state. Because this process can lead to final states with jets not necessary originating
from b quarks, the strategy developed for the Zh125 process does not guarantee to be
the most optimal. For example, categories of events with no b-tagging or with a lower
b-tagging requirement could be considered to increase the sensitivity of the analysis.
However, this is not what this test is intended for, therefore such categories are not
considered. In what follows, the same procedure which is used for computing the
limits on the Zh125 process is used and discussed for the search of the ZZ process.

In principle, the Zh125 and ZZ processes differ only from the mass of the Z and h125
bosons, neglecting effects from spin and parity. In order to adapt the analysis to the ZZ
process, the SR definition is modified to match the Z mass as shown in Table 3.8. The
yields for this region are shown in Table 3.9. The impact of the presence or absence
of the Zh125 process as background was studied. This has no impact on the results as
expected from the yields which are ten times smaller for this process than for the ZZ
signal. This is mainly due to the cut on mbb for defining the SR of this search which
removes half of the events from the Zh125 process. All the results in this section
include the Zh125 contribution as a background process.
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Signal Region
njets = 2 njets ≥ 3

45 < mbb < 115 15 < mbb < 115

Table 3.8: Definition of the Signal Regions (SR) for the ZZ search analysis.

Category Data total Bkg Zh125 tt Z+xx Z+bx Z+bb ZZ
2j 838 801± 30 4.4± 0.1 105± 4 111± 14 99± 13 481± 23 55± 1

3j 1642 1740± 45 5.7± 0.1 230± 6 320± 24 156± 15 1028± 35 60± 1

Table 3.9: Data yields in the SR for the 2j and 3j categories for the ZZ search analysis.
The yields are compared with the expectation from different processes based on MC
after the full normalisation. The ‘total Bkg’ represents the sum of the background
processes. The Zh125 yields are included in the total Bkg yields. The ZZ process is
the signal therefore its yields are not included in the total Bkg yields.

New NNs were trained to discriminate ZZ from Z+jets and tt processes. As only two
backgrounds have to be considered, only two intermediate NNs are needed. These
NNs can be seen in Figures 3.20 and 3.21 for the intermediate and final discrimi-
nants, respectively. The 3j category seems to be poorly sensitive to the presence of
the ZZ signal. On the contrary: in the 2j category, the presence of the ZZ signal ap-
pears to be important in order to get a better description of the enriched signal regions
(NN & 0.5).

The results are shown in Table 3.10 both for the 2012 data and for the combination of
the 2011 and 2012 data. The combination of the two datasets is performed by a si-
multaneous estimation of the parameter of interest (e.g. µ). All systematics are taken
uncorrelated between the 7 TeV and 8 TeV analyses. The final results is dominated
by the 2012 dataset which is approximatively four times larger. As can be seen from
the combined results, this analysis would be able to exclude the ZZ process from the
SM at 95% CL (expected upper limit on µ < 1). However as expected, this is not the
case and a slight excess of 1.18 standard deviation (s.d.) is observed compared to the
background-only hypothesis. This excess is lower than the expectation based on sim-
ulation but gives a value of µ compatible with 1 within the systematic uncertainties.
To compute the significance of the excess and to fit the observed µ, a Profile Like-
lihood method and a Maximum Likelihood method have been used using the CMS
combine tool. After this analysis was done, the ZZ cross section measurement from
CMS was updated using the full 2012 data and a lower cross section by ∼ 10% was
measured [102]. In conclusion this analysis shows sensitivity to the ZZ process and
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Figure 3.20: Comparisons in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category (right) of
data and simulation for the intermediate NNs in the ZZ SR. The top and bottom plots
correspond to the NN discriminating Zh125 versus Z+jets and tt, respectively. Sim-
ulation samples are normalised using the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The ZZ signal is
shown in pink on top of the tt and Z+jets events. It is also included in the data/MC ra-
tio. In the ratio, the yellow band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure 3.21: Comparisons in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category (right) of
data and simulation for the final NNs in the ZZ SR. Simulation samples are normalised
using the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The ZZ signal is shown in pink on top of the tt and
Z+jets events. It is also included in the data/MC ratio. In the ratio, the yellow band
represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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gives results compatible with other CMS measurements. This established the analysis
strategy and justifies its application to the Zh125 search.

Datasets 2012 2011+2012

Expected upper limit (×µ+1s.d.+2s.d.
−1s.d.−2s.d.) 1.00+0.46+1.05

−0.30−0.48 0.88+0.39+0.90
−0.26−0.42

Expected upper limit with signal injection (×µ) 1.92 1.82
Observed upper limit (×µ) 1.66 1.43

Observed significance (s.d.) 1.23 1.18

Fit of µ 0.73+0.49
−0.46 0.57+0.48

−0.47

Table 3.10: Results of the ZZ search: upper limits on µ = σMeas/σCMS with σMeas

the observed cross section for the ZZ signal and σCMS the expected cross section from
the CMS measurement [92], observed significance of the excess and best fit of µ.

3.4.2 Zh125 limits

In order to not be biased by the data, and in addition to the ZZ analysis, three steps
had been followed.

The definition of the strategy and the optimisation were done totally blindly meaning
without looking at the data in the SR. In this step the expected sensitivity to the signal
was extracted in order to judge of the capability of the analysis. Only when no major
improvement was expected, a partial unmasking of the data was performed meaning
that the left-part of the discriminants in Figure 3.19 has been unmasked. This corre-
sponds to a region poor in signal by definition and so this enables to cross-check the
modelling of the final discriminants and the background normalisation. The tool to
compute the limits has been used to refit the backgrounds in this region and check the
impact of the systematics on the fit. No major effect has been observed.

Finally after the robustness of the analysis has been confirmed, the data in the SR were
totally unmasked. As no significant excess was observed, this led to the final expected
and observed limits in Table 3.11. With the combination of the 2011 and 2012 data,
an upper limit on µ of 2.8 is expected and of 1.6 is observed. The observation is
compatible within 1 s.d. with the background-only hypothesis and within 2 s.d. with
the presence of the Zh125 signal. In conclusion this analysis is unable to conclude on
the presence or absence of the Zh125 process.

The expected sensitivity of this analysis which focused on a first application of the full
ME method is about 45% less important than the result only based on MVA techniques
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Datasets 2012 2011+2012

Expected upper limit (×µ+1s.d.+2s.d.
−1s.d.−2s.d.) 3.4+1.5+3.4

−1.0−1.6 2.8+1.3+2.8
−0.8−1.4

Expected upper limit with signal injection (×µ) 4.3 3.7
Observed upper limit (×µ) 1.9 1.6

Table 3.11: Results of the Zh125 search: upper limits on µ = σMeas/σSM with
σMeas the observed cross section for the Zh125 signal and σSM the expected cross
section from theory prediction.

presented in the published CMS analysis [66] and about 10% better with respect to the
mbb analysis cross-check presented in the same paper. This comparison is based on
the expected upper limit on µ. To be fair, it is relevant to mention several differences
between these analyses:

• A b-jet energy regression is performed in [66] in order to get a better mbb res-
olution. This led to 20% improvement of the mbb resolution. For the analysis
presented here, this would imply a smaller SR window while keeping the same
signal yields. This would also imply a better discriminatory power of the ME
weights for the ZZ and Zh125 hypotheses. Only considering the former, a rough
estimation gives at least 10% improvement in the sensitivity.

• In [66], additional Z+jets samples were used, reducing the statistical MC un-
certainties for events with important hadronic activity. It is the main systematic
uncertainty of the analysis presented here. For this reason few % on the sensitiv-
ity would be gained by the use of these additional events. Approximatively four
times more events would be available for events with at least two hard partons
generated. So a reduction by a factor two of the statistical uncertainty could be
expected.

• Better PU treatment on jet kinematics is used in [66]. As already discussed,
the presence of PU can increase the background contributions but also impact
their modelling. Therefore it is clear that the analysis presented here would
benefit from the same treatment. However it is not trivial to estimate the impact
it would have on the sensitivity.

For what concerns the observed limit, the compatibility between the two analyses
can be questioned. Nevertheless, it is not trivial although the same datasets are used.
Indeed, the selections are quite different implying only a partial overlap between the
two analyses. Unfortunately, a complete check of the degree of this overlap has not
been done. The following conclusion can still be inferred:
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• The analysis described in [66] shows a nice agreement with the expectation
from the presence of a Higgs boson at 125 GeV.

• This is not the case here where the observation is only compatible within two
standard deviations with the presence of a Higgs boson at 125 GeV.

• A lower observed limit than expected from simulation is consistent with the
yields in Table 3.6 and the deficit of data observed in the 3j category.

From these results, it might be interesting to better understand the origin of the dis-
agreement on the 3j category. The most plausible hypothesis relates to the fact that the
contamination from PU interactions was insufficiently mitigated. This is supported by
several observations. Considering the ratio of the number of events between the two
categories R2j/3j for both 7 TeV and 8 TeV analyses, the following is found:

(
R8TeV

2j/3j

R7TeV
2j/3j

)
MC

∼ 0.65

(
R8TeV

2j/3j

R7TeV
2j/3j

)
data

∼ 0.80

From an experimental point of view, the only relevant difference between the 7 and
8 TeV analyses is the increase of the PU conditions. Knowing this, two remarks can
be made from these numbers:

• There are significantly more events in the 3j category than in the 2j category for
the 8 TeV analysis with respect to the 7 TeV analysis. This cannot be explained
by the difference in the centre of mass energy. This means that events migrate
from the 2j category to the 3j category. This would be the case for example if
the categorisation is biased by the presence of PU jets in the selected events.

• MC and data do not evolve in the same way. The effect on the MC is more sig-
nificant. Referring to the PU identification study done in CMS [103], it is clear
that the PU-jets rate is not well modeled. Looking especially to the variables
discriminating the PU jets from the other jets, it appears that more PU jets are
predicted than observed. This is going in the direction of what is observed here.

This is not invalidating the results presented above but it is legitimate to think that an
extra-systematic uncertainty could have been considered to take into account possible
disagreement in the PU modelling. Such uncertainty would allow to properly consider
the possible migration between the two categories. This would, in principle, lead to a
better agreement between the observed and expected limits. This brings the focus on
the importance and the difficulty to properly deal with PU at the LHC. This is a topic
which will continue to be important for the coming years with the High Luminosity
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LHC in target where on average at least 140 PU interactions are expected for each
bunch crossing. To avoid possible biases from the PU modelling as well as additional
systematics, the best mitigation techniques are necessary. This is an important lesson
learnt from this exercise.

3.5 Outlook on the use of a ME technique

In summary, this ME technique performs well but it would benefit from several im-
provements before it can be more widely used as a completely generic tool by high
energy physics experimentalists. In the following, the experience on the use of a ME
technique in this analysis is briefly discussed.

Beside the advantages discussed in the analysis strategy several items need to be pre-
sented in order to tackle the weak points of the method used here. This analysis used
the MadWeight program in order to compute the ME weights. This has the ad-
vantage to be generic and allows to compute ME weights for all the basic processes
available in MadGraph. This fits the needs of this analysis perfectly. During the
analysis some improvements have been made to the program by the authors allowing
a faster processing of the events and a better job submission to computing clusters.
Despite these improvements further developments are required. These have to focus
on computational processing time, being able to deal with larger amounts of data and
also on improving the interface with standard experimental tools:

• Faster computation: with the MadWeight version used (revision 258), ap-
proximatively 12 hours were needed to process one sample of approximatively
110 000 events for one hypothesis on the Louvain Tier2 computing infrastruc-
ture (with an average of 300 jobs running in parallel). It means O(2) min by
event to compute a ME weight (here the example is based on the tt hypothesis).
To complete the analysis, all the samples in Table 3.2 have to be processed and
most of them have a similar amount of events. To compute for all the events all
the ME hypotheses, it took approximatively one month for this analysis. Fur-
thermore this had to be done again twice to compute the systematics related to
the JES. This means almost three months of continuous processing. This clearly
weighed on the analysis.

During an analysis process, the events have to be reprocessed several times:
new objects definition (e.g. new PU mitigation algorithm), new jet energy cor-
rections, new selection, improved detector conditions (e.g. alignment), new
analysis techniques (e.g. mass regression), etc. Some of these affect the selec-
tion of events or the objects in the events implying that the ME weights have
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to be recomputed. In this context the time to obtain new ME weights freezes
the analysis in fixed state. Indeed: because any change will add time over and
above the reprocessing time it is harder to make the decision to start a new re-
processing. Also, computing the ME weights will often conflict with the new
reprocessing for computing resources. This is an issue because the analysis
would not benefit from the latest improvements from the collaboration with-
out an important cost in time and person power. The same problem arises for
testing new techniques which can complement the ME technique. This is even
more dramatic considering more inclusive analyses with more events and more
processes, or considering the LHC program where significantly more data is
expected in the coming years. Finally, in case there is a need to cross-check an
extra control region, the ME weights are not necessary available. This could
cost an extra month to process them. As examples for the analysis presented
here, extra control regions might be defined by reverting the EmissT significance
cut or the b-tagging requirements to control better the tt or Z+jets backgrounds.

An improvement by a factor ofO(3) in time would be the minimum to meet the
requirements for this analysis, meaning the amount of time to process the ME
weights will be of the same order of the other important steps of the analysis.
This might be challenging but without changes on this point, the solution would
either be to reduce the number of tested hypotheses or to choose a use case with
a smaller phase space.

• Better user interface: the process leading from an event to the processing and
the use of the ME weights for this same event was quite complex. Without going
into technical details, the event had to be processed and the relevant information
had to be stored in specific format (LHCO). The LHCO file has to be read by
the MadWeight program which writes a text file with the ME weights. The
ME weights are then added back to the event content. This can lead to several
issues, e.g. the ME weights could be associated to the wrong events.

To increase the usability, the tool would benefit from a more simple and cus-
tomisable interface. A nice improvement would be the possibility to compute
the ME weight as a plug-in, directly usable in the user code.
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BSM Higgs bosons search

After the observation of the Higgs boson and the confirmation of the BEH mechanism,
simple extensions of the SM in the Higgs sector such as 2HDMs provide interesting
signatures to probe the existence of BSM physics. In this context and as discussed
in the Chapter 1, the processes H −→ Z(ll)A(bb) and A −→ Z(ll)H(bb) are in-
teresting. In addition a search for this process can lead to the discovery of two new
particles: H and A. Such search is the subject of the analysis presented in this chapter.
It is relevant to mention that the H boson is in general not the SM Higgs of 125 GeV
but in case mH = 125 GeV then H can be interpreted as the SM h125 boson. A
similar analysis has been made with the A/H → ττ [104]. Both results and their
combination have been summarized in [105, 106]. It establishes the first experimen-
tal results for a search for these processes at the LHC. This analysis have been also
pursued at 13 TeV with the 2015 data corresponding to an integrated luminosity of
2.3 fb−1 [107]. A special case has been studied by CMS by another analysis in the
same final state: A −→ Z(ll)h125(bb) in the context of MSSM [108]. The analysis
presented here has the objective to be more inclusive and more generic with the idea
to facilitate a possible recasting of the analysis for a wide range of models.

In the following, the notation refers to A as the lighter particle and H as the heavier
but they can be exchanged without any changes except in the few cases which will be
highlighted.
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4.1 Analysis strategy

In this analysis the masses of the two new resonances are unknown. In order to keep
the analysis generic and the results usable in many models, the analysis strategy does
not rely on possible model-dependent theoretical constraints or indirect experimental
constraints. As will be discussed later, however, these are relevant for the choice of
the benchmark model which is used for the interpretation of the results. The following
physical and experimental constraints are present:

• mb, the mass of a b quark is ∼ 5 GeV implying mA & 10 GeV.

• mZ , the mass of the Z boson imposes mH & mA +mZ .

• The fixed jet cone size, here 0.5, implies for high mH and low mA (e.g. for
mH & 5×mA) that the two b jets start to overlap. This implies a loss in the
efficiency of reconstruction. This efficiency is almost null for mH & 10×mA.
To illustrate this, Figure 4.1 shows the average ∆R between the two leading jets
as a function ofmjj andmlljj for Z+jets events using the CMS simulation. The
correlation is clear between the two masses and the ∆R(j, j). When the differ-
ence between the two masses increases, the ∆R(j, j) decreases. As expected
for an average ∆R(j, j) < 1, almost no events are predicted. For the signal
a larger boost is expected implying a smaller ∆R(j, j) in average compared
to the Z+jets background. Specific techniques making use of jet substructure
grooming techniques can recover events in this specific topology but they are
only considered for the future perspectives of this analysis.

In order to cover the entire available phase space, a scan in the 2D planembb -mllbb is
performed. The scan is done with a granularity reflecting the experimental resolution
on the two masses. The theoretical width of the two new particles is assumed to be
smaller. A simple cut and count analysis is performed to rely as little as possible on
the model description. It makes the reinterpretation of the results possible in other
models. In case no significant excess is visible, limits are set on σ ×BR.

A type II 2HDM benchmark model is defined in order to reinterpret the results with
cos(β − α) = 0.01 and tan(β) = 1.5 (see Section 1.3). For this benchmark model,
limits are set on µ as a function ofmA andmH . For a given pair of masses, the results
are also reinterpreted in terms of cos(β − α) and tan(β).
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Figure 4.1: Average ∆R between the two leading jets as a function of mjj and mlljj

for Z+jets events using the CMS simulation.

4.2 Setup

The analysis setup is based on the SM Higgs analysis described in Chapter 3 and
inspired by the CMS Z+bb measurement [67].

4.2.1 Samples

As for the previous analysis, this study uses the dataset collected in 2012 at 8 TeV, but
this time with an improved reconstruction including the best knowledge of the detector
conditions during the full 2012 data taking period. This allows for the recovery of few
missing data leading to an integrated luminosity of 19.8 fb−1.
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The simulated MC samples, used to describe the data, remain unchanged. The sam-
ples listed on Table 3.2, except the ones with a ‡, are used for this analysis too. The
full statistic of each sample is used. For what concerns the Z+jets samples two addi-
tional exclusive samples are used. These samples target specifically events with large
hadronic activity, defined as HT = Σi p

i
T where i runs over the partons produced

by the hard scattering interaction. In order to merge these two samples with the other
Z+jets samples, the procedure described in Section 3.2.1 was extended to consider this
extra dimension. As the differential cross sections were only known as a function of
pllT or as a function of HT , it was chosen to simply apply this procedure twice. This
means first to merge the inclusive Z+jets sample and the pllT exclusive samples and
then merge this new weighted Z+jets sample with the exclusive HT samples. This
allows to derive event weights in each 2D bin defined by the pllT and HT bins. Other
ways can be used to perform this merging but this method has the advantage of being
simple and reliable. The outcome of this merging procedure can be seen in Figure 4.2.
As expected, by construction for the HT variable, the merged sample perfectly fol-
lows the expectation from MadGraph (green curve). This is however not the case for
the pllT variable where small differences are visible. Nevertheless, these are not larger
than the differences between the inclusive sample and the MadGraph predictions. Fi-
nally the blue curve gives a feeling of how much the statistic is improved by adding
the exclusive samples. For example, in the highest HT and pllT bins, they add around
65 times more events than what is present in the inclusive sample. More technical
details about the computation of the event weights for the merging procedure and the
weights are presented in Appendix B. Some other small contributions are also added
in this analysis (tW, WZ). These additional samples are described in Table 4.1. In this
analysis, the Zh125 process is now considered as background.

Samples Cross-section in pb Number of events
Z+jets: 200 GeV < HT < 400 GeV 19.7 (LO) 3789889
Z+jets: HT > 400 GeV 2.8 (LO) 1703863
tW 23.3 (CMS) 991118
WZ 36.6 (CMS) 10000283

Table 4.1: Additional MC samples with their cross sections and the number of gener-
ated events.

4.2.2 Signal production

To simulate the signal samples, only the case H −→ Z(ll)A(bb) was considered. The
model description was obtained using the 2HDMC calculator. MadGraph 5 was used
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Figure 4.2: The top (bottom) plot shows theHT (pllT ) variable. Both are defined using
generator particles and correspond to the variables used to define the exclusive Z+jets
samples and to perform the merging of these samples. The green histogram repre-
sents the ratio of the differential cross sections of the merged Z+jets sample and the
expectation from MadGraph. The pink histogram represents the ratio of the differen-
tial cross sections of the merged Z+jets sample and the inclusive Z+jets sample. The
blue histogram represents the fraction of events coming from the inclusive sample and
present in the merged Z+jets sample.
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for the event generation. The signal cross sections have been computed at NNLO
based on SUSHI 1.4.1. The branching ratios have been obtained using 2HDMC.
The model parameters are listed in Table 4.2. OnlymA andmH parameters have been
varied among the various generated signal samples. Almost 400 samples of 100 000
events each were generated over the full phase space. DELPHES 3 [109] was used to
simulate the detector response resulting in a faster handling of these samples. In order
to check the consistency between the DELPHES and CMS simulations, 13 samples
have also been simulated through the official CMS simulation based on GEANT 4.
For these samples only 25 000 events were used. The parametrisation of DELPHES
was done using the known lepton and b-tagging efficiencies in CMS. This has been
validated on several masses to check the good agreement between the DELPHES and
CMS simulations as shown in Figure 4.3. The observed agreement is within the ex-
pected ability of DELPHES to reproduce full detector simulation. Thanks to this, the
DELPHES samples were used to check the dependency of the resolution on mbb and
mllbb as a function of mA and mH . This is shown in Figure 4.4 as a function of mA.
The resulting resolution is pretty stable as a function of the two masses. That moti-
vates the choice of a constant resolution value (R) in order to define the binning of the
SRs. This value is 15% which corresponds to the red lines in Figure 4.4. The factor
3 in the y-axis of the plots is driven by the choice of the width of the mass windows
used to define the SRs. This will be described in Section 4.2.3. It should be kept in
mind that when mH,A → 1 TeV the width of these particles tend to be on the same
level of R (see Figure 1.10). This means that this choice of a constant value of R for
all mass hypotheses have some limitations in this limit.

mA ∈ [10, 1000] GeV
mH ∈ [100, 1000] GeV
mH > mA +mZ

mH± = mH

mh = 125 GeV
tan(β)=1.5

cos(β − α)=0.01
m2

12 = m2
H± · cosβsinβ
type II

Table 4.2: Parameters of the model used to generate the signal samples.
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Figure 4.3: The left (right) plots shows the mbb (mllbb) observable. On the top plots,
the signal sample is generated with mH = 329 GeV and mA = 142 GeV. On the bot-
tom plots, the signal sample is generated with mH = 875 GeV and mA = 378 GeV.
The red histograms are produced using the DELPHES simulation and the blue ones
using the CMS simulation.

The numbers of expected signal events have been derived in two steps:

• The signal acceptance and efficiency map was obtained as a function ofmA and
mH using the samples simulated through DELPHES.

• This map was corrected by comparing the signal efficiencies in several points
of the phase space with the CMS simulation.

These number are derived based on the selection which will be described in Sec-
tion 4.2.3 and summarized in Table 4.4.
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Figure 4.4: The left plots show the resolution on mbb as a function of mA for
mH = 378 GeV (bottom) and for mH = 575 GeV (top). The right plots show
the resolution on mllbb as a function of mA for mH = 378 GeV (bottom) and for
mH = 575 GeV (top). The red lines correspond to a 3 × 15% × mA(H) in the left
(right) plots.

The signal acceptance and efficiency map derived with DELPHES can be seen in Fig-
ure 4.5. The average value is around 10% over the full phase space. This value
degrades when the difference of mass between the A and the H bosons increases due
to the boost of the A boson which results in the overlap of the b jets. For low A and
H masses (bottom left angle of the plot), the thresholds on the pT of the reconstructed
objects also play an important role. Indeed, the cut at 30 GeV on the jets pT reduces
the ability to see signal events in this region. The b-tagging efficiency also enters in
this result as it is pT -dependent with a maximum efficiency for intermediate pT (50 to
200 GeV). The last factor playing a role here is the reconstructed width of the reso-
nances which is slightly dependent on the masses. However this last effect is smaller
than the other effects. For example, the b-tagging can change the signal efficiency by
40% where the effect of the width is not larger than 20%, both considering extreme
cases. A few samples for the A −→ ZH process were produced to check the pos-
sible differences in the acceptance and reconstruction efficiency with respect to the
H −→ ZA process. The results were compatible within the statistical uncertainties.
This map is therefore considered valid for both processes. This result is expected be-
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Figure 4.5: The signal acceptance and reconstruction efficiencies obtained with the
DELPHES simulation as a function of mA and mH .

cause the analysis is based on the invariant masses of the two resonances and therefore
the effect of the spin can be expected to be negligible. It might not have been the case
if a ME method or a MVA tool was used.

Table 4.3 shows the ratios of the efficiencies between the CMS and DELPHES simu-
lations with the statistical uncertainty. The ratios are close to 0.9 in most cases. These
ratios are then used to derive the map of Figure 4.6 covering the full phase space. This
map is used to obtain the final expected efficiencies for the signal shown in Figure 4.7
by rescaling the DELPHES efficiency map of Figure 4.5. This analysis is mostly effi-
cient for signals with mH ∈ [500, 900] GeV and mA ∈ [100, 400] GeV.
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mA (GeV) mH=142 GeV mH=200 GeV mH=329 GeV mH=575 GeV mH=875 GeV

30-35 0.41± 0.24 – 0.83± 0.10 – –
50 – 0.84± 0.05 – – –
70 – – – 0.96± 0.02 0.91± 0.04

90 – 0.80± 0.03 – – –
142 – – 0.93± 0.02 – 0.93± 0.02

378 – – – 0.89± 0.02 0.91± 0.01

575 – – – – 0.89± 0.02

761 – – – – 0.85± 0.02

Table 4.3: The ratios εCMS/εDELPHES of the efficiencies between the CMS and
DELPHES simulations for few representative mA and mH mass points.

D
el

ph
es

∈/
C

M
S

∈

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

 (GeV)Am
0 200 400 600 800 1000

 (
G

eV
)

H
m

0

200

400

600

800

1000

D
el

ph
es

∈/
C

M
S

∈

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

Figure 4.6: Ratio of the signal efficiencies for the CMS and DELPHES simulations as
a function of mA and mH . The dots represent the samples used to derived this ratio
map.
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4.2.3 Selection

This analysis has been designed to be as generic as possible to not depend on the
choice of the signal. This justifies that the cuts are chosen to be inclusive and that
no specific optimisation has been performed. The list of cuts are listed in Table 4.4.
However, for some cuts, it has been checked whether they are close to be optimal for
different signal mass hypotheses as shown in Figure 4.8. Indeed, for the cut at 10
on the EmissT significance, the figure of merit used here (

√
B + S −

√
B) is close

to its maximum for the three tested signals. For this plot, the signal samples are
normalised to correspond to 1% of the predicted background yields. Changing the
signal normalisation does not change the conclusion of this study. A more precise
tuning of the cut value would lead to a more model-dependent selection and results.
The signal regions are defined by cuts on mbb and mllbb in order to select a window
containing about 75% of the signal events. In other words, with R the resolution on
mbb and mllbb, the cuts are defined as ±1.5×R×mH,A.

pµ,eT > 20 GeV
|ηµ| < 2.4, |ηe| < 2.5

76 GeV < mll < 106 GeV
pjetT > 30 GeV
|ηjet| < 2.4

∆R(l, j) > 0.5

CSVb > 0.679

nb ≥ 2

EmissT significance < 10

Signal Regions
0.775×mA < mbb < 1.225×mA

0.775×mH < mllbb < 1.225×mH

Z+jj region
no CSV cut
eµ+bb region

no EmissT significance cut

Table 4.4: Event selection for the objects in the inclusive and signal regions where
b refers to the selected b-tagged jets, nb is the multiplicity of selected b-tagged jets,
EmissT is the missing transverse energy and l = e, µ. For the definition of the Z+jj
region and eµ+bb region, only the differences with respect to the inclusive region are
reported.
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this search.

One major improvement with respect to the Zh125 analysis described in Chapter 3 is
the use of the charged hadron subtraction (CHS) technique for the jet clustering. This
technique removes charged PF particles which are not associated to the PV. If they do
not contribute to a vertex, they are kept. This leads to a significantly lower contami-
nation from PU in the jets [110]. This justifies a lower cut on the leading b-tagged jet
pT and no cut on pllT for this analysis. The choice of 30 GeV on the pjetT is still driven
by the remaining PU contribution. Below 30 GeV, the PU contamination is still non
negligible and further techniques would have been needed to be sure to control this
contribution [103]. It has been decided to not use such techniques because no explicit
gain in sensitivity was expected whereas additional corrections and systematics would
have been needed. The region that would have benefited by a lower pjetT is the region
with low mA and mH ∼ mZ +mA.
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Another change with respect to the Zh125 analysis described in Chapter 3 is the ap-
plication to the simulated jets of the default jet-energy smearing in order to match the
measured jet-resolution in data [96].

No advanced techniques, such as MVA or ME, have been used in this analysis. These
techniques would help to improve the sensitivity of the analysis to a specific signal
but, at the same time, they would lead to more model dependent results. In addition,
because the number of possible signal hypotheses to be tested is large (few hundreds
according to the mass of the two new particles), the use of such techniques would be
complex. They are however interesting in case evidence of a signal is observed. This
is particularly relevant when this analysis will be repeated with the data collected in
2016.

4.3 Analysis

4.3.1 Background estimation

In order to estimate the normalisation of the main backgrounds, no dedicated con-
trol region is defined. The main reason for this is that the signal can be anywhere.
Furthermore, the choice of an inclusive selection, similar to the Z+bb cross section
measurement, implies that any signal which can be present is expected to be negligi-
ble. Otherwise it would have led to a significant deviation from the SM expectation
in the SM measurement. This argument is supported by the fact that the signal is
supposed to pop up in a small window in the mbb - mllbb plane.

In order to estimate the Z+jets and tt background normalisation, the same strategy
described in section 3.3.1 is followed. However, here, no NN based on ME weights is
used. Instead, themll observable is used as discriminating variable between the tt and
Z+jets processes. The mll cut is also relaxed (60 GeV < mll < 120 GeV). The pro-
jections of the fit outcome are shown in Figure 4.9. In the legend, the Zh entry refers
to the Zh125 process. This applies to all the plots from this analysis. The resulting SFs
are presented in Table 4.5. This table also shows two cross-checks which were made
in order to validate the possible impact of the presence of a signal on the fit. These
cross-checks assumed a signal with mA = 70 GeV and mH = 350 GeV. In the first
one, the fit is performed in the CR for this signal defined as the complementary region
of the SR as defined in Table 4.4. The results are compatible within the uncertainty
from the fit. In the second one, the fit is performed by injecting the signal with an arbi-
trary cross section of 20 fb corresponding to ∼ 40 signal events. In this case, the SFs
slightly decrease but remain compatible with the one derived without signal injection.
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Figure 4.9: Input variables of the fit performed to estimate the background normali-
sation scale factors. The binning is the same as the one used for the fit. Events are
selected after the inclusive selection with an enlargedmll window. The first row refers
to the electron channel and the second row to the muon channel. The first two columns
show the results for the nj = 2 exclusive region, while the last two columns illustrate
the results in the inclusive nj > 2 region. The backgrounds are normalised using the
results of the fit. The uncertainty from the fit is shown as a hatched band.
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These checks show that the fit of the background normalisation has a small sensitivity
to the presence of a signal and that defining dedicated CRs is not necessary.

SF Inclusive region Control region Inclusive region with signal injected

SF Zbb 1.16± 0.04 1.14± 0.04 1.15± 0.04

SF Zb(b)x 1.27± 0.05 1.31± 0.05 1.25± 0.05

SF Zxx 1.27± 0.10 1.31± 0.10 1.28± 0.10

SF tt 1.04± 0.03 1.03± 0.03 1.03± 0.03

Table 4.5: The background scale factors as estimated from the 2D fit in the inclusive
region, in a specific control region defined by the region outside the signal window
where the signal corresponds to mA = 70 GeV and mH = 350 GeV, and in the
inclusive region after injecting a signal with mA = 70 GeV and mH = 350 GeV with
a cross section of 20 fb.

Comparing the SFs obtained in this search to the ones in Table 3.5 the results are
compatible for SF Zbb and SF Zb(b)x. For SF tt and SF Zxx some differences are
observed which may come from the slightly different selection and the better handling
of the PU, especially for the Zxx contribution which was observed to be more sensitive
to the presence of PU. Small contributions as ZZ, WZ, and tW are normalised to the
best CMS measurements existing at the time of the analysis [102, 111, 112]. The
Zh125 process is normalised to the theoretical expectation [113].

In all the plots which are shown in the following, unless information on the normal-
isation is specified, the background samples will be normalised as described above
(including the Appendices C and D).

4.3.2 Modelling of mllbb

During the analysis process, a disagreement was observed between the data and the
simulation in the modelling of the mllbb observable (Figure 4.10). Up to 700 GeV a
clear trend is visible between the data and the simulation both from the shapes and the
ratio. Below this value, the data show a higher mass than expected giving a large ex-
cess between 450 GeV and 700 GeV. Because this is one of the two main observables
of this search, this triggered multiple checks.

The first check consisted of looking at regions enriched in Z+light jets and in tt. For
this purpose the Z+jj and the eµ+bb regions have been defined as described in Ta-
ble 4.4. For the eµ+bb region, the data have been selected by a trigger requiring at
least one muon and one electron. Events were kept if the two leptons with the highest
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Figure 4.10: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds for the two main observables of the search. The left (right) plot shows
the mbb (mllbb) observable. Simulation samples are normalised including the SFs
presented in Table 4.5. On the ratio, the yellow band corresponds to the statistical
uncertainty from simulation. The last bin in both plots includes the overflow.
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pT have a different flavour. These two leptons form the di-lepton pair have been used
to compute the mlljj observable. Figure 4.11 shows the mlljj and mllbb observables
for the Z+jj and the eµ+bb regions. In order to check the effect of small changes in the
selection, in the eµ+bb region, the b-tagging requirements and the EmissT significance
cut have been varied. Also an additional tt region was defined by changing the se-
lection in Table 4.4 by inverting the EmissT significance requirement. The conclusion
of these studies was the presence of a clear discrepancy in the Z+jj region while no
significant deviation was present in the tt enriched regions.
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Figure 4.11: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds. The left plot shows the mlljj observable in the Z+jj region. The right
plot shows the mllbb observable in the eµ+bb region where only the tW and tt pro-
cesses are shown. All backgrounds with a real Z (Z+jets, ZZ, WZ, Zh125) are neg-
ligible in this specific region. Simulation samples are normalised to their expected
cross sections from theory. On the ratio, the yellow band corresponds to the statistical
uncertainty from simulation. The last bin in both plots includes the overflow.

Taking advantage of the observation of the discrepancy in the Z+jj region, the events
were split in function ofmlljj without risk of being biased by the presence of a signal.
This additional check allowed to verify if any obvious issue was visible either in data
or in simulation. Indeed, differences are also clear in other observables but no sign of
selection bias or missing MC contribution were observed. An example of such dis-
crepancy is presented in Figure 4.12 where the ∆R(l, l) observable shows important
differences between data and simulation depending on mlljj .
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Figure 4.12: Comparisons in the Z+jj region of the data to the expectation from the
simulation of the backgrounds showing the ∆R(l, l) for mlljj < 250 GeV (left) and
for 350 GeV < mlljj < 750 GeV (right). Simulation samples are normalised to their
expected cross sections from theory. On the ratio, the yellow band corresponds to the
statistical uncertainty from simulation.

The last check was to compare several MC generators available at the time of the
analysis for the Z+jets process. Two generators were compared to MadGraph+

Pythia 6: MadGraph+Pythia 8 and aMC@NLO+Pythia 8. The first one
considered possible mis-modelling in the underlying events and/or multiple parton
interactions while the second one addressed possible missing higher order contribu-
tions. In the following, only the comparison with aMC@NLO will be discussed be-
cause no significant difference has been observed between MadGraph+Pythia 8

and MadGraph+Pythia 6. For these studies, DELPHES was used to simulate the
detector response because no official CMS simulation was available yet. The left plot
of Figure 4.13 shows the comparison for mlljj defined similarly to the left plot of
Figure 4.11. These comparison show that the effect of NLO contributions are not
negligible. They go in the direction of what is observed in data. Several checks on
other observables showed that the NLO prediction behaves similarly to the data. As
an example, and similarly to the right plot of Figure 4.12, the right plot of Figure 4.13
shows the ∆R(l, l) in the mass range [350,750] GeV. The discrepancy between the
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two generators is really close to the difference observed between the data and the LO
simulation.
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Figure 4.13: Comparison between the MadGraph and aMC@NLO simulations of the
mlljj observable (left) and of the ∆R(l, l) observable (right) for the Z+jets process.
Both samples have been reconstructed using the DELPHES simulation. The events
are required to be in the Z+jj region defined in Table 4.4. Samples are normalised to
unity in this region to compare only shape differences. For the ∆R(l, l) observable,
the events are also required to be in the mass window 350 GeV < mlljj < 750 GeV
in order to compare with Figure 4.12.

Reweighting functions have been derived in order to test the impact on the modelling
of the NLO contribution. This has been done by fitting the NLO/LO ratio for themlljj

observable shown in Figure 4.14. A separated fit was performed for the Z+xx events
and for the Z+bx plus Z+bb events. The Z+bb events were added to the Z+bx events
as the statistic was too limited to make a proper fit of the Z+bb contribution alone.
In addition the fit of the Z+bx contribution alone gives a function which reasonably
agrees with the Z+bb contribution. This justifies the sum of these two contributions.
The fits were realised using a polynomial of third degree which appeared to be the
lowest polynomial function giving a reasonable result. The fitted functions are shown
on Table 4.6. The Figure 4.15 shows the effect of the reweighting in the modelling
of mllbb. The improvement is clear with a ratio data over MC flatter than in Fig-
ure 4.10 and, with this adjustment, a good agreement within the statistical uncertainty
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is observed. A slight improvement is also visible, especially for mbb > 400 GeV.
The uncertainty resulting from this reweighting procedure is discussed later in Sec-
tion 4.3.4. Two signal samples are shown for illustration purpose. The first one - in
red - corresponds to (mA = 70, mH = 329) GeV. The second one - in purple - corre-
sponds to (mA = 575, mH = 875) GeV. The same signal samples are also used later
in Figures 4.17 and 4.18.
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Figure 4.14: Comparison between the MadGraph and aMC@NLO simulations of the
mlljj observable for the Z+jets process. Both samples have been reconstructed using
the DELPHES simulation. The left (right) plot corresponds to the Z+xx (Z+bx plus
Z+bb) component of the Z+jets process. The events are required to be in the Z+jj
region defined in Table 4.4 Samples are normalised to unity in this region to compare
only shape differences. The ratios are fitted using a third order polynomial function
(red line). The orange band in the ratio corresponds to the fits uncertainty.

This reweighting procedure has some limitations in order to properly take into ac-
count the full NLO effects. Indeed there is no guarantee that the correlations with the
other observables are properly propagated. The possibility to use a 2D reweighting
method in order to get a better description of the full event has been studied. However
one issue in that case was the lack of available statistics to perform a smooth bin to
bin reweighting. A second issue was the difficulty to find a simple function which
can fit such a 2D ratio. Finally, due to these difficulties and because no other ob-
servables were found to provide a better modelling of the mllbb and mbb observables
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Component χ2/d.o.f p0 p1 p2 p3

Z+xx 7.56/10 0.51 ± 0.04 0.0025 ± 0.0002 (-29.4 ± 4.4)·10−07 (9.2 ± 2.3)·10−10

Z+bx & Z+bb 13.29/10 0.14 ± 0.13 0.0042 ± 0.0009 (-4.7 ± 1.6)·10−06 (13.4 ± 9.0)·10−10

Table 4.6: Third degree polynomial parameters for the fit of the NLO/LO ratio for
Z+xx events on one side and for Z+bx plus Z+bb events on the other side.

than the simple 1D third-order polynomial reweighing functions, this possibility was
discarded.

In this context the fact that the analysis relies only on two variables and does not use
advanced techniques such as MVA techniques is an advantage. Indeed, in this way
any remaining possible discrepancies in the correlation between other observables
and mllbb have less impact on the results of this search. The fact that the shapes of the
mbb and mllbb are not used in the SRs has the advantage that the modelling of these
observables is less critical but has the inconvenience that the shapes cannot be used to
constrain the systematic uncertainty coming from this mis-modelling.

As only the shape differences are used to derive the reweighting functions and thanks
to the small correlation between the mllbb and the two variables used for the fit of
the background normalisation, a negligible impact from the reweighting of the Z+jets
sample has been observed on the backgrounds SFs. The results presented in Sec-
tion 4.3.1 already contain the correction of mllbb.

Once the analysis was finalized, the aMC@NLO Z+jets sample simulated in DELPHES
was also available with the official CMS simulation and reconstruction. In order to
check the consistency of the strategy described above, the left plot of Figure 4.16
shows, in the Z+jj region, the mlljj observable replacing the MadGraph 5 Z+jets
sample by the aMC@NLO sample. The aMC@NLO Z+jets sample is normalised to
match the number of events expected by the MadGraph 5 Z+jets sample in the Z+jj
region in order to see only the effect from the shape difference. The same is done
for the right plot showing the ∆R(j, j) after selecting events in the mass window
350 GeV < mlljj < 750 GeV. Both plots show a better agreement for these two ob-
servables with respect to Figures 4.11 left and 4.12 right. It is a clear indication of
the importance of NLO contributions in the mlljj observable and support the strategy
used in this analysis. An alternative reweighting function was also derived using the
CMS simulated samples but variations on the final yields in each signal regions were
found to be within the systematic uncertainty from the reweighting procedure.

In all the plots which will be shown in the following sections, the Z+jets sample will
be reweighted by the functions of Table 4.6 (this includes the Appendices C and D).
A point to be raised is that this reweighting has a little effect on lower level kinematic
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Figure 4.15: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds for the two main observables of the search. The left (right) plot shows
thembb (mllbb) observable. On the ratio, the yellow band corresponds to the statistical
uncertainty from simulation. The last bin in both plots includes the overflow. Two
signal samples, normalised to a cross section of 300 fb, are superimposed upon the
background.

observables as the pllT for example. The effect on mbb is rather small too and is mainly
visible for mbb > 400 GeV which explains, for example, why this issue was not
observed in the analysis described in Chapter 3. For the same reason, no significant
impact from this observation is expected in the same analysis.

4.3.3 Kinematic comparisons

The yields for the backgrounds are shown in Table 4.7 after the full normalisation
and reweightings described in the previous sections. As expected from the fit of the
background normalisation a good agreement in the yields between data and MC is ob-
served for the combination of the two channels. It is possible to compare the last row
of this Table with the last row of Table 3.6. In both tables the yields are close to each
other for the data even though the selection is slightly different. The differences in the
MC yields give an approximate idea of the increase of the background contributions
due to PU contamination in the previous analysis.
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Figure 4.16: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds in the Z+jj region. The left plot shows the mlljj observable. The right
plot shows the ∆R(l, l) in the mass window 350 GeV< mlljj < 750 GeV. The Z+jets
sample in both plots was generated with aMC@NLO. It is normalised to match the
Z+jets sample generated with MadGraph 5 used in Figure 4.11 left. Other samples
are normalised to their expected cross sections from theory. On the ratio, the yellow
band corresponds to the statistical uncertainty from simulation. The last bin in both
plots includes the overflow.

In what follows, several relevant kinematics comparisons between data and simulation
will be shown. Two signal samples are also added to the plots for illustration purpose,
including the plots in Figure 4.15. They represent different types of signals but do not
encompass all possible cases. The first sample - in red - corresponds to (mA = 70,
mH = 329) GeV. It is a sample with a relatively important boost for the A boson
due to the difference of mass with respect to the H boson. The second sample - in
purple - corresponds to (mA = 575, mH = 875) GeV. For this sample the A is not
boosted but the decay products are more energetic due to the higher masses for the two
new bosons. Both samples are normalised to a cross section of 300 fb. This choice
is arbitrary but allows to clearly see the shape of the two signals. The reconstructed
mass of the A and H candidates can be seen in Figure 4.15.

Figures 4.17 and 4.18 show several relevant kinematic observables for this search.
On the top plots of Figure 4.17, the pllT and pbbT observables are well described. The
signals show higher pT than the backgrounds in this inclusive region. The red signal
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Channel Z+bb Z+bx Z+xx tW tt WZ ZZ Zh125 tot. MC Data

Electron 1284±34 212±16 317±23 9±1 547±5 4±1 48±1 9.2±0.1 2431±44 2321
Muon 1755±39 282±18 463±28 19±3 723±6 7±1 65±1 12.3±0.1 3327±51 3455
Combined 3039±51 494±24 780±37 28±4 1270±8 12±1 113±1 21.5±0.1 5758±68 5776

Table 4.7: Data and MC yields in the inclusive region. Efficiency corrections and
background normalisation are applied to the simulated backgrounds. Statistical un-
certainties are quoted.

peaks around 130 GeV when the purple signal peaks at higher value but with a wider
distribution.

On the bottom plot of Figure 4.17, the jet multiplicity is properly modeled for up to
four jets. For higher jet multiplicity, the agreement is still good within the statistical
uncertainties even if a trend is observed. It is expected to get a better modelling up
to 4 jets due to the way events are generated with MadGraph. Indeed, events are
generated for Z+jets events with up to 4 hard partons. Extra partons are added by the
parton shower (here PYTHIA 6). These additional partons are generally softer which
is compatible with the observation of more extra jets in data. For the purple signal, the
jet multiplicity peaks at 3. This might be explained by the fact that in order to create a
875 GeV resonance, the existence of an energetic initial state radiation is required.

On the top plots of Figure 4.18, the ∆R(l, l) and ∆R(b, b) observables are also well
described. For the signals, they depend on the mass of the intermediate resonances and
their pT . The smaller is the ratio m/pT the smaller is the ∆R. It should be noted that
there are almost no events for ∆R(l, l) < 0.5. This means some improvements are
mandatory either in the lepton reconstruction when they are too close to each other or
in the definition of the lepton isolation with respect to the presence of another lepton
in the isolation cone. This can start to be a real problem for mH > 1 TeV. This is not
the case in this analysis but it is something to keep in mind for future improvements
when going to more boosted topologies. The sharp drop for ∆R(b, b) = 0.5 is due
to the finite size of the jet cone of 0.5. For the red signal, it is clear that the signal
efficiency would benefit of dedicated techniques to recover events in this region.

On the bottom plot of Figure 4.18, the ∆Φ(ll, bb) is well modeled too and the sig-
nals peak at high values as expected. Additional kinematic observables are shown in
Appendix C.
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Figure 4.17: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds for, from the top left to the bottom, the pllT , pbbT , and nj observables. On
the ratio, the yellow band corresponds to the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
The last bins include the overflow. Two signal samples, normalised to a cross section
of 300 fb, are superimposed upon the background.
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Figure 4.18: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of
the backgrounds for, from the top left to the bottom, the ∆R(l, l), ∆R(b, b) and
∆Φ(ll, bb) observables. On the ratio, the yellow band corresponds to the statistical
uncertainty from simulation. The last bins include the overflow. Two signal samples,
normalised to a cross section of 300 fb, are superimposed upon the background.
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4.3.4 Systematics

Systematic uncertainties affecting the estimated rates of signal and background pro-
cesses can bias the outcome of this search. In this analysis, the impact of the system-
atic uncertainties on the background rates is reduced, as a fit to the data is performed
in order to correct the normalisation of the main background processes. This is used to
constrain the uncertainties on the b-tagging efficiency, mistagging rate and JES/JER
for the tt, Z+bb, Z+bx, and Z+xx processes. The statistical uncertainty from the fit is
also taken into account. Uncertainties on the reweightings of the Z+jets events to cor-
rect for NLO effects on mllbb are also considered. The normalisation of the di-boson,
Zh125 and tW processes and the corresponding uncertainties are also included. Addi-
tional sources of systematical uncertainties are considered for the signal, such as the
theoretical uncertainties on the cross section and the signal efficiencies uncertainty.
Finally, uncertainties on the integrated luminosity and on the lepton reconstruction
and trigger efficiencies are taken into account. A detailed list of all the systematic
uncertainties considered in this search is given below:

• Luminosity: The uncertainty on the luminosity affects the normalisation of the
signal and the di-boson and tW backgrounds. It is estimated to be 2.6% [114].

• Lepton reconstruction and trigger efficiency: A flat uncertainty of 3% is as-
signed to the lepton trigger plus reconstruction and isolation efficiency both for
electrons and muons. This uncertainty has been derived by variating this effi-
ciency by its known uncertainty. It is quite stable over the full phase space and
3% corresponds to the maximum of variation observed. Uncertainties between
electrons and muons are assumed to be uncorrelated.

• b-tagging and mistagging efficiency: The correction factors associated to b-
tagging and mistagging are varied up and down according to their uncertainties.
The variations are performed separately for heavy flavour jets (b and c) and for
light jets. The effect of the b-tagging uncertainty on the signal normalisation is
estimated to be 4-6%. In order to assess the effect of the b-tagging and mistag-
ging efficiency uncertainties on the normalisation of the different backgrounds,
the background fit has been repeated using the up and down variations. For all
the background processes the rate uncertainties are found to be smaller com-
pared to the corresponding statistical uncertainty from the fit. The uncertainty
is estimated to be close to 5% for the Zh125, di-boson and tW backgrounds.

• Jet Energy Scale: The jet-energy-scale uncertainty is evaluated by applying jet-
energy corrections that describe one standard deviation variations with respect
to the default correction factors. Here also the background fit has been repeated
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using the up and down variations. As result, an uncertainty close to 3% has been
derived.

• Jet Energy Resolution: To evaluate the jet-energy-resolution uncertainty, the
event selection for the signal samples is repeated after removing and doubling
the default smearing. Here also the background fit has been repeated using
the up and down variations. For the signals, systematics are found to be of the
order of 1-2%. It is interesting to note that this uncertainty is small for the signal
due to the shape of the signal and the choice of the signal window boundaries.
Indeed, migrations in/out the signal windows concern only the tail of the signal
peak.

• Signal cross section: The uncertainty on the total signal cross section has been
evaluated by changing the renormalisation and factorisation scale and using a
different set of PDF. Running MadGraph+SysCalc and using the CT10NLO
PDF set, an uncertainty of 5% was found over the entire signal mass spectrum.
The factorisation scale µF and the renormalisation scale µR has been varied
using the values 0.25/ 0.5/ 1.0 ×mH . An uncertainty of 6% was found over the
entire mass spectrum.

• Z+jets and tt background normalisations: The uncertainties on the back-
ground scale factors resulting from the fit have been considered for Z+jets and
tt processes. A set of uncorrelated uncertainties are derived based on [69].

• Di-boson and tW background normalisations: An uncertainty of 11% is as-
signed to the ZZ normalisation. This value comes from the propagation of the
uncertainties from the CMS cross section measurement of the ZZ process [102].
The uncertainty for the WZ sample is found to be smaller (6%) and are taken
from the cross section measured by CMS as well [111]. The uncertainty for the
tW process is taken from the CMS-measured cross section [112] and found to
be of the order of 23%. These backgrounds are not expected to play a relevant
role in the final results, given the small fraction of events passing the selection.

• Zh125 normalisation: An uncertainty for the Zh125 process is taken from the
theoretical predictions [113]. It is found to be of the order of 7%. Also this
uncertainty is expected to have a small impact on the final results, given the
small fraction of events from this process in the total number of expected events.

• Systematics on the Z+jets modelling: A systematic uncertainty has been asso-
ciated to the reweighting method described in section 4.3.2. For this the values
of the four parameters of each of the two fits together with their uncertainties
and the covariance matrix were used. The systematic computation consisted
in varying the fitted function within the parameters uncertainties. But, given
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that the errors on the fit parameters are correlated, a decorrelation is performed
beforehand via the diagonalisation of the covariance matrix. This operation
provides the matrix for the change of the basis of the fitted parameters. A new
vector of parameters (p’) is consequently defined on this basis. New values of
p’ are generated according to a Gaussian distribution centered around p’ with
a σ corresponding to the uncertainty on p’. A set of curves for each of these
parameter sets is obtained, with the normalisation kept fixed, so that only the
shape is affected. The curves corresponding the ±1σ variation of the parame-
ters are shown in Figure 4.19 for the Z+xx events on one side and for the Z+bx
plus Z+bb events on another side. The final effect on the yields is checked in
different bins of mlljj . This varies up to 10 - 15% for mlljj < 600 GeV, while
it goes up to 30 - 55% for large mass values (around 1 TeV), as can be seen in
the plots of Figure 4.19.
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Figure 4.19: Relative uncertainty from the fit, shown in Figure 4.14, of the ratio of
aMC@NLO and Madgraph 5 as a function of mlljj . On the left (right), the plot
corresponds to the Z+xx (Z+bb and Z+bx) process.

• Systematics on the signal efficiency: The systematic uncertainty on the signal
yields from the signal efficiency and acceptance in the mH -mA plane can be
seen in Figure 4.20. The uncertainties for the 13 reference points match the
statistical uncertainties from the samples simulated using the CMS simulation.
For the others points where the efficiencies have been extrapolated or interpo-
lated, the uncertainty has been smoothed. Outside the region where no CMS
simulation reference points are available, e.g for high masses, a flat 10% has
been assigned, which reflects the expected limits of the DELPHES parametric
simulation in resembling CMS performances. In the lower corner of the triangle
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the uncertainty derived varies up to 50%, which is a reasonable value if com-
pared with the expected CMS vs DELPHES ratio in this specific mA-mH mass
region.
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Figure 4.20: Visualisation of the systematic uncertainty on the signal efficiency plus
acceptance in the mA-mH plane.

4.4 Results

The same tools which are described in Section 3.4 were used in order to quantify the
compatibility of the data with the expectation from the backgrounds and express it as
a limit on a possible signal. A scan is performed in the mbb-mllbb plane by sliding the
centre of the signal windows by R×mA,H in both directions in order to ensure a fine
granularity which allows to not miss the possible presence of a signal. The observed
p-value is shown in Figure 4.21 as a function of the two masses. The most significant
excesses are for (mA = 575, mH = 662) GeV and (mA = 93, mH = 256) GeV
with a local (global) significance of 2.9 (1.9) and 2.6 (1.5), respectively. These ex-
cesses have been studied and the conclusion was that both can be compatible with a
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Source Uncertainty [%]

Luminosity 2.6
Lepton ID/Isolation/Trigger 3
Jet ES/resolution 1-3
B-tagging and mistagging efficiency 4-6
Bkg. normalization (ZZ) 11
Bkg. norm. (Z+jets and tt) < 8

Bkg. norm. (tW, WZ and Zh125) 6-23
Z+jets bkg. modelling 4-55
Signal efficiency extrapolation 3-50
Signal modelling (PDF, scale) 5-6

Table 4.8: Summary of systematic uncertainties on the yields of the signal and back-
ground processes.

fluctuation of the background. Details on the first excess can be found in Appendix D.
The second excess raised more interest because this excess is also compatible with the
presence of a signal, considering the benchmark model used in the following for the
reinterpretation of the results in the context of type II 2HDM. The study of this excess
is discussed in the following section.

4.4.1 Interesting excess

In the scan of the mbb-mllbb plane showed in Figure 4.21, an excess with a local sig-
nificance of 2.6 is observed for the bin centred at mbb = 93 GeV and mllbb = 286 GeV.
This bin is defined by 72 GeV < mbb < 114 GeV and 222 GeV < mllbb < 350 GeV.
Some studies have been performed to check the data in this bin and to verify the
consistency of the excess both with background-only and signal-plus-background hy-
potheses. To do this a signal sample was generated with mA and mH chosen to
fit the excess. This corresponds to mA = 104 GeV and mH = 270 GeV. Fig-
ure 4.22 shows the mbb (left) and the mllbb (right) observables after applying the cut
222 GeV< mllbb < 350 GeV in the first case and the cut 72 GeV < mbb < 114 GeV
in the second case. The top plots show the data comparisons to the simulated back-
grounds. The bottom plots show the data with the background yields subtracted bin
by bin. In the latter case, the distributions are fitted by a simple Gaussian function
(red lines). For mbb, the best fit gives a reconstructed mass of 99 GeV. For the mllbb,
the best fit gives a reconstructed mass of 263 GeV. Taking into account the small shift
between the reconstructed and generated mass observed (2 - 5%), this leads to the
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Figure 4.21: Observed p-value as a function of mbb and mllbb.

choice of the signal described above. On the top plots the signal is added on top of
the background. It is normalised to the NNLO SUSHI cross section for the model
parameters listed in Table 4.2. On the bottom plots the signal is compared to the sub-
tracted data. The four plots show that for these two observables the observed excess
is compatible with the tested signal both in shape and in amplitude. This unexpected
result raises the interest for this search.

Other kinematic observables are presented in Figures 4.23 and 4.24. The excess is
mainly visible at low pT , low EmissT and ∆φ(ll, bb) ∼ π. Most of the bins showing
an excess are compatible with the background-only expectation within two standard
deviations. While it might be only a statistical fluctuation in this region of the phase
space, the signal-plus-background hypothesis matches well the data for most of the
distributions. This is e.g. the case for |cosθb1| with θb1 the helicity angle defined as
the angle between the bb system (in the llbb rest frame) and the leading b jet (in the
bb rest frame). Nevertheless, a less clear conclusion can be drawn from the pllT and
pbbT observables.

From this study the conclusion is that the excess is not significant enough to separate
the background-only and signal-plus-background hypotheses. However it is crucial to
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Figure 4.22: The top plots show the comparisons of the data to the expecta-
tion from the simulation of the backgrounds. The left (right) plots shows the
mbb (mllbb) observable after applying the cut 222 GeV < mllbb < 350 GeV
(72 GeV < mbb < 114 GeV). The hashed band on the sum of the backgrounds and
on the ratio represent the systematic uncertainty on the sum of the backgrounds. On
top of the backgrounds, a signal is added corresponding to mA = 104 GeV and
mH = 270 GeV. It is normalised to the NNLO cross section for the model parameters
listed in Table 4.2. The last bins include the overflow. The bottom plots show the com-
parisons of the data after subtraction of the expected backgrounds to the simulation of
the signal.
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Figure 4.23: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds in the signal region centred on mbb = 93 GeV and mllbb = 286 GeV.
From the top left to the bottom, the plots represent the pllT , the pbbT and the pllbbT . The
hashed band on the sum of the backgrounds and on the ratio represent the systematic
uncertainty on the sum of the backgrounds. On top of the backgrounds, the signal
is added normalised to the NNLO cross section for the model parameters listed in
Table 4.2. The last bins include the overflow.
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Figure 4.24: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds in the signal region centred onmbb = 93 GeV andmllbb = 286 GeV. From
the top left to the bottom, the plots represent the ∆φ(l, l), theEmissT and |cosθb1|. The
hashed band on the sum of the backgrounds and on the ratio represent the systematic
uncertainty on the sum of the backgrounds. On top of the backgrounds, the signal
is added normalised to the NNLO cross section for the model parameters listed in
Table 4.2. The last bins include the overflow.
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pursue this analysis with the data collected in 2016 in order to confirm or discard the
signal-plus-background hypothesis.

4.4.2 Generic limits

Awaiting more data to draw a clearer conclusion, upper limits are set on the number
of expected signal events and on σ×BR for a hypothetic signal. These results are the
key points of this analysis because they can allow to recast and reinterpret the limits
in other models which respect the few assumptions made in this analysis. The list
of models which can be probed can be extended by taking into account properly the
possible differences in the signal efficiency. In this last case however the sensitivity
might be reduced significantly.

The expected and observed upper limits can be seen in Figure 4.25. The top plots
representing the limits on the number of events can be used to derive limits on any
models also with different widths for the new particles. For particles with much wider
widths than the ones probed in this analysis the only drawback is a lesser sensitivity
to such particles as the signal windows will, relatively, contain a lower fraction of
signal events. The bottom plots are derived from the top plots by taking into account
detector acceptance and reconstruction efficiency for the signal events. Using the
signal efficiency map in Figure 4.7, limits on the cross sections for any signal are
obtained assuming Γi < R×mi with Γi the width of the two new resonances, mi

their masses and R the experimental resolution. As can be seen from the bottom
right plot representing the observed exclusion limits on the signal cross sections, this
analysis can exclude signals with σ × BR down to a few fb for mH & 600 GeV and
mA ∈ [100, 400] GeV. It is interesting to note the limitation of this analysis to exclude
signal with low mA (below 40 to 70 GeV depending on mH ) due to the overlap of the
b jets.

4.4.3 Model dependent interpretation

Now considering the model parameters listed on Table 4.2, the limits presented in
Figure 4.25 are interpreted as limits on µ for this model. These limits are shown in
Figure 4.26. The phase space with µ < 1 is excluded for this model. This region
is delimited by the solid line in the bottom plot. This corresponds approximatively
to mA ∈ [50, 250] GeV and mH ∈ [200, 650] GeV for the process H −→ ZA

and mH < 250 GeV and mA < 700 GeV for the process A −→ ZH . The excess
discussed in Section 4.4.1 is in a region close to the exclusion limit where the observed
excluded region is smaller than expected.
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Figure 4.25: The top plots show the exclusion limits on the number of events within
the acceptance as a function of mbb and mllbb. The bottom plots show the exclusion
limits on the signal cross section as a function of mA and mH . The left (right) plots
correspond to the expected (observed) limits from simulation.
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Figure 4.26: Limits on µ as a function of mA and mH for the model described in
Table 4.2. The top (bottom) plot represents the expected (observed) limits from sim-
ulation. In both plots the dashed contour delimits the expected region to be excluded.
In the bottom plot the solid line delimits the region currently excluded by the data.
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For fixed mA and mH , limits are also put on cos(β − α) and tan(β). Figure 4.27
shows the limits on these parameters for type II 2HDM with mA = 150 GeV and
mH = 350 GeV. As expected from the plots in Figure 1.10, this search is sensitive to
the region with cos(β − α) ∼ 0 and tanβ ∼ 1. For tanβ < 1, the limits should be
taken with caution as the signal cross section was computed assuming perturbativity.
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Figure 4.27: Limits on cos(β − α) and tan(β) for type II 2HDM withmA = 150 GeV
and mH = 350 GeV. The dashed line delimits the region which is expected to be
excluded. The green and yellow bands represent the ± 1 and 2 standard deviations
respectively from this limit. The solid line and the hashed region correspond to the
excluded phase space.

4.5 Perspectives on low mass resonances

As already discussed, the region of low mbb suffers from the experimental limitation
from standard jet reconstruction. Indeed, low mbb means the presence of boosted
overlapping b jets. The typical signature of collimated boosted jets is the formation of
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a so-called fat jet. In previous years several studies were done in order to study such
jets [115–117]. Two ingredients are relevant for the search presented here. The first
one is the mass of the reconstructed fat jet. For this purpose grooming techniques have
recently been developed such as trimming [118], filtering [116], pruning [119, 120],
etc. They allow to remove soft contributions, including PU, to the fat jets and to
get the two original prong sub jets. The groomed jet mass have been studied by the
CMS collaboration in [121]. The mass is well reconstructed which allows a better
discrimination from purely QCD jets. The second relevant ingredient is the b-tagging
of such fat jets which are in this case originating form two b quarks. Several choices
can be made depending on the need of efficiency and purity. The simplest case is to
tag the fat jet [76]. This results in a good efficiency but a rather low purity because
the fat jets originating from a single b quark are not suppressed. To improve the purity
it is possible to apply the b-tagging on the sub jets [76]. This generally gives better
performances but it is important to be careful on the possibility to share tracks among
the sub jets. The last possibility, still under development, is to make a dedicated tagger
for double b-tagging [122]. This is expected to give the overall best performance.

In this analysis, tools available and tested by the CMS experiment have been used.
Several CMS analyses have used these tools for W-tagging [123–125], for Z-tagging
[123, 125] or also for top-tagging[126–129]. For defining the fat jets, the Cambridge-
Aachen [130, 131] algorithm was used with a cone radius of 0.8. The substructure
of the fat jets is retrieved by pruning. The pruning consists in reclustering the fat jet
constituents but rejecting soft objects. For this, two cuts are defined:

zij =
min(pTi, pTj)

pTi + pTj
< zcut = 0.1

∆R(i, j) > Dcut =
mJ

pT

where i and j are the two constituents to be merged and mJ and pT are the mass
and the transverse momentum of the original fat jet. If these two requirements are
fulfilled then the softer particle is removed. Two exclusive sub jets are required from
the clustering. The sub jets invariant mass gives the mass of the lightest new boson
candidate.

The CSV b-tagging algorithm is applied to the two resulting sub jets. In order to
avoid tracks to be shared between the two sub jets only tracks belonging to the PF
elements of each sub jet are used for tagging each sub jets independently. This was
not yet the standard recommendation at the time of the analysis but by now it is the
recommended technique. This allows to go lower in ∆R between the two sub jets and
avoids an increase of the mistagging efficiency when only one of the sub jets is a b jet.
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In the following only a few plots will be shown to demonstrate the feasibility of re-
constructing the signal in this region but also the difficulties of understanding the
backgrounds.

To make this study, the same selection is used as for the standard analysis replacing
the jets by the sub jets. In Figure 4.28 the ∆R(j, j) is shown in the Z+jj region. The
left plot shows the difficulty to perform the same search due to a poor modelling of the
data. A clear disagreement can be seen which cannot only be explained by a problem
of normalisation. The issue is not understood but no deep investigation was done due
to a lack of time. The same issue is also present after applying b-tagging. This is the
reason why it was not possible to directly extend the standard analysis in this region.

The right plot shows the same observable but this time after selecting events with
pllT > 180 GeV. This is a standard cut applied by analysis looking to boosted jets. In
this case, the agreement is much better. This means the issue mainly concerns soft
events. However such cut can lead to two issues for this analysis. The first one is that
some signal will not be accessible. Only the cases with mH & 500 GeV can lead
to enough boost to be selected with a reasonable efficiency. The second issue is the
statistic: after b-tagging only few tens of events remain after this selection representing
only 10% of the available data. Therefore, with this data, this is not the best region to
constrain the signal.

Waiting for a better understanding and description of this region, it is important to
show the possibility of the grooming and b-tagging techniques to reconstruct and se-
lect signal events. The Figure 4.29 shows on the top the mbb (left) and mllbb (right)
observables for several signal samples which are expected to be present in this topol-
ogy. The samples are not normalised but for each of them, the same amount of events
were simulated (25 000). This means that differences in the total yields are mainly
due to reconstruction efficiencies. For example, the sample with mA = 15 GeV
and mH = 350 GeV suffers from the really small angle between the two b jets
(∆R ∼ 0.15) showing the limitation of the substructure techniques. The sample
mA = 70 GeV and mH = 350 GeV is another special case. Indeed, in this case,
the ∆R(b, b) is between 0.5 and 1.0 implying that part of the events will be well re-
constructed with the standard analysis and the other part needs this special treatment
in order to be selected. This introduces the problem of reconciling both analyses to
avoid overlap and at the same time to obtain the best sensitivity. One possibility would
be to simply perform the standard analysis and to apply this boosted analysis only to
the events which do not pass the standard analysis selection. This is simple but not
necessary the most efficient for the signal. Another possibility would be to perform
both analyses and define a quality criteria in case of conflict to help decide which case
is the most signal-like. This is something which needs more study. What is also clear
from the same plots is that the mass of the new bosons are well reconstructed with a
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Figure 4.28: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds in the Z+jj region for the ∆R(j, j) observable where j represent the sub
jets. The right plot shows only events with pllT > 180 GeV. Simulation samples are
normalised to the theoretical expectation. On the ratio, the yellow band corresponds
to the statistical uncertainty from simulation.

resolution close to the standard jet reconstruction (e.g. about 10%) and with a good
reconstruction efficiency (e.g. about 11% of events selected for mA = 30 GeV and
mH = 350 GeV).

On the bottom plots of Figure 4.29, the shapes from the backgrounds are also shown
and compared to one signal (mA = 30 GeV and mH = 350 GeV). On the left plot
which represents mbb, the resonances from the ZZ and Zh125 backgrounds are also
visible. What was less expected was the peak at low mbb for the Z+bx background.
This peak is made up of two peaks, the first one close to 6 GeV and the second one
close to 9 - 10 GeV. Because these masses are quite close to the masses of the mesons
composed of at least one b-quark, this means that the jet substructure technique is
able to see the B mesons decay products. From the two plots, it looks like combin-
ing both reconstructed masses information will lead in signal region with almost no
backgrounds.

In conclusion, this region looks promising for extending the standard analysis but
additional work is needed in order to properly understand the background modelling.
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Figure 4.29: The left (right) plots show the mbb (mllbb) observable. The top plots
show the number of signal events reconstructed and selected according to the selection
defined in Table 4.4 for five signal samples. The bottom plots compare the shapes of
the two reconstructed masses for the main backgrounds after the same selection with
a signal sample.
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Two analyses have been conducted using the data delivered by the LHC and collected
by the CMS experiment in 2012 at

√
s = 8 TeV corresponding to an integrated lumi-

nosity of 19.5-19.8 fb−1.

The aim of the first analysis was to search for the SM Higgs boson decaying into a
pair of b quarks, in the final state Z(ll)h125(bb). A Matrix Element (ME) technique
based on the MadWeight program was tested in order to improve the sensitivity to
the signal. Several hypotheses have been considered for the signal and background
processes. The ME weights have been combined in several neural networks in or-
der to benefit from all these hypotheses. The shapes of the final discriminants have
been used to look for the potential presence of the signal. This strategy showed to
bring additional discriminatory power with respect to the use of a single kinematic
variable such like mbb. An outlook on the usage of the ME technique have also been
discussed, especially concerning the improvements which could increase the interest
for this technique. The results from this analysis have been combined with the re-
sults obtained at

√
s = 7 TeV with the data collected in 2011 and corresponding to

an integrated luminosity of 5 fb−1. The strategy was tested to highlight the presence
of the well-known ZZ process. A slight excess of 1.2 standard deviations (s.d.) was,
in fact, observed. The amplitude of the ZZ process obtained from this excess was
compatible with the expectation from direct CMS measurements and measured to be
µ = σ/σCMS = 0.57+0.48

−0.47. On the other hand no evidence of the Z(ll)h125(bb)
process was observed. The obtained upper limit on µ is 1.6 meaning the signal hy-
pothesis cannot be excluded. This upper limit on this process is compatible with
the background-only hypothesis and only compatible with the presence of the signal
within 2 s.d. This analysis also emphasizes the challenge that the mitigation of PU in-
teractions represents. Several observations led to the conclusion that PU interactions
reduced the capability of this analysis to exploit the event information in an optimal
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way. This resulted in some disagreement between the simulation and the data in the
signal regions. The Z(ll)h125(bb) search showed to be particularly sensitive to these
effects. This explained, at least partially, the differences observed with respect to the
CMS published analysis [66]. Concerning the perspective for discovering this decay,
this final state can be combined to other sensitive final state, mainly Z(νν)h125(bb)
and W(lν)h125(bb). Despite the Run 1 LHC combination of ATLAS and CMS for this
decay [14], the significance of the observed excess did not reach the 3 s.d. necessary
to state the evidence of this decay. The data collected in 2016 will allow to draw a
clear conclusion for this search.

The second analysis aimed to search for yet undiscovered particles in the context of
tow-Higgs-doublets models (2HDMs). A search for the H/A −→ Z(ll)A/H(bb)

processes was performed using a scan in the mbb−mllbb plane. It establishes the first
experimental results for a search for these processes at the LHC. A simple cut and
count analysis was setup by defining SRs with windows around the two masses based
on the experimental resolution. For a first time for a CMS analysis based on exist-
ing data, DELPHES was used to simulate the response of the detector for the signal
events. In the analysis process, a strategy was proposed to cure the missing NLO con-
tributions in the simulation of the Z+jets events. Two excesses have been reported with
a local (global) significance of 2.9 (1.9) and 2.6 (1.5), respectively. The signal-plus-
background hypothesis was shown to be poorly compatible with the first excess. The
second excess is however well compatible with the signal-plus-background hypothe-
sis both in shape and in amplitude (based on the tested model and the NNLO cross
section from SUSHI). The mass of the new resonances would be mA = 104 GeV
and mH = 270 GeV. This hypothesis can already be tested with the data collected in
2016. An optimised analysis can be done to increase the sensitivity to the possible
signal. This can allow to confirm or discard this hypothesis. Still, upper limits on the
presence of the tested signals were set in several ways allowing for reinterpretation in
different models. The limits on the number of events can be used for recasting the re-
sults for signals with really different efficiency map than the one of the tested signals.
The limits on the signal cross sections can be used to probe specific models for which
the efficiency map is the same as the one of the tested signals. Upper limit on σ×BR
down to a few fb for mH & 600 GeV and mA ∈ [100, 400] GeV are set. These
limits were interpreted in a specific type II 2HDM. The region mA ∈ [50, 250] GeV
and mH ∈ [200, 650] GeV for the process H −→ ZA and mH < 250 GeV and
mA < 700 GeV for the process A −→ ZH are excluded for this model. For fixed
mA and mH , limits were also put on cos(β − α)and tan(β). This search is sensitive
to the region cos(β − α) ∼ 0 and tanβ ∼ 1. With the 2016 data this analysis might
allow to push even more the exclusion limits and put even more stringent constraints
on possible beyond standard models (BSM) physics. Finally, a perspective for this
analysis has been studied in the boosted regime when the difference of mass between
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the H and A bosons starts to be significant. This study showed a good capability in
reconstructing signal events and the masses of the H and A bosons. However it was
observed that more work is needed in order to better control the background modelling
especially in the soft regime (pllT < 180 GeV). Such study can be conducted on the
2016 data in order to explore a still uncovered phase space.

In conclusion, these two analyses face several topics which are relevant for the future
of the LHC physics program: development of new techniques to improve the sensitiv-
ity to rare and new processes, PU mitigation in increasingly challenging PU conditions
and the search for BSM physics.





Appendix A
Additional kinematic
comparisons for the SM Higgs
search

Additional kinematic comparisons are shown for the SM Higgs search presented in
Chapter 3. From Figure A.1 to Figure A.4, the same observables presented in Sec-
tion 3.3.1 are shown in the SR. Good agreement is observed in the 2j category, within
statistical uncertainties. The overestimation of the backgrounds is visible in the 3j

category. Looking at the EmissT significance plot in the 3j category (Figure A.4, bot-
tom right), the disagreement between data and simulation concerns mainly the Z+jets
enriched region (low value). Another observation is the excess (deficit) visible in the
2j (3j) categories at low pT for the pb1T and pb2T observables (Figure A.2). This tends
to confirm the PU hypothesis proposed in Section 3.4.2 to explain the disagreement
on the final results.

The Figures A.5, A.6, A.7 and A.8 show the pbbT , the ∆R(b1, b2), the ∆R(l1, l2) and
the ∆φ(ll, bb) observables both in the CR and SR. This completes the set of relevant
observables showed in chapter 3.

From Figure A.9 to Figure A.12, as in Section 3.3.2 the ME weights are shown but
this time in the CR. The agreement is within the statistical uncertainties.
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Figure A.1: Comparisons in the SR of data and simulation for the mll (top) and pllT
(bottom) observables. The left plots correspond to the 2j category and the right plots
to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised using the SFs shown in Ta-
ble 3.5. In the SR, the signal is also showed separately normalised to 50 times its
cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the yellow band repre-
sents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure A.2: Comparisons in the SR of data and simulation for the pb1T (top) and the
pb2T (bottom) observables. The left plots correspond to the 2j category and the right
plots to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised using the SFs shown in
Table 3.5. In the SR, the signal is also showed separately normalised to 50 times
its cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the yellow band
represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure A.3: Comparisons in the SR of data and simulation for the CSVb1 (top) and
CSVb2 (bottom) observables. The left plots correspond to the 2j category and the
right plots to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised using the SFs shown
in Table 3.5. In the SR, the signal is also showed separately normalised to 50 times its
cross section. In the ratio, the yellow band represents the statistical uncertainty from
simulation.
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Figure A.4: Comparisons in the SR of data and simulation for the EmissT (top) and
the EmissT significance (bottom) observables. The left plots correspond to the 2j

category and the right plots to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised
using the SFs shown in Table 3.5. In the SR, the signal is also showed separately
normalised to 50 times its cross section. In the ratio, the yellow band represents the
statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure A.5: Comparisons in the CR (top) and in the SR (bottom) of data and sim-
ulation for the pbbT observable. The left plots correspond to the 2j category and the
right plots to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised using the SFs shown
in Table 3.5. In the SR, the signal is also showed separately normalised to 50 times
its cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the yellow band
represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure A.6: Comparisons in the CR (top) and in the SR (bottom) of data and sim-
ulation for the ∆R(b1, b2) observable. The left plots correspond to the 2j category
and the right plots to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised using the
SFs shown in Table 3.5. In the SR, the signal is also showed separately normalised
to 50 times its cross section. In the ratio, the yellow band represents the statistical
uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure A.7: Comparisons in the CR (top) and in the SR (bottom) of data and simula-
tion for the ∆R(l, l) observable. The left plots correspond to the 2j category and the
right plots to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised using the SFs shown
in Table 3.5. In the SR, the signal is also showed separately normalised to 50 times its
cross section. In the ratio, the yellow band represents the statistical uncertainty from
simulation.
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Figure A.8: Comparisons in the CR (top) and in the SR (bottom) of data and simula-
tion for the ∆φ(ll, bb) observable. The left plots correspond to the 2j category and the
right plots to the 3j category. Simulation samples are normalised using the SFs shown
in Table 3.5. In the SR, the signal is also showed separately normalised to 50 times its
cross section. In the ratio, the yellow band represents the statistical uncertainty from
simulation.
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Figure A.9: Comparisons in the CR in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category
(right) of data and simulation for the ME weights related to the Z+jets process. The top
(bottom) plots represent W−loggg (W−logqq ). Simulation samples are normalised using
the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown separately normalised to 50
times its cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the yellow
band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.



137

tt
-log

W
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

E
ve

nt
s 

/ 0
.5

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350
CMS data

125Zh
Z+bb
Z+bx
Z+xx
tt

ZZ

 (8 TeV)-119.5 fb)µZ(ll)H(bb) (l=e,

Control Region, 2j

tt
-log

W
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28D

at
a 

/ M
C

0.5

1

1.5
tt
-log

W
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

E
ve

nt
s 

/ 0
.5

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350 CMS data
125Zh

Z+bb
Z+bx
Z+xx
tt

ZZ

 (8 TeV)-119.5 fb)µZ(ll)H(bb) (l=e,

Control Region, 3j

tt
-log

W
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28D

at
a 

/ M
C

0.5

1

1.5

Figure A.10: Comparisons in the CR in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category
(right) of data and simulation for W−log

tt
. Simulation samples are normalised using

the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown separately normalised to 50
times its cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the yellow
band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure A.11: Comparisons in the CR in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category
(right) of data and simulation for the ME weights related to the ZZ process. The top
(bottom) plots represent W−logZZ0 (W−logZZ3 ). Simulation samples are normalised using
the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown separately normalised to 50
times its cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the yellow
band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.
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Figure A.12: Comparisons in the CR in the 2j category (left) and in the 3j category
(right) of data and simulation for the ME weights related to the signal process. The top
(bottom) plots represent W−logZh0 (W−logZh3 ). Simulation samples are normalised using
the SFs shown in Table 3.5. The signal is also shown separately normalised to 50
times its cross section. The last bin includes the overflow. In the ratio, the yellow
band represents the statistical uncertainty from simulation.





Appendix B
Z+jets event weight computation

A set of exclusive Z+jets samples, binned according to different ranges of pllT andHT ,
has been used for modelling the background coming from the Z+jets process in regions
of the phase space poorly populated by the inclusive sample (see Section 4.2.1). These
samples have been combined according to a reweighting procedure which accounts for
the differential cross section of this process (see Table B.1) and the effective number
of events processed (see Tables 3.2 and 4.1).

Sample LO cross section (pb)

Z+jets: inclusive 2950
Z+jets: 50 < pllT < 70 GeV 93.8

Z+jets: 70 < pllT < 100 GeV 50.31
Z+jets: pllT > 100 GeV 34.1
Z+jets: pllT > 180 GeV 4.56

Z+jets: 200 < HT < 400 GeV 19.73
Z+jets: HT > 400 GeV 2.826

Table B.1: MadGraph LO cross sections for the different simulated Z+jets samples.

First, the pllT binned samples (50-70, 70-100,>100 and>180 GeV) are combined with
the inclusive sample. The following bins are defined: 0-50, 50-70, 70-100, 100-180
and >180 GeV. The cross section, σi, in each bin is derived from Table B.1. Defining
Npt
i as the number of events generated for each exclusive sample, the weight for each
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i-th pT -binned sample is determined by:

wpti =
σi
σincl

× Npt
tot

Npt
i

where σincl is the cross section of the inclusive sample and Npt
tot is the sum of the

events from the five samples merged together.

Using a similar approach, the HT -binned Z+jets samples are also reweighted in order
to be properly combined with the final sample. Three bins are defined: 0-200, 200-
400 and > 400 GeV. The weights account for the previous treatment of the events
belonging to the pT -binned samples, and thus the weights are defined as:

wHTj =
σj
σincl

× NHT
tot

NHT−pt
j

where NHT−pt
j = NHT

j +
∑
iN

pt
ij · w

pt
i , i.e. this accounts for the weighted numbers

of events from the five first samples merged together which fall into the j-th HT bin,
and NHT

tot is the total number of events summing up all the samples.

The final weight for each event is then extracted as the ratio between the weighted
numbers of events in the two-dimensional i-th pT - j-th HT bin (with weights com-
puted as before) and the total number of generated events in that bin, namely:

wij =
(Npt

ij · w
pt
i +NHT

j ) · wHTj
Npt
ij +NHT

ij

The wij are shown on Table B.2.

````````````̀HT (GeV )

pT (GeV)
0-50 50-70 70-100 100-180 > 180

0-200 1.526 0.252 0.421 0.180 0.037
200-400 0.078 0.061 0.068 0.055 0.025
> 400 0.026 0.024 0.025 0.023 0.015

Table B.2: Event weights for the different bins in pT and HT of the merged Z+jets
sample.



Appendix C
Additional kinematic
comparisons for the BSM Higgs
boson search

To complete the set of observables in Figures 4.17 and 4.18, Figures C.1, C.2 and C.3
are showing the pb1T , pb2T , CSVb1, CSVb2, EmissT , EmissT significance, mll and pllbbT

observables. A good agreement is visible for all of them. In the legend, the Zh entry
refers to the Zh125 process.
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Figure C.1: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds. The top (bottom) plots show the pb1T and pb2T (CSVb1 and CSVb2) ob-
servables. On the ratio, the yellow band corresponds to the statistical uncertainty from
simulation. The last bins include the overflow. Two signal samples, normalised to a
cross section of 300 fb, are superimposed upon the background.
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Figure C.2: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds. The left (right) plot shows the EmissT (EmissT significance) observable.
On the ratio, the yellow band corresponds to the statistical uncertainty from simula-
tion. The last bins include the overflow. Two signal samples, normalised to a cross
section of 300 fb, are superimposed upon the background.
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Figure C.3: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds. The left (right) plot shows the mll (pllbbT ) observable. On the ratio, the
yellow band corresponds to the statistical uncertainty from simulation. The last bins
include the overflow. Two signal samples, normalised to a cross section of 300 fb, are
superimposed upon the background.



Appendix D
Study of the excess at high masses

In the scan ofmbb-mllbb, shown in Figure 4.21, an excess with a significance of 2.9 s.d.
is observed for the bin centred at mbb = 575 GeV and mllbb = 662 GeV. This bin is
defined by a cut on mbb between 446 and 704 GeV and a cut on mllbb between 513
and 811 GeV. This corresponds to the largest excess observed. However several argu-
ments disfavoured the signal hypothesis in this region. First, this bin is at the edge of
the allowed kinematic regime (mllbb ≈ mbb + mZ). Also as shown in Figure 1.10,
the probed signal has an extremely small cross section in this region due to the domi-
nant (almost exclusive) decay to tt. Still, some studies have been performed to check
the data in this bin and check the consistency of the excess both with the background
and signal-plus-background hypotheses. Comparisons between data and simulation
are shown in Figures D.1 and D.2. No odd behaviour is observed in the data in this
bin and the comparisons indicate that this excess can be compatible with a statisti-
cal fluctuation. A signal sample has been generated with masses corresponding to
mA = 500 GeV and mH = 662 GeV and normalised to 3000 times the NNLO SUSHI

cross section. This signal is displayed on top of the sum of the backgrounds in the
same plots and also in Figure D.4.

The data are shown in Figure D.3 after subtracting the expectation from the simulated
backgrounds. For mbb the excess is fitted with a Gaussian function. The mean corre-
sponds to mbb = 445 GeV. Concerning mllbb, no fit is performed as the excess is at the
edge of the distribution. This exercise is not conclusive.

In order to further check the compatibility of the excess with the signal hypothesis,
other kinematic comparisons are shown in Figure D.4. The conclusion is that the cho-
sen signal hypothesis seems disfavoured for most of the variables. This is especially
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Figure D.1: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds. The left (right) plots shows the mbb (mllbb) observable after applying
the cut 513 GeV< mllbb < 811 GeV (446 GeV< mbb < 704 GeV). The hashed band
on the sum of the backgrounds and in the ratio represents the systematic uncertainty.
The signal added on top of the backgrounds corresponds to mA = 500 GeV and
mH = 662 GeV. It is normalised to 3000 times the NNLO cross section for the model
parameter listed in Table 4.2. The last bin includes the overflow.

true for the Centrality observables defined as ΣpiT /ΣEi in the llbb system rest frame
with i running over the two leptons and the two b-tagged jets. All this strengthens the
hypothesis that this excess is purely statistical.
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Figure D.2: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds in the signal region centred onmbb = 575 GeV andmllbb = 662 GeV. The
plots represent, from the top left to the bottom right, the pllT , the pbbT , the ∆φ(ll, bb)

and the EmissT observables. The hashed band on the sum of the backgrounds and
in the ratio represents the systematic uncertainty. The signal added on top of the
backgrounds corresponds to mA = 500 GeV and mH = 662 GeV. It is normalised to
3000 times the NNLO cross section for the model parameter listed in Table 4.2. The
last bins include the overflow.
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Figure D.3: Data with background estimated from simulation subtracted for mbb

(mllbb) for the left (right) plot after cutting on 513 GeV < mllbb < 811 GeV
(446 GeV < mbb < 704 GeV). The red curve represent the best fit by a Gaussian
function for mbb.
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Figure D.4: Comparisons of the data to the expectation from the simulation of the
backgrounds in the signal region centred on mbb = 575 GeV and mllbb = 662 GeV.
The plots represent, from the top left to the bottom right, the pllbbT , the ∆R(b, b), the
Centrality and the |cosθb1| (defined in Section 4.4.1) observables. The hashed band
on the sum of the backgrounds and in the ratio represents the systematic uncertainty.
The signal added on top of the backgrounds corresponds to mA = 500 GeV and
mH = 662 GeV. It is normalised to 3000 times the NNLO cross section for the model
parameter listed in Table 4.2. The last bins include the overflow.
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