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This thesis describes different analyses of data from proton-proton
collisions at a center-of-mass energy of 13 TeV recorded by the ATLAS
detector during Run 2 of the Large Hadron Collider.
   
   All the searches for beyond Standard Model physics presented in this
thesis contain beauty  quarks from the decay of Higgs bosons or top
quarks. These particles are detected using the so-called b-tagging
algorithms which are trained using simulated events and therefore need
to be calibrated in data. A search for the supersymmetric partner of the
top quark and two searches for beyond the Standard Model Higgs
bosons are presented. The nature of these beyond the Standard Model
particles is strongly influenced by the breaking of the supersymmetry or
electroweak symmetry, respectively. Hence the title, The Beauty in
Broken Symmetries, nicely encompasses the work that is presented in
this thesis.
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Errata

• Page 3. The graviton has spin 2.

• Page 10. The Higgs potential has a maximum at � = 0 and is
"bound from above".

• Page 13. The coupling constant ↵S for QCD decreases with
energy.

• Page 26. The x�y plane, also referred to as the transverse plane.

• Page 81. BSM diagrams in Figure 7.5.
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Abstract

The Large Hadron Collider is the largest and most powerful accelerator
in the world. Proton bunches are accelerated to 6.5 TeV inside the LHC
ring in opposite directions and are then collided at four different points
around the ring with an energy of 13 TeV. The ATLAS detector is a gen-
eral purpose particle physics detector built around one of the collision
points and is used to study the products of the high energy proton-proton
collisions. The identification of jets containing b-hadrons (b-jets) is an
important part of many physics analyses, including those presented in
this thesis. The calibration of the b-jet identification algorithms is per-
formed with data. The first paper of this thesis describes the method to
calibrate the probability of a light-flavour jet to be mistakenly identified
as a b-jet. The second paper presents a search for new phenomena in
events with top quark pairs and large missing transverse energy. No evi-
dence for physics beyond the Standard Model is found and the analysis is
instead used to exclude various extensions of the Standard Model. The
third paper describes the search for Higgs boson pair production in a
final state with two photons and two b-jets and the fourth paper a novel
Effective Field Theory interpretation of this search. Finally, a search for
models with beyond the Standard Model Higgs bosons, X and S, in a
final state with two photons and two b-jets is presented. The signal tar-
geted by this search is the resonant production of an X boson that decays
to an S and the Standard Model Higgs boson H. This search is under
development and the results have not yet been published. All papers in-
cluded in this thesis use data recorded by the ATLAS detector between
2015 and 2018, during the Run 2 of the Large Hadron Collider.
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Preface

Symmetries play a crucial role in our Universe. The Standard Model
of particle physics, a quantum field theory that describes the most fun-
damental forces and particles in the Universe, is built on symmetries.
Emmy Noether was the first to realise the fundamental relation between
the presence of a differentiable symmetry in a Lagrangian, and the con-
servation of a quantity. Her theorem describes the conservation of electric
charge as the result of the symmetries of the electromagnetic Lagrangian,
which make it invariant under gauge transformations.

If symmetries are the foundation of the Universe, it is the spontaneous
breaking of a symmetry that makes it what we know today. It was only
after a phase transition in the early Universe, referred to as spontaneous
breaking of the electroweak symmetry, that most particles acquired mass
and the Higgs boson was generated.

The Standard Model is a powerful theory that has been widely challenged
by many precision tests and searches and which holds to an extremely
impressive accuracy. But even with all its success the theory has some
limitations.

Broken symmetries are also fundamental in theories for new physics be-
yond the Standard Model that try to describe some shortcomings of
the Standard Model by predicting new particles. This is the case for
supersymmetry, where a breaking of the supersymmetry at a high en-
ergy scale postulates heavy new particles that have yet to be observed.
Furthermore, deviations in the electroweak symmetry breaking from that
predicted by the phase transition in the Standard Model, could for exam-
ple explain the matter-antimatter asymmetry in the Universe or predict
additional Higgs bosons that could play a role in Cosmology.
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Thesis Outline

This thesis describes different analyses of data from proton-proton col-
lisions at a centre-of-mass energy of 13 TeV recorded by the ATLAS
detector during the Run 2 of the Large Hadron Collider.

During the almost five years of my PhD, I have contributed to several
searches for beyond the Standard Model physics, all of which contain
beauty (or b-) quarks from the decay of Higgs bosons or top quarks. In
particular I have contributed to a search for the supersymmetric part-
ner of the top quark and two searches for beyond the Standard Model
Higgs bosons. The nature of these beyond the Standard Model par-
ticles is strongly influenced by the breaking of the supersymmetry or
electroweak symmetry, respectively. Therefore the title, The Beauty in
Broken Symmetries, nicely encompasses the work that is presented in
this thesis.

Chapter 1 gives an introduction to the theoretical concepts necessary to
understand the thesis. The Standard Model of particle physics and its
limitations are presented and some theories for new physics beyond the
Standard Model are introduced. Chapter 2 describes the ATLAS detec-
tor and the Large Hadron Collider. Chapter 3 describes the analysis tools
used in the data analyses presented in this thesis. Chapter 4 introduces
the particle identification and object reconstruction techniques, which
make it possible to identify the hits observed in the detectors as the par-
ticles or physics objects introduced in Chapter 1. Special focus is put on
the reconstruction and identification of b-jets. Chapter 5 describes the
mistag rate calibration, a correction to the rate at which light-flavour
jets are misidentified as b-jets. This work is published in Paper I. Chap-
ter 6 describes a search for supersymmetry and Dark Matter, published
in Paper II. The search focuses on signatures with a pair of top quarks
and missing transverse energy, compatible with the production of super-
symmetric top-quark partners, in a final state with one charged lepton.
Chapters 7 and 8 present searches for multiple Higgs bosons in a final
state with two photons and two b-jets. Chapter 7 describes a search for
non-resonant HH production, published in Paper III, and its interpre-
tation in the Effective Field Theory framework, published in Paper IV.
Chapter 8 presents a search for resonant multi-Higgs boson production
that has not yet been published.

viii



Author’s Contribution

ATLAS is a complex experiment which is run by a collaboration of sev-
eral thousand scientists and engineers. The collaboration takes joint
responsibility for building, operating and upgrading the detector as well
as analysing the data. Hence it is not possible for a single person to
work on all the necessary steps that go into a scientific publication. I,
the author of this thesis, have carried out the work described below.

Paper I [1]: I have been responsible for calibrating the light-flavour jet
mistag rate of the b-tagging algorithms. These calibrations are used by
all ATLAS publications based on the full Run 2 dataset that rely on
b-tagging algorithms. I produced the samples, fits and results. Further-
more, I evaluated most systematic uncertainties except for the extrapola-
tion and impact parameter uncertainties. I was also one of three editors
of the paper.

Paper II [2]: I have contributed to the search for supersymmetry and
Dark Matter in the final state with two jets, missing energy and one
charged lepton. My work focused on defining the tt̄Z control region and
calculating the systematic uncertainties that affect the tt̄Z background.
I was also responsible for setting up the first version of the fitting frame-
work used in part of the parameter space.

Paper III [3] and Paper IV [4]: My main contribution to the general
search for HH → bb̄γγ, described in Paper III, was setting up the signal
re-weighting required to perform the κλ scans and improving the analysis
framework. The Effective Field Theory interpretation of the HH → bb̄γγ
search, described in Paper IV, was carried out by me in its entirety. I
was also one of two editors of this publication. It is the first time that the
Effective Field Theory framework has been used within the ATLAS col-
laboration to constrain beyond the Standard Model contributions to HH
production. Moreover, I have been responsible for developing the strat-
egy and delivering recommendations for all HH Effective Field Theory
studies in ATLAS.

Chapter 8: I am one of two coordinators of the search for resonant multi-
Higgs boson production in the bb̄γγ final state. I am therefore responsible
for over-seeing the full organisation of the analysis. Furthermore, I have
developed the full analysis strategy based on a parametrised Neural Net-
work, from designing and training the Neural Network to defining the
signal and control regions and performing the statistical analysis.

ix





Sammanfattning på Svenska

Large Hadron Collider är en partikelaccelerator belägen vid det eu-
ropeiska kärnforskningscentret CERN utanför Genève. Det är den största
och mest kraftfulla partikelaccelerator som någonsin konstruerats. I
Large Hadron Collider kolliderar protoner med en masscentrumsenergi
på 13 TeV, vid fyra olika detektorer som placerats runt acceleratorn. En
av de detektorerna är ATLAS, som används för att studera produkterna
från de högenergetiska protonkollisionerna. I denna avhandling presen-
teras ett antal studier som alla behandlar data insamlad med ATLAS
under åren 2015-2018.

Att korrekt kunna identifiera hadronskurar, s.k. jets, som innehåller b-
hadroner är en viktig del av många analyser av ATLAS-data, inklusive
de som presenteras i denna avhandling. För att kalibrera de algoritmer
som används för att identifiera dessa b-jets används data från kollisioner.
Kapitel fem i denna avhandling beskriver en metod för att beräkna san-
nolikheten för att en jet som inte innehåller b-hadroner felaktigt identi-
fieras som en b-jet, och presenterar resultaten av dessa beräkningar.

I kapitel sex presenteras en sökning efter ny fysik i kollisioner där det ska-
pats par av toppkvarkar tillsammans med en stor mängd så kallad saknad
transversell rörelsemängd (ett tecken på att det skapats partiklar som är
osynliga för detektorn). Eftersom ny fysik bortom partikelfysikens stan-
dardmodell inte kan påvisas används analysen istället för att utesluta
delar av det tillåtna parameterrummet för utvidgningar av Standard-
modellen.

Kapitel sju innehåller en analys där parproduktion av Higgsbosoner stud-
eras i den specifika sönderfallskanal där den ena Higgsbosonen sönder-
faller till två b-kvarkar och den andra sönderfaller till två fotoner. Avhan-
dlingen presenterar en tolkning av en sökning efter sådana händelser,
här inom ramen för en effektiv fältteori. Resultatet är nya gränser för de
tillåtna tvärsnitten för olika s.k. benchmark-modeller - detta är första
gången som ATLAS-kollaborationen sätter sådana gränser.
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Kapitel åtta beskriver en sökning efter fysikmodeller som innehåller flera
Higgsbosoner utöver Standardmodellens enda. Denna sökning är speci-
fikt inriktad på ett sluttillstånd med två fotoner och två b-jets. Signalen
utgörs av en resonant produktion av en ny X-boson som sönderfaller
till en S-boson och standardmodellens Higgsbosoner. I sökningen tränas
ett s.k. parametriserat neuralt nätverk för att skilja bakgrundshändelser
från signalhändelser. Detta är en fortsatt pågående analys och resultaten
har ännu inte publicerats när denna avhandling går till tryck.
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Chapter 1

Theoretical Overview

1.1. General Overview of the Standard Model of
Particle Physics

The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics is a relativistic quantum
field theory that describes most fundamental forces in the Universe and
the way in which they make the matter particles and force carriers in
the model interact. It was developed during the 20th century based on
the concepts of symmetry and unification of the different fundamental
forces of nature. This theory describes how the field carriers or quantas
(bosons) of the electromagnetic, weak and strong forces interact with the
matter particles (fermions) and each other. Gravity is the only known
fundamental force that is not included in the SM.

Figure 1.1 summarises the fundamental particles that, together with
their antimatter counterparts1, make up the SM. Bosons have integer
spin and follow Bose-Einstein statistics. The spin 1 bosons are field car-
riers of the different fundamental forces: 8 gluons for the strong nuclear
force, the photon (γ) for the electromagnetic force, the W+/− and Z
bosons for the weak force and, outside the SM, a theorised force carrier
for the gravitational force; the graviton. The only scalar (spin 0) particle
included in this theory is the Higgs boson, which is described in detail in
Section 1.2.4. Fermions are half-integer spin particles that follow Fermi-
Dirac statistics and hence Pauli’s exclusion principle. All fundamental
fermions have spin = 1

2 and can be divided in two types: quarks and
leptons. Quarks couple to the strong force and therefore cannot exist as
free particles in nature but must instead combine to form hadrons (i.e.

1Antimatter particles have the same properties as their matter counterparts but
opposite charge.
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Sec. 1.1. General Overview of the Standard Model of Particle Physics

Figure 1.1.: Classification of particles in the Standard Model of particle
physics [5].
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protons and neutrons). On the contrary, leptons do not interact via the
strong force and can therefore exist in isolation. Both quarks and leptons
are divided in three generations that differ only by their masses. The
first family contains the lightest particles that form every-day matter;
up quarks, down quarks and electrons.

1.2. Building the Standard Model

The SM is a gauge quantum field theory (QFT) that contains the internal
symmetries of the unitary group SU(3) × SU(2) × U(1) and describes
the fundamental forces in nature with the exception of gravity. The
Lagrangian follows a global Poincaré symmetry and hence its terms must
be both gauge and Lorentz invariant. This means that translational and
rotational symmetries, as well as the inertial reference frame invariance
defined by special relativity must be fulfilled. The SM was developed
over several years in many steps. This section presents the chronology
of the pieces that had to be put together to build the theory we have
today. More information on this topic can be found in [6], [7] and [8].

1.2.1. From Maxwell’s Equations to QED

Quantum electrodynamics (QED) is the relativistic QFT that describes
the interactions of the electromagnetic force at quantum level. These
interactions can be described at the classical level through Maxwell’s
equations.

Even though a deep explanation of Maxwell’s equations is beyond the
scope of this thesis, it is important to notice that the first successful at-
tempt to unify two interactions was achieved by Maxwell in 1865, when
he proved that electricity and magnetism can be unified into a single the-
ory involving a vector field interacting with charged particles. Maxwell’s
formulation was also the first field theory to introduce a gauge symme-
try, even though the importance of it was unnoticed at the time. It was
not until 1954 that gauge symmetry was generalised mathematically by
Mills and Yang [9] in an attempt to describe strong nuclear forces. It
later found an application in QFT and the unification of the weak and
electromagnetic interactions.
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Gauge Invariance in QED

The simplest example of global gauge invariance can be given for electro-
magnetism (EM). It can be proven that the Dirac Lagrangian (Equation
1.1), which describes the free fermionic fields Ψ(x), is invariant under
global U(1) transformations given by Equation 1.2, where Q is the elec-
tric charge and θ is a scalar constant.

LDirac = ¯Ψ(x)(i�∂ −m)Ψ(x) (1.1)

Ψ(x) → eiQθΨ(x) (1.2)

Noether’s theorem [10] states that for every differentiable symmetry
which leaves the Lagrangian of a physical system invariant, exists a cor-
responding conserved current. In the case of EM, global gauge invariance
results in electric charge conservation.

EM is also invariant under local gauge transformations, where θ is no
longer a constant but depends on the position θ(x). At first glance, if
we try to apply local gauge invariance to Equation 1.1, we observe that
the Lagrangian is not invariant under local transformations because the
partial derivative of Ψ(x) yields extra factors when θ(x) depends on the
position. This can be solved by introducing a gauge vector field Aµ(x)
(already used by Maxwell in his equations) and defining a new covariant
derivative given by Equation 1.3, where e is a dimensionless numerical
constant and Aµ(x) transforms as shown by Equation 1.4.

∂µ → Dµ ≡ ∂µ − ieQAµ(x) (1.3)

Aµ(x) → Aµ(x)−
1

e
∂µθ(x) (1.4)

The addition of Aµ(x) (the photon field) and the new covariant derivative
results in a transformation of the Dirac Lagrangian (Equation 1.1) to the
QED Lagrangian given by
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CHAPTER 1. THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

LQED = ¯Ψ(x)(i��D −m)Ψ(x)− 1

4
FµνF

µν =

¯Ψ(x)(i�∂ −m)Ψ(x) + e ¯Ψ(x)γµQΨ(x)Aµ(x)−
1

4
FµνF

µν . (1.5)

The first term of the Lagrangian (Dirac term) describes the kinematics
of free fermions. The second term, obtained from imposing local gauge
invariance, describes the photon-fermion interactions. Furthermore, due
to the addition of the vector field Aµ(x) in the interaction, a kinetic
term for Aµ(x) needs to be added, this is given by the third term, where
Fµν ≡ ∂µAν − ∂νAµ. The kinematic term for Aµ(x) is invariant under
U(1) local gauge transformations. A mass term for this vector, given by
m2AµA

µ(x), would however not fulfil the invariance. This imposes the
photon to be massless.

1.2.2. Weak Interactions

The weak interaction was first described by Enrico Fermi in 1933 to
explain beta decay as a direct interaction of four fermions [11]. Fermi’s
theory of the weak interaction can now be considered an Effective Field
Theory (EFT) of the current theory for the weak interaction, where beta
decay is mediated by a virtual W− boson rather than a direct point-like
interaction. This means that Fermi’s theory is able to describe weak
interactions at low energy, but the use of a more complex theory is
needed to describe higher energy interactions. An important difference
between EM and the weak interaction is that, unlike the photon, the
W+/− bosons need to be massive. If W+/− bosons were massless they
would be directly produced in nuclear decays mediated by the weak
interaction, a process that has not been observed.

Weak interactions can partially be described as a Yang-Mills theory
with an SU(2) symmetry of the so-called weak isospin. This symme-
try is inspired by the strong isospin described in Section 1.2.5. It can
be proven that the Dirac Lagrangian (Equation 1.1) is invariant under
global isospin transformations similar to Equation 1.2 but with vectors
instead of the scalar Q. The existence of weak neutral currents which
are compatible with EM currents, required the development of a more
complicated model which included both weak and electromagnetic inter-
actions.
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1.2.3. Weinberg-Salam Model

The theory of electromagnetic and weak interactions was developed by
Glashow [12], Salam and Weinberg [13, 14] in the 1960s. It describes
the two interactions as different low energy manifestations of a single
electroweak (EW) interaction. At high energies, the EW interaction
is described by a SU(2)L group of weak isospin, where the subscript
indicates that the weak interaction only couples to left-handed fermions,
and a U(1)Y group of weak hypercharge (Y ). This symmetry is invariant
under global gauge transformations but unlike QED, it runs into some
problems when imposing local gauge invariance:

• Massive gauge bosons are forbidden by local gauge invariance. This
was also the case for the photon field Aµ in QED but, as described
in Section 1.2.2, the W+/− bosons mediating the weak interaction
were already known to be massive.

• Due to left- and right-handed particles behaving differently under
weak isospin rotations, a mass term for fermions which would be
invariant in QED is not invariant in the EW theory.

• The EW theory is not renormalizable, meaning that it suffers from
divergencies (infinities) that forbid calculations. The divergencies
appear e.g. in the calculations of some production cross sections
(σ) that are proportional to the energy squared, such as σ(WW →
ZZ).

1.2.4. Electroweak Spontaneous Symmetry Breaking

The problems described can be solved by introducing a new field with a
potential that keeps the Lagrangian invariant under local SU(2)L ×U(1)
transformations but makes the vacuum not invariant. This method is
known as spontaneous symmetry breaking (SSB).

The idea to explore SSB stems from condensed matter physics, where it
had already been successfully used to explain superconductivity as the
formation of a charged Bose-Einstein condensate that breaks the global
U(1) symmetry. The superconductivity theory of 1957, named BCS after
its authors [15], has many similarities with the EW symmetry breaking
(EWSB) described by R. Brout, F. Englert [16] and P. Higgs [17] in 1964,
which is referred to as the Higgs or BEH mechanism.
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CHAPTER 1. THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

Figure 1.2.: Illustration of the Higgs potential with µ2 < 0. [18]

A good way to visualise SSB is to imagine a pencil standing on its tip.
At this position it is in a rotationally invariant state with respect to the
z-axis along which the pencil stands, however it is also in a very un-
stable position. When the pencil drops to one side, it goes to a stable
ground state, but the symmetry is spontaneously broken. Such a sys-
tem can be described by the "Mexican-hat" shaped potential shown in
Figure 1.2, where the potential is rotationally invariant, i.e. has a local
maximum at ϕ = 0 and a ring-shaped minimum at ϕ ̸= 0. The state at
ϕ = 0 is unstable, and the system will spontaneously transition to the
ground state and thereby acquire a non-vanishing vacuum expectation
value (vev) since the field ϕ is non-zero at the minimum.

The BEH or Higgs mechanism introduces a scalar field ϕ in the form
of a complex doublet of the weak isospin SU(2) symmetry described
by Equation 1.6. This field needs to have a potential V (ϕ) given by
Equation 1.7 that will break the symmetry spontaneously.

ϕ =

(
ϕ+

ϕ0

)
=

1√
2

(
ϕ1 + iϕ2

ϕ3 + iϕ4

)
(1.6)

V (ϕ) = µ2(ϕ†ϕ) + λ(ϕ†ϕ)2 (1.7)

For the potential to have the shape shown in Figure 1.2 and SSB to occur,
µ2 must be negative and λ must be positive. If µ2 would be positive,
the potential would have a minimum at ϕ = 0 and the symmetry would
be conserved. On the other hand, if both µ2 and λ were negative, the
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Sec. 1.2. Building the Standard Model

potential would have a maximum at ϕ = 0 and be "bound from below",
resulting in all symmetries being broken. The Lagrangian of the new
scalar field is therefore given by Equation 1.8, where Dµ is the covariant
derivative associated to SU(2)L × U(1)Y.

L = (Dµϕ)†(Dµϕ)− V (ϕ) (1.8)

If we focus on one of the components of the scalar doublet ϕ, for example
the second, we can see that there is an infinite number of vacuum states
that satisfy

v =
√
ϕ2
3 + ϕ2

4 =

√
−µ2

λ
(1.9)

By convention the vacuum state corresponding to ϕ3 = v and ϕ4 = 0 is
chosen.The vacuum ϕ0 of the full doublet is chosen as ϕ1 = ϕ2 = ϕ4 and
ϕ3 = v.

Spontaneous Symmetry Breaking of a Global Gauge Symmetry: the
Goldstone Theorem

It is instructive to focus on the second component of ϕ to describe the
breaking of a global symmetry in a more comprehensive way. Dropping
the covariant derivative terms not needed for the global gauge invariance,
the Lagrangian of the scalar field ϕ can be written in terms of ϕ3 = v
and ϕ4 = 0 as

L (ϕ3, ϕ4) =
1

2
(∂ϕ3)

2 +
1

2
(∂ϕ4)

2 +
1

2
µ2(ϕ2

3 + ϕ2
4)−

1

4
λ(ϕ2

3 + ϕ2
4). (1.10)

The first two terms describe the kinematics of the field components, the
third is a mass term and the fourth a self-interaction term.

To study perturbations around the minimum, shifted fields η = ϕ3 − v
and ξ = ϕ4 are introduced, leading to the new field definition

ϕ0 =
1√
2
(η + v + iξ) (1.11)
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Equation 1.11 can be used to re-write the Lagrangian given by Equation
1.10 in terms of the shifted fields:

L (η, ξ) =
1

2
(∂η)2−(λv2)η2+

1

2
(∂ξ)2+0·ξ2+higher order terms (1.12)

From Equation 1.12 two particles can be identified, a massless ξ and a
massive η with mass mη =

√
2λv2 =

√
−2µ2 > 0.

The Goldstone theorem is key in the EWSB. It states that massless
scalars (also called Goldstone bosons) occur whenever a continuous sym-
metry is not present in the ground state. If a Lagrangian with a degen-
erate ground state is invariant under global gauge transformations, and
hence the symmetry has been spontaneously broken acquiring a vev, then
for every generator of the symmetry not leaving the vev of the field in-
variant, a massless boson exists. For the simplified case described above
a Goldstone boson ξ and a massive scalar η are produced due to the
SSB.

For the case of a SU(2)L × U(1)Y symmetry, where the full ϕ dou-
blet should be used, there are four original generators, three for the
weak isospin (τ1,τ2,τ3) and one for Y . Apparently all four generators
are broken by the SSB, however it can be proven that the combination
τ3 − Y = Q remains invariant. Thus electric charge (Q) remains a con-
served quantity and the SSB results in only three massless Goldstone
bosons.

Spontaneous Symmetry Breaking of a Local Gauge Symmetry:
Higgs Mechanism

If a similar process described for global gauge invariance is applied to
a local gauge, using covariant derivatives and introducing gauge fields,
new terms containing (∂µξ) will appear in L (η, ξ). These terms can be
re-written by choosing the so-called unitary gauge, which corresponds
to defining the phase α(x) from the local gauge transformations as α =
−ξ/v to remove all terms involving the ξ field. Choosing this gauge also
transforms the scalar field ϕ0

ϕ0 → e−iξ/vϕ0 = e−iξ/v 1√
2
(v + η + iξ) =

1√
2
(v + h) (1.13)
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where a real scalar field h has been introduced. The scalar doublet ϕ
then becomes:

ϕ =
1√
2

(
0

v + h

)
(1.14)

It has already been stated that global EW SSB results in three Gold-
stone bosons due to the fact that only electric charge is conserved in the
symmetry breaking. Furthermore, in local EW SSB, four gauge fields
(W1, W2, W3, B) are generated, which will mix to produce the three
massive weak bosons W+/−, Z and the massless QED gauge boson γ.
The remaining degree of freedom is used to give mass to the Higgs field
h.

SSB has allowed us to maintain local gauge invariance in the EW La-
grangian, at the expense of adding the Higgs field and spontaneously
breaking its potential. This does not only solve the massive weak boson
problem but also the renormalisability of the EW Lagrangian by mak-
ing it local gauge invariant. Furthermore fermions can acquire mass by
interacting with the Higgs field, resulting in a fermion-mass term:

Lfermion-mass = −λf [Ψ̄LϕΨR + Ψ̄Rϕ̄ΨL] (1.15)

The Weinberg-Salam model with EWSB results in the SU(2)L × U(1)Y
part of the SM symmetry and fully describes EM and weak interac-
tions.

1.2.5. The Strong Interaction

The strong interaction is responsible for the stability of the atomic nu-
cleus and is described by Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD). The first
steps towards this theory came from the observed similarities between
neutrons and protons. In 1932, Heisenberg [19] introduced the concept of
(strong) isospin to explain symmetries between the two particles which
have very similar masses. Isospin allows to rotate the neutron into a
proton by treating both particles as different states of the same object:
the nucleon.

In 1961, Murray Gell-Mann [20] and Yuval Ne’eman [21] independently
generalised the (strong) isospin symmetry with an octet or SU(3) sym-
metry. Colour was first introduced by Greenberg [22] in 1964 to account

12



CHAPTER 1. THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

for the apparent violation of the Pauli exclusion principle for certain
hadrons. He suggested the existence of an extra degree of freedom which
differentiated quarks. He postulated the existence of three colours and
that free particles need to be colour singlets. In 1973, the concept of
colour as a symmetry, analogous to QED, was developed by Murray
Gell-Mann and Harald Fritzsch [23]. In QCD, global gauge invariance of
the SU(3) symmetry implies the conservation of colour and local gauge
invariance implies the existence of eight massless gauge bosons, the glu-
ons. The QCD Lagrangian is given by

LQCD = Ψ̄i(x)(i��Dµ,ij −mδij)Ψj(x)−
1

4
Ga

µνG
µν
a , (1.16)

where Ψi(x) is the quark field, Dµ the covariant derivative and Ga
µν the

gluon field strength tensor, analogous to Fµν in QED.

In 1973, David J. Gross, Frank Wilczek [24] and David Politzer [25]
discovered asymptotic freedom while evaluating effects of vacuum polar-
isation in QCD. Vacuum polarisation exists for both QED and QCD,
however, the fact that gluons themselves carry colour charge in contrast
to the photon which is electrically neutral has very important conse-
quences for quark-gluon interactions. Gross, Wilczek and Politzer inde-
pendently found that virtual gluons tend to stick to quarks generating
a charge that grows with the distance. Contrary to QED, the strength
of the coupling constant αs for QCD is inversely proportional to energy,
resulting in an asymptotic freedom behaviour at high energy (small dis-
tances), where the coupling becomes negligible and quarks and gluons
can move like free particles. On the other hand, at low energies (large
distances), the coupling becomes very large and perturbative treatment
is no longer valid. It is at these distances that the process of hadronisa-
tion takes place. Hadronisation is the process of formation of colour-less
hadrons out of quarks and gluons which, due to the colour confinement
characteristic of QCD, cannot exist as isolated particles. A consequence
of hadronisation is the formation of jets, objects that will be extensively
studied in this thesis.

1.2.6. The Standard Model: Piecing it all Together

The combination of the EW SU(2)L×U(1)Y and QCD SU(3) Lagrangians
form the full Lagrangian of the SM of particle physics. The final confir-
mation of the validity of the Standard Model arrived in 2012 when the
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ATLAS and CMS experiments announced independent observations of
a particle with a mass of 125 GeV compatible with the Higgs boson [26],
[27], the last missing piece of the model. This discovery earned François
Englert and Peter Higgs the Nobel Prize in Physics in 2013 for their
theoretical prediction.

Some models suggest that analogous to the EM and weak interactions
being described by the same interaction at higher energies, the strong
interaction could also be unified with the other fundamental forces, re-
sulting in a grand unified theory [28]. Maybe with time one could even
include gravity and therefore complete the very ambitious goal to for-
mulate a "theory of everything".

1.3. Shortcomings of the Standard Model

The Standard Model is a powerful theory that has been widely challenged
by many precision tests and searches and which holds to an extremely
impressive accuracy. But even with all its success the theory has some
limitations.

Perhaps the most obvious shortcoming is that gravity is not included in
the SM. For this reason, the SM is only valid up to the so-called Planck
scale ∼ 1019 GeV, where gravity is expected to become as strong as the
other forces. Some extensions of the SM include the graviton, the gauge
boson postulated to mediate gravity, but such a particle has not been
observed experimentally.

The SM describes neutrinos as neutral, massless particles which only
interact weakly. They were predicted by Pauli to appear in beta de-
cays which are governed by the weak interaction, and therefore only
left-handed neutrinos are predicted. There is however a strong obser-
vational evidence for neutrino oscillations from several experiments in-
cluding SNO and Super-Kamiokande [29] [30]. Neutrino oscillations are
quantum mechanical phenomena which occur when a neutrino originally
created with a specific lepton flavour e.g νµ is later measured to have
a different flavour e.g. ντ . For this process to occur, neutrinos must
have mass since the transition probabilities depend on the squared mass
differences between the neutrino mass eigenstates.

The current Standard Model of Cosmology assumes that our Universe
originated from a hot, compressed state also known as "Big Bang". Ex-
perimental evidence suggest that the Universe is composed of about 68%
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dark energy, 27% Dark Matter (DM) and 5% ordinary matter. The SM
of particle physics only describes the 5% of ordinary matter. DM was
first suggested in 1933 by Fritz Zwicky to explain a discrepancy in the
velocity dispersion of some galaxy clusters [31]. He suggested that there
must be some mass in the systems which emits no EM radiation and
is therefore invisible to us, hence the name DM. At the Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) several analyses search for DM particles, one such search
is presented in Chapter 6.

The SM predicts matter and antimatter to be produced in equal amounts,
and that matter and antimatter particles annihilate each other if they
interact. Therefore one would expect the Universe to be composed of the
same amount of matter and antimatter. However most of our Universe
is made of matter so one must wonder, where did all the antimatter
go? An asymmetry in charge and parity, known as CP violation, is one
of the necessary conditions for a matter-antimatter asymmetry to arise,
but it is only present in the SM in very small amounts and hence cannot
explain the asymmetry observed in the Universe.

A problem of a different kind is the so-called naturalness problem. In the
SM, the mass of the Higgs boson is not stable under radiative corrections
since it is not protected by a symmetry. Therefore particles coupling to
the Higgs boson induce large loop corrections, making the Higgs mass
quadratically dependent on the energy cut-off of the theory. For the
theory to be completely natural, a beyond the SM (BSM) extension
with new physics around or below the TeV scale would be needed. A
more comprehensive description of the naturalness problem and possible
solutions can be found in [32].

1.4. Extensions Beyond the Standard Model

There are many theories that try to solve some of the shortcomings
described above while maintaining the carefully tested predictions by
the SM. BSM theories can be divided in two groups, models which are
ultraviolet (UV) complete, i.e. valid up to an arbitrarily high energy
scale, and EFTs, which are valid only up to a specific energy scale or
cutoff (Λ).

Perhaps the most famous UV-complete extension of the SM is Supersym-
metry (SUSY) [33], for which there were great experimental expectations
during the first run of the LHC. No observations of SUSY particles have
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been claimed so far, however SUSY is still being tested because there
are many regions of the parameter space where realisations of this the-
ory could be hiding. There are other extensions of the SM, which will
not be explained in detail in this thesis, like composite Higgs models [34]
or Two-Higgs-Doublet models (2HDM) [35] which also reproduce the al-
ready tested physics of the SM, but predict some new phenomena that
are being searched for experimentally.

EFTs are low-energy approximations of more complex UV-complete the-
ories. They are characterised by including only the strictly necessary
degrees of freedom, while additional substructure and higher degrees of
freedom needed to describe processes at higher energies are ignored. An
example of an EFT was already introduced in Section 1.2.2. Fermi’s
theory was able to describe the weak interaction at low energies, but the
full electroweak theory is needed to describe the interactions with the
W± and Z bosons at the energies that we reach today at the LHC. In a
similar sense, the SM can also be considered an EFT of a more complete
theory which should ideally explain the shortcomings described in Sec-
tion 1.3. EFTs therefore present an alternative way to approach BSM
physics and complement theories like SUSY.

1.4.1. Supersymmetry

SUSY is one of the most tested BSM theories at the LHC. It solves
the naturalness problem by adding an extra symmetry that protects the
Higgs mass. SUSY introduces a fermion-boson symmetry, where each SM
boson has a fermionic BSM partner and vice versa. This symmetry thus
results in at least twice as many particles. The new bosonic particles are
named by the prefix "s" and the fermionic partners by the suffix "ino".
The supersymmetric partner of the top quark is hence a boson, called
stop. The minimal supersymmetric extension of the Standard Model
(MSSM) [36] requires, other than the already described particles, two
Higgs-doublets instead of one.

The new fermion-boson symmetry, can also make the coupling constants
of the different forces unify, i.e. become of the same strength, at a certain
energy scale. In the MSSM one can naturally get the unification of all
three couplings at an energy of 2 × 1016 GeV. In contrast, for the SM
case the gauge coupling strengths become comparable but do not fully
coincide at an energy of ∼ 1014 GeV.
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The biggest drawback of a theory like SUSY is that it predicts many new
particles that in principle should have masses similar to the SM particles
but which have never been detected. To account for this, there must be
a breaking of the fermion-boson symmetry, similar to what occurs in the
SM for the Higgs mechanism. The fermion-boson symmetry would break
at a scale higher than the EW, resulting in much higher masses for the
supersymmetric particles compared to the SM counterparts. It should
be noticed that to keep SUSY natural, the energy of the SUSY breaking
and hence the masses of the new particles cannot be much higher than
the TeV scale.

Last but not least, the most relevant characteristic of SUSY for the
scope of this thesis is R-parity conservation. Baryon and lepton number
conservation is a characteristic of the SM that has been throughly tested
experimentally to high precision. In the MSSM however, these quantities
are no longer conserved, so R-parity needs to be introduced in order not
to conflict with experimental data. Due to this characteristic, SUSY par-
ticles cannot decay uniquely to SM particles or vice-versa. The lightest
supersymmetric particle (LSP), which should be neutral, cannot decay
to other SUSY particles since it is the lightest and R-parity conserva-
tion forbids its decay to SM particles. This makes it stable and a great
candidate for DM. Chapter 6 presents a search for supersymmetry and
DM in a final state with jets, one charged lepton and missing transverse
energy.

1.4.2. Effective Field Theories

Assuming that the SM is only valid up to a scale Λ, a valid theory above
Λ needs to fulfull the following requirements:

• Its gauge group should contain the SU(3)C ×SU(2)L ×U(1)Y sym-
metry of the SM.

• All the SM degrees of freedom should be incorporated as funda-
mental or composite fields.

• At low energies, it should reduce to the SM.

In most BSM theories, the reduction to the SM at low energies proceeds
via decoupling of heavy particles with mass of order Λ or larger. This
was the case of the weak bosons and Fermi’s theory. Hence an extension
of the SM, which is characterised by having dimension 4 operators, leads
to the appearance of higher-dimension operators in the SM Lagrangian
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that are suppressed by powers of Λ. An EFT extension to the SM can
be described by

LSM = L
(4)
SM +

1

Λ

∑
k

C
(5)
k Q

(5)
k +

1

Λ2

∑
k

C
(6)
k Q

(6)
k + O(

1

Λ3
) + ... (1.17)

where Q(i) are the dimension i operators and C(i) are the correspond-
ing Wilson coefficients which can be determined by integrating out the
heavy fields. It should be noted that from all possible dimension 5 oper-
ators, only one fulfils the SM gauge symmetry constraints, namely Qνν

which generates neutrino masses and mixings solving one of the described
shortcomings of the SM. For this reason, further EFT extensions to the
SM consider mostly dimension 6 operators [37], which are expected to
dominate over operators of even higher dimensions.

1.4.3. Effects of BSM Physics on the Higgs Potential

As already described in Section 1.2.4, the SM predicts the existence of the
so-called Higgs field ϕ with a potential V (ϕ). In the early Universe V (ϕ)
had a minimum at ϕ = 0 and all particles were massless, but a few pico-
seconds after the Big Bang the Universe underwent a phase transition
to a new ground state where ϕ ̸= 0. Due to this phase transition, also
known as SSB, a massive scalar boson known as the Higgs boson (H)
was generated and most particles acquired mass.

Beyond the mass-generation mechanism, the shape of the Higgs poten-
tial has implications in cosmology where it determines the stability of
our Universe [38]. According to current constraints on the top quark
and Higgs boson masses, we could live in a metastable Universe if the
minimum reached after SSB is not the true minimum. In the SM, the
SSB occurs in a smooth way with a second-order transition, however a
strong first-order transition could also have occurred. A first-order tran-
sition could explain the matter-antimatter asymmetry in the Universe.
Several BSM models predict such a transition and the existence of an
extended Higgs sector which could include the cosmological inflaton as
an additional scalar to the Higgs boson. Furthermore, the Higgs boson
could be a portal to a dark sector under the reasonable assumption that
DM, like visible matter, obtains its mass by interacting with the Higgs
field [39]. These different scenarios would have an effect on the shape of
the Higgs potential.
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In the SM, the Higgs potential, after the transformation given in Equa-
tion 1.14, is defined as

V (h) =
1

2
m2

Hh2 + λ3νh
3 +O(h4). (1.18)

The first term is determined by the Higgs mass (mH) ∼ 125 GeV, a
value which was only found experimentally when the Higgs boson was
observed. The second term is given by the triple Higgs self-interaction
(λ3), which has never been measured experimentally. Measuring this
coupling is crucial to understand whether the shape of the potential
is compatible with the SM predictions or if BSM physics is needed to
explain the measured shape.

Given the current sensitivity to λ3, and lack of sensitivity to higher
order self-interactions, variations of the shape of the Higgs potential from
the SM prediction are still compatible with experimental constraints as
shown in Figure 1.3. The red line indicates the predicted shape of the
potential by the SM. The blue line shows an alternative potential which is
compatible with the current experimental knowledge obtained from the
measured mH and the current constraints on λ3. Deviations in the SM
prediction could arise from the existence of new particles not predicted
in the SM.

Figure 1.3.: Shape of the Higgs field potential V (ϕ) in the SM (red) and
alternative possible shape also allowed by current experi-
mental constraints (blue) [38].
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Because of the unknown mass of the hypothetical new particles comple-
mentary search strategies need to be pursued. If the BSM particles are
heavy and cannot be produced at the LHC energies, EFT frameworks
can be used to search for them. Light BSM particles that could be pro-
duced at the LHC energies can instead be targeted by dedicated searches.
Both approaches are studied in this thesis. Chapter 7 presents the EFT
interpretation of a search for non-resonant Higgs pair production. Chap-
ter 8 presents a search for resonant multi-Higgs boson production. Both
searches are performed in a final state with two jets and two photons.
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Chapter 2

Experimental Overview

2.1. The Large Hadron Collider

The LHC is a circular accelerator where proton bunches are collided at
unprecedentedly high energies. It is located at the European Organisa-
tion for Nuclear Research (CERN) in Geneva, Switzerland. The tunnel
housing the LHC has a circumference of 27 km and was previously used
to collide electron and positron bunches at the Large Electron-Positron
Collider from 1989 to 2000.

Protons are generated from hydrogen gas by ionisation: An electric field
is applied to strip the electrons from the hydrogen atoms yielding pro-
tons. A set of accelerators (shown in Figure 2.1) is used to accelerate the
protons until they are injected into the LHC where they are brought to
collide. Protons are first accelerated to 50 MeV using the Linac 2 linear
accelerator. Then the proton beam is injected into the ring of the Pro-
ton Synchrotron Booster that accelerates the protons to 1.4 GeV. The
proton beam is accelerated further to 25 GeV by the Proton Synchrotron
before it is injected into the Super Proton Synchrotron (SPS), where it
is accelerated to 450 GeV in a last step before being transferred to the
LHC ring.

The LHC is composed of two different beam pipes where proton bunches
circulate until they are ready to be collided. Protons from the SPS are
injected in the two beam pipes of the LHC in opposite directions and a set
of radio-frequency cavities and magnets are used to accelerate and focus
the proton bunches. Once the required energy per beam is reached, the
proton bunches are collided in four interaction points housing different
detectors. The proton-proton (pp) collisions recorded by the ATLAS
detector during the Run 2 of the LHC, which are analysed in this thesis,
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Sec. 2.1. The Large Hadron Collider

Figure 2.1.: The CERN accelerator complex [40].
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have a centre-of-mass energy
√
s = 13 TeV. The LHC can also be used

to collide heavy ions (e.g. Pb-Pb) or to collide protons with heavy ions
(e.g. p-Pb). The collision energy for heavy-ion collisions can vary but is
often set to 5.02 TeV.

Four different experiments are located at the LHC interaction points;
ATLAS, CMS, LHCb and ALICE. The first two are general-purpose de-
tectors. They were designed mainly to discover or rule out the existence
of the Higgs boson but also pursue a wide program of measurements of
SM observables and searches for BSM physics. LHCb is a smaller asym-
metrical detector specialised in flavour physics and ALICE is a heavy ion
detector that studies the heavy-ion collisions, for instance the formation
of quark-gluon plasma.

2.1.1. Luminosity

An accurate measurement of the amount of pp collisions in the LHC
is crucial to draw clear conclusions from the experimental results. The
predicted number of events of a certain physics process, i.e. pp → X,
can be obtained as

Nevents(pp → X) =

∫ t1

t0

L (t)dt× σ(pp → X) = Lint × σ(pp → X),

(2.1)

where the production cross section σ(pp → X) is related to the likelihood
of producing X in the pp collision and the instantaneous luminosity L
is related to the rate of pp collisions. The instantaneous luminosity can
be integrated over time to give the integrated luminosity Lint, which is
related to the total number of pp collisions in a certain interval. The
integrated luminosity is measured in inverse barn (b−1), where 1b =
10−28m2.

The searches presented in this thesis are performed using data collected
during the Run 2 of the LHC by the ATLAS detector. Figure 2.2 shows
the integrated luminosity delivered by the LHC (green), recorded by the
ATLAS detector (yellow) and certified to be good quality data (blue)
during stable beams for pp collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV between 2015–

2018. The total integrated luminosity that is valid for physics is 139 fb−1.
The integrated luminosity differs between years. The LHC achieved its
highest peak luminosity for Run 2 L = 21.0 × 1033 cm−2s−1 in 2018.
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Figure 2.2.: Overall integrated luminosity delivered by the LHC (green),
recorded by the ATLAS detector (yellow) and certified to be
good quality data (blue) during stable beams for pp collisions
at

√
s = 13 TeV during the Run 2 of the LHC [42].

The analysis presented in Chapter 8 of this thesis uses the most recent
luminosity calibration, for which the integrated luminosity of the Run 2
dataset is 140 fb−1 and the uncertainty is significantly reduced [41].

2.1.2. Pileup

At the LHC, the number of interactions per bunch crossing µ is usually
larger than 1 and the main high energy collision or hard scattering that
is interesting for physics needs to be separated from the additional softer
un-interesting interactions, referred to as pileup. This is due to the fact
that multiple protons are collided in each bunch crossing. The average
number of interactions per bunch crossing ⟨µ⟩ recorded by ATLAS during
the individual years that make up the Run2 weighted by the integrated
luminosity is shown in Figure 2.3.

The instantaneous luminosity is given by the sum of the luminosity per
bunch crossing Lb over all colliding bunches nb

L =

nb∑
b=1

Lb = nb
⟨µ⟩fr
σinel

, (2.2)
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Figure 2.3.: Average number of interactions per bunch crossing weighted
by the integrated luminosity for the individual years in the
Run 2 of the LHC as well as for the entire period [42].

where fr the revolution frequency of the bunches, and σinel is the cross
section of the inelastic pp collision.

2.2. The ATLAS Experiment

ATLAS stands for A Toroidal LHC ApparatuS, and is a massive detector
shown in Figure 2.4 located 100 meters underground. It is a cylindrical-
shaped experiment with a diameter of 25 meters, a length of 44 meters
and a mass of 7000 tons.

The ATLAS collaboration comprises over 5000 members and almost 3000
scientific authors from around the world that work together to build,
upgrade and operate the detector and analyse its data.

The proton beams travel along the axis of the cylinder and collide in the
middle of the detector. The experiment is built up of several subdetec-
tor systems around the collision point to detect the different particles
produced in the collisions. The different detecting technologies used in
each subdetector allow to reconstruct the charge, momentum, energy and
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Sec. 2.2. The ATLAS Experiment

Figure 2.4.: The ATLAS detector and its components [43]

mass of the produced particles. This information is used to make pre-
cise measurements of SM processes or search for characteristic signatures
predicted by BSM models.

Two coordinate systems are used in ATLAS, cartesian and polar. Figure
2.5 shows the layout of these coordinate systems in the ATLAS detector.
Due to the cylindrical shape of the detector, the polar coordinates are
more commonly used.

The origin is chosen as the pp collision point or interaction point located
in the centre of the detector. In cartesian coordinates, the z-axis is
defined along the beam pipe with positive values towards the side A
of the detector, the y-axis points upwards and the x-axis is oriented
horizontally towards the centre of the LHC ring. The polar coordinate
system shares the same origin and z axis. The radial distance r and
the azimuthal angle ϕ are defined in the x− y plane, also referred to as
the longitudinal plane, with ϕ ranging from 0 to 2π. The polar angle θ
ranges between 0 and π with 0 along the z-axis. As will be seen in the

different analyses described in this thesis, pseudorapidity η = −ln(tan
θ

2
)

is often used instead of θ. Positive values in η correspond to the positive
direction along the z-axis, while η = 0 (or θ = 90◦) corresponds to the
transverse plane. Objects with small η values are referred to as central,
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Figure 2.5.: ATLAS coordinate system [44]

while objects with large |η| values are referred to as forward. Forward
particles with |η| > 2.5 (θ < 9◦ from the z-axis) go undetected because
detectors cannot be located inside the beam pipe. The four-momentum
of a particle inside the detector is described in the coordinates p =(pT,
η, ϕ, m), where pT= p sin θ is the transverse momentum and m the mass
of the particle. The distance between two systems of particles in the
detector can be defined as ∆R =

√
∆ϕ2 +∆η2.

The three main subdetectors in ATLAS are the inner tracking detector,
the calorimeters and the muon spectrometer. The characteristics of each
of the subdetectors will be described in this section.

2.2.1. The Inner Detector

The Inner Detector (ID) [45, 46] is a tracking device that makes up the
innermost subdetector system located closest to the beam pipe. The ID
is surrounded by a solenoid magnet with a magnetic field of 2 T which
deflects the charged particles. The curvature of the tracks can be used
to determine both charge and momentum of the particles. Furthermore
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Sec. 2.2. The ATLAS Experiment

primary and secondary vertices, which will be described in Section 4.1
can be reconstructed in the ID.

The ID geometry, which consists of several barrel layers around the col-
lision point and end-cap disks at larger values of z, allows to detect
particles with |η| ≤ 2.5. Different technologies need to be used in the ID
depending on the radial distance r to the beam line in order to optimise
the detector performance and obtain a detector design that can sustain
the high radiation produced in the collisions. For this reason the ID is
made up of several subdetectors: The Pixel detector, the Semi-conductor
tracker (SCT) and the Transition radiation tracker (TRT).

Pixel Detector

The innermost ID subdetector is based on pixelated silicon technology
providing high granularity. It is composed of almost 100 million pixels or
read-out channels located in four barrel layers and three end-cap disks.
The pixel detector extends from r = 33.25 mm up to r = 122.5 mm and
its proximity to the interaction point makes it crucial for a precise re-
construction of the impact parameters of tracks from long-lived particles
such as b-hadrons. As shown in Figure 2.6, the closest layer to the beam
line is called the IBL or Insertable B-Layer [47]. This layer was added
during the first long shut-down of the LHC. It was installed in the small
space between the existing pixel detector and the beam pipe in order to
improve the tracking by reducing the distance between the interaction
point and the first detector layer for the Run 2. The pixels in the IBL
have a size of 50 µm × 250 µm and an intrinsic resolution of about 8
µm × 40 µm, while the other detector layers have a size of 50 µm ×
400 µm and an intrinsic resolution of about 10 µm × 115 µm. When a
charged particle passes through the pixel material it produces electron-
hole pairs. The electrons then drift in an externally applied electric field
towards the read-out system. A hit occurs if the resulting current passes
a predefined threshold. Each track has an average of 4 hits in the pixel
detector.

Semi-Conductor Tracker

The SCT is a silicon micro-strip tracker with 6 million read-out channels
located in the the intermediate region of the ID. It spans a radial distance
of about 20 cm, starting from r = 299 mm. Composed of silicon strips
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Figure 2.6.: Detailed layout of the ATLAS inner detector [48].

modules instead of pixels, the SCT has a similar function to the pixel
detector but with coarser granularity. It consists of four rectangular
barrel layers in the central region and nine trapezoidal disks on each
end-cap. The silicon micro-strip modules have a mean strip pitch of 80
µm, while for the end-cap modules the strip pitch varies between 56.9
µm and 94.9 µm. Each module features two layers of sensors that are
glued back to back with a small stereo angle of 50 mrad to allow a 2D hit
reconstruction in the module plane. The modules provide an intrinsic
resolution of 17 × 580 µm2. Each track has an average of 8 hits in the
SCT.

Transition Radiation Tracker

The TRT is the largest and outermost subdetector of the ID. The barrel
covers a radial distance of around 50 cm, starting from r = 554 mm. In
this volume 50,000 gas-filled straw tubes are installed, each with a gold
plated tungsten wire in the middle of the tube. When a charged particle
crosses the tube, the gas is ionised and the electrons drift towards the
wire, where the signal is read out. The straw tubes have a diameter
of 4mm and provide an intrinsic resolution of 130 µm via drift time
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measurements. Each track has an average of 36 hits in the TRT, allowing
for a precise track reconstruction and momentum measurement.

Furthermore, the TRT allows to differentiate between electrons and pi-
ons or other massive hadrons. Relativistic particles produce transition
radiation when crossing the foils and polymer fibers located between the
wires. The amplitude of this radiation is inversely proportional to the
mass of the particle resulting in stronger emission of light from electrons
in comparison to hadrons.

2.2.2. The Calorimeters

Calorimeters are designed to stop and absorb most particles generated in
a collision and measure their energy. Particles interact with the calorime-
ter material producing particle showers and depositing all their energy
within the detector. ATLAS uses sampling calorimeters where layers
of absorber material to induce the particle showers are alternated with
active media to provide a detectable signal.

The calorimeter system is located outside the solenoid magnet which
surrounds the ID. It consists of several specialised calorimeters with two
different technologies. The layout of the calorimeter system is shown
in Figure 2.7. Liquid Argon (LAr) is used as the active medium in the
electromagnetic barrel and end-cap calorimeters but also in the hadronic
end-cap calorimeter and the Forward Calorimeter due to the high radia-
tion environment in those regions. The rest of the hadronic calorimeters,
referred to as the Tile calorimeter, are located further away from the
beam pipe and consist of the Tile barrel and the Tile extended barrel.
The Tile calorimeter uses scintillating plastic tiles as active material.

The EM Calorimeter

The LAr EM calorimeter [50] is used to measure the energy of electrons
and photons by exploiting the fact that they produce an EM shower.
Positrons, electrons or photons with energies of above a few MeV undergo
mainly two dominant types of interactions with matter:

• Pair production, corresponding to a photon interacting with a nu-
cleus producing an electron positron pair.

• Bremsstrahlung, corresponding to electrons or positrons emitting
a photon.
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Figure 2.7.: Detailed layout of the ATLAS calorimeter system [49].

The alternation of these two processes produce particle showers which
end when the photon’s energy falls below the pair production energy
threshold and other processes start to dominate.

In ATLAS, lead or stainless steel and liquid argon are interspaced to
build the EM calorimeters. The lead has a short radiation length which
initiates a particle shower. The secondary electrons produced in the
shower ionise the narrow gaps of liquid argon inducing a signal via the
released electrons. This allows to absorb the EM shower and measure
the energy of the original particle which induced the shower.

The Hadronic Calorimeter

Hadronic showers are drastically different from EM showers. They are
longer and start later, hence the hadronic calorimeter is located further
away from the collision point, after the EM calorimeter. They are also
much more complicated than EM showers since a certain fraction of
the energy is fundamentally undetectable and the EM showers are also
produced within the hadronic showers.

Hadrons, which are sensitive to the strong force, interact with the nuclei
in the calorimeter material (nuclear interactions) producing pions and
other hadrons. This is the start of a hadronic shower. Different types of
interactions and energy depositions can occur inside the shower:
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Figure 2.8.: Composition of the ATLAS Tile calorimeter [52].

• Nuclear interactions: These include ionising particles (e.g. protons
or pions) and neutrons.

• EM interactions: Approximately 1/3 of the pions produced in
hadronic showers are neutral π0 which quickly decay to a pair of
photons generating EM showers.

• Invisible component: Some energy of the hadronic showers is fun-
damentally undetectable. For example, muons created as decay
products of pions or kaons, which deposit a very small part of
their energy in the calorimeter, and long lived or stable neutral
particles like κ0L or neutrinos.

The hadronic Tile calorimeter [51], shown in Figure 2.8, uses steel plates
as absorber and plastic scintillating tiles as the active material. The light
from these tiles is transmitted by fibers to photo multiplier tubes, which
produce electronic signals.

2.2.3. The Muon Spectrometer

As mentioned in the previous section, muons escape the calorimeters
without depositing much of their energy so a specific system needs to
be used to detect and measure these particles. The muon spectrometer
(MS) [53] is composed of three large superconducting magnet systems,
high resolution tracking chambers and a fast triggering system.
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Eight toroidal superconducting coils are used to bend a muon’s path and
a total of 4000 individual muon chambers are used to measure its cur-
vature and hence calculate the muon’s direction and momentum. The
muon chambers are constructed using four different technologies depend-
ing on the location and the purpose of the system. The Thin Gap and
Resistive Plate Chambers are part of the trigger system and they are
used, respectively, in the forward regions of the detector (high |η|) where
there is no bending from the magnets, and the central region. The Mon-
itored Drift Tubes (Cathode Strip Chambers) are used to measure the
muon momentum with high precision, by measuring the track trajectory
with a spatial resolution of 80 µm (60 µm), in the central (forward)
regions.

2.2.4. Triggering and Data Acquisition

Proton bunches collide at the centre of the ATLAS detector 40 million
times per second. Out of the 40 million events per second only a few
are interesting enough to be used in physics analyses. To handle the
challenges posed by such large amounts of data, ATLAS makes use of a
trigger system in order to find and save only those events that might be
interesting for further analysis.

The trigger system is composed of two consecutive stages. First the level
one (L1) trigger reduces the number of events per second from 40 million
to 75 thousand. L1 is a real time hardware trigger, which means that
certain detector components are designed to flag events that leave certain
signatures in the detector. The second step is the high level trigger (HLT)
which further reduces the number of events to approximately a thousand
events per second. HLT is a software trigger composed of a large farm of
CPUs which are used to perform a detailed analysis of the events selected
by the L1 trigger. This is done by looking at the event as a whole or
using data in smaller isolated regions of the detector. It is in this step
that objects are reconstructed by using all the detector information and
events with reconstructed electrons, muons or jets are saved.

A thorough work has to be done at both levels of the trigger system to
optimise the thresholds of the hardware trigger and the algorithms of the
software trigger to ensure that interesting events are not discarded.
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Chapter 3

Analysis Tools

3.1. Simulation of pp Collisions

Computer programs based on Monte Carlo (MC) methods are widely
used in particle physics. These simulations are used together with data
in order to test the different physics models as will be described in Chap-
ters 5-8. In this section, the the introduction to QCD that was given in
Chapter 1 is completed with a detailed description of the simulation of
pp collisions.

Due to the complexity of QCD, several steps are needed to define pp
collisions [54]. The main collision event, also referred to as the hard
scattering, is illustrated in Figure 3.1. It occurs when two partons from
the protons collide, interacting at very short distances. The remnants of
the original protons are no longer colour singlet states and will therefore
interact with each other, presumably softly, generating an underlying
distribution of soft partons known as the underlying event. Prior to the
hard scattering, partons can emit radiation resulting in initial state radi-
ation (ISR). After the hard scattering, the resulting particles are emitted
in different directions. All resulting particles carrying colour charge can
emit quarks or gluons in so-called final state radiation (FSR).

The full simulation of the pp collisions can be divided in two blocks:
The high energy hard scattering collision which can be described by
perturbative QCD, and the parton shower and hadronisation process
which occurs at lower energies and hence needs to be described by a
phenomenological model.
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Figure 3.1.: Pictorial representation of a hard scattering event [55]

3.1.1. Hard Scattering

The total cross section from the hard scattering can be factorised into
two parts: The Parton Distribution Function (PDF) and the Matrix
Element (ME) calculation. The PDF encodes the information about
the distribution of partons within the proton and is therefore needed to
describe the initial conditions of the process. The ME or hard scattering
cross section is computed analytically from the Feynman diagrams of
the hard scattering using QFT. This calculation is performed up to a
fixed order in perturbation theory e.g Leading Order (LO) or Next-to-
Leading Order (NLO), and hence results in infinites and divergencies. If
the ME was calculated at infinite precision the divergences originating
from loops would exactly cancel against those from real emission. The
renormalisation procedure removes these divergencies by absorbing them
into definitions of physical quantities that depend on the renormalisation
scale. The PDF and the ME depend on the so-called factorisation scale
which separates the soft processes described e.g. by PDFs from the hard
processes described by perturbative QCD calculations.

3.1.2. Parton Shower and Hadronisation

All partons generated in the hard scattering, or as a result of ISR or
FSR, behave as free particles at short distances but undergo an increase
in their coupling strength at larger distances (lower energies). During
the transition from the high energies of the hard scattering to lower
energies, the colour charged partons radiate additional quarks and gluons
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resulting in parton showers. The radiation process continues until the
partons reach an energy scale Q ∼ 1 GeV and the resulting partons
recombine to form stable colourless hadrons. This stage is referred to as
hadronisation.

The parton shower is approximately simulated by the successive emission
of quarks and gluons from initial or final state partons. Parton showers
are included in the MC simulations to account for the rest of higher order
contributions not included in the ME calculation. Hadronisation models
are used to describe the evolution of the collision for Q2 < 1 GeV. The
most used hadronisation models are the string fragmentation [56] and
the cluster hadronisation [57] models.

3.1.3. Monte Carlo Generators

The MC generators can be divided in two groups, those that can describe
the full simulation chain (muti-purpose generators) and those that can-
not (ME generators). Examples of multi-purpose MC generators are
Pythia [58], Herwig [59] and Sherpa [60]. The ME generators, such as
MadGraph [61] and Powheg [62] only describe the hard scattering up
to the ME and hence need to be interfaced with for example Pythia
or Herwig to simulate the additional parton shower and hadronisation
model.

Some generators may describe a specific process better than others and
hence MC simulations are compared to data to find which generator
best describes the process. An uncertainty, referred to as a modelling
uncertainty, is derived by comparing the prediction from different MC
generators and parton shower models in order to account for possible
mismodellings by the generators.

3.1.4. Detector Simulation

The MC generators simulate the particles present in the event at the
so-called truth level. In order to compare these simulations to the data
recorded by the ATLAS experiment, the detector response to the truth
particles needs to be simulated. The detector simulation models the
interaction of the particles with the detector. The detector simulation
software GEANT4 [63] is used to obtain a detailed simulation of the AT-
LAS detector (full simulation). Alternatively, a less refined simulation
that requires less CPU time can be obtained with the Atlfast-II or AF2
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simulation software [64] (fast simulation). The output of the detector
simulation resembles the raw data that is read out from the ATLAS de-
tector. The last step is to reconstruct the simulated data with the same
software as used for the real data. The combination of the MC generator
with the detector simulation and data reconstruction results in simulated
events at the so-called reconstruction level.

3.2. Statistical Analysis

In particle physics the discovery or exclusion of a new physics model is
performed using hypothesis testing. The null or background-only hy-
pothesis (H0) describes the known physics processes (SM). The alterna-
tive hypothesis, known as the signal-plus-background hypothesis (H1)
includes the new phenomena (BSM). The level of compatibility of the
observed data with each of the two hypotheses is used to make a state-
ment about the validity of the SM or the new physics model. The two
hypotheses can be commonly described by introducing a signal strength
modifier (µ), which acts as a multiplicative factor for the signal cross
section. The signal-plus background hypothesis corresponds to µ = 1
and the background hypothesis corresponds to µ = 0.

3.2.1. Signal and Control Regions

In order to detect a specific signal a set of selection criteria, referred to
as a signal region (SR), is defined with the aim to retain the highest
possible number of signal events with as few background events as pos-
sible. The background events originate from SM processes that result in
similar signatures in the detector and therefore pass the selections of the
SR. Different methods can be used to define the SR, some analyses take
advantage of machine learning techniques to best separate signal from
background while others use the so-called "cut & count" approach. The
latter involves applying cuts to a set of variables for which the shape
differs between signal and background. Examples of both approaches
are presented in this thesis: A "cut & count" selection is used in Chap-
ters 5 and 6 while machine learning techniques are used to separate signal
and background in Chapters 7 and 8.

Although the SRs are defined to select signal events, some amount of
background events is expected to pass the selections. The background

38



CHAPTER 3. ANALYSIS TOOLS

events are either estimated purely from MC simulations or from MC
simulations that are further corrected using data. The correction is per-
formed by defining a control region (CR), a set of selection criteria similar
to the SR but altered to ensure orthogonality to the SR and high purity
of a certain type of background events. In the CR, a correction factor
(normalisation factor, NF) for the corresponding background is derived
by scaling the number of simulated events of that background so that
the total number of simulated events matches the number of data events
in the CR. Several CRs, defined to correct different backgrounds, may
be defined and a global fit is performed to simultaneously obtain all
corresponding NFs and apply them to the SR.

3.2.2. Likelihood Function

The probability that the observed data originates from the tested hy-
pothesis is calculated using the likelihood function L. Considering the
minimum division in which the observed data is classified, i.e. one single
histogram bin for each region, the expected number of events in the bin
i can be written as

Ei = µsi + bi (3.1)

where si and bi correspond to the expected number of signal and back-
ground events respectively in the i-th bin. This expectation has to be
compared to the observation of ni events in data. Assuming that the
data follows a Poisson distribution, the likelihood for the observed data
to be produced by hypothesis Hµ is

Li(µ) =
(µsi + bi)

ni

ni!
e−(µsi+bi) (3.2)

The prediction of the model however, is affected by systematic and sta-
tistical uncertainties. The effect of these uncertainties on the predictions
can be modelled through nuisance parameters (NPs) θ. A variation in
a NP produces a change in the expected number of events, si(θ) and
bi(θ), therefore the maximisation of the likelihood leads to adjustments
of the NPs in order to improve the agreement of the expectation with the
observed data. A NP is characterised by a probability density function
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ρ(θ), encoding the information about its best estimate and width, which
is related to the size of the uncertainty. Gaussian functions are used
for the different systematic uncertainties, whereas Gamma functions are
used for the statistical uncertainties and log-normal functions for the
normalisation uncertainties.

The final likelihood function can be written as

L(µ, θ) =

N∏
i=1

(µsi + bi)
ni

ni!
e−(µsi+bi)

M∏
k=1

ρ(θk) (3.3)

where the index i runs over the N measurement bins and the index k
runs over the M NPs. The likelihood function can be globally maximised,
which includes fitting both the signal strength and the NPs to obtain the
so-called maximum likelihood estimator or best fit value.

3.2.3. Profile Likelihood Ratio

As demonstrated by the Neyman-Pearson lemma, the optimal discrimi-
nator when testing an hypotheses Hµ (which can be either H0 or H1) is
given by the profile likelihood ratio λ(µ), which is defined as

λ(µ) =
L(µ,

ˆ̂
θ(µ))

L(µ̂, θ̂)
(3.4)

where the numerator contains the conditional maximum likelihood L(µ,
ˆ̂
θ(µ))

i.e. the best fit value for a given µ, and the denominator contains the
unconditional maximum likelihood L(µ̂, θ̂) i.e. the overall best fit value.
The profile likelihood ranges from 0 < λ < 1. Values of λ ∼ 1 imply
good agreement between the data and the hypothesis Hµ.

3.2.4. Hypothesis Testing

In ATLAS, the compatibility of the observed data with a given hypoth-
esis is quantified using the test statistic qµ, defined from the profile like-
lihood ratio as
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qµ = −2 lnλ(µ) (3.5)

The probability that the observed data originates from the considered
hypothesis, also known as p-value (pµ), is computed as

pµ =

∫ ∞

qµ,obs
f(qµ|µ)dqµ (3.6)

where a low enough pµ indicates that the tested hypothesis is false. The
conventions used in the field to make this statement are defined in the
next sections.

Testing for Discovery

The first step in hypothesis testing is to calculate the compatibility of the
H0 hypothesis to data. The p0 gives the probability that the background-
only hypothesis generates a number of events at least as large as the
observed number. In this sense a high p0 value indicates that the ob-
served number of events is compatible with the background expectation,
making any discovery unlikely. On the other hand, a p0 very close to
0 would reject the H0 hypothesis and therefore indicate evidence for or
even discovery of new physics.

The p0 can be converted into the corresponding significance Z, defined as
the number of standard deviations (σ) that correspond to an upper-tail
probability p0 for a Gaussian-distributed variable. The significance Z is
defined as

Z = Φ−1(1− p0) (3.7)

where Φ−1 is the inverse Gaussian Cumulative Distribution Function.
For large enough datasets where the so-called asymptotic approximation
is valid Z =

√
q0 [65].

The conventions used in particle physics to reject the H0 hypothesis as a
function of the p-value and significance are summarised in Table 3.1.

A significance Z ≥ 3σ is required to claim evidence for new physics while
a significance of Z ≥ 5σ is required to claim discovery of new physics.
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Table 3.1.: Conventions for discovery tests as a function of the signfifi-
cance Z and p-value

Conclusion Z 1− p0 (%) p0
Not signficant 2σ 95% 0.05
Evidence for new physics 3σ 99.7% 0.003
Discovery of new physics 5σ 99.9997% 3 · 10−7

If Z < 3σ the deviation from the H0 hypothesis is considered to not be
significant and the H1 hypothesis is tested.

Testing for Exclusion

If H0 cannot be rejected because no significant evidence of signal is found,
the Hµ hypothesis is tested to set upper limits to µ. The pµ gives the
probability that the signal plus background hypothesis with a signal
strength = µ generates a number of events at least as large as the ob-
served number. By convention, a probability pµ ≤ 5%, equivalent to
a Z ≥ 2σ, is considered low enough as to exclude the existence of new
physics with a given µ. If µ = 1 is excluded then the new physics model
can be considered to be falsified.

The pµ value extracted from the observed data can lead to unphysical
exclusions due to statistical fluctuations when a downward fluctuation
in the observed number events occurs. In order to avoid exclusions of µ
values that the search is a priori not sensitive to, the CLs method [66] is
used. The CLs value is defined as a ratio of probabilities

CLs =
pµ

1− p0
(3.8)

where pµ and p0 quantify the compatibilities between the data and the
Hµ or H0 hypotheses respectively. For searches at the LHC, the CLs
value is used instead of pµ to set upper limits. This convention is also
referred to as 95% confidence level (CL). If CLs < 0.05, the signal-plus-
background hypothesis with a signal strength µ is excluded at 95% CL.
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3.2.5. Blinding and Asimov Dataset

All searches for new physics performed by the ATLAS experiment are
blinded in their development stage. This means that no data is used
in the SR until the analysis strategy has been fixed and the dominant
uncertainties have been evaluated. In a blinded analysis real data is used
in the CRs and pseudo-data is used in the SRs. This allows to correct the
MC-based background prediction with data from the CRs and evaluate
the expected performance in the SR without being biased to possible
statistical fluctuations from the data in the SR.

The so-called Asimov dataset, a pseudo-dataset where the number of
events is equal to the background expectation value, is used to evaluate
the expected significance and upper limits to a given signal. For some
tests, e.g. the signal injection tests that will be described in Chapter 8,
the predicted signal can also be included in the Asimov dataset.

Once the analysis strategy is fixed and the analysis is unblinded, the
H0 and H1 hypothesis are tested using real data in the SR. These are
referred to as the observed results. Both expected and observed results
give relevant information about the analysis and are therefore presented
in all ATLAS searches.
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Chapter 4

Particle Identification and Object
Reconstruction

In order to study the pp collisions produced at the centre of the detector,
several physics objects need to be reconstructed. Hits in the tracking de-
tector, energy deposits in the calorimeters and hits in the MS are used to
reconstruct the particles produced in the collision. These reconstructed
physics objects are later employed in the physics analyses. This chapter
describes how the different objects, used in Chapters 5-8 are section.

4.1. Tracks and Vertices

Charged particles with pseudorapidities of |η| < 2.5 produce hits in
the ID as they traverse the active measuring elements. These hits or
clusters of signals in the silicon pixel, micro-strip sensors and TRT are
used to identify trajectories of charged particles usually referred to as
tracks. Track reconstruction requires several steps: Cluster information
is used in an iterative combinatorial track-finding algorithm to recon-
struct all possible track candidates. These tracks are later processed at
an ambiguity-solving stage to remove overlaps and only the track candi-
dates that pass the quality criteria are retained. A Neural Network (NN),
trained to identify merged clusters, is used to aid the ambiguity solver
[67] and minimise the loss of efficiency. Finally, a high resolution fit is
performed with all available information. The tracks which pass through
the ambiguity-solving without modification are added to the final track
collection [68].

Two or more tracks can be used to reconstruct their origin or interaction
point known as a vertex. The precision of the reconstructed vertex po-
sition improves with increasing track multiplicity. The primary vertex
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(PV), corresponding to the position of the hard scattering pp collision,
is chosen as the candidate that maximises the p2T of the sum of associ-
ated tracks [69]. Secondary vertices (SV), coming e.g. from decays of
particles with long lifetimes, can also be reconstructed.

4.2. Electrons and Photons

Electrons and photons deposit their energy entirely or mostly in the EM
calorimeter in the form of EM showers. The shower, which was described
in Section 2.2.2, is reconstructed from groups of calorimeter cells referred
to as topological clusters. The calorimeter cells must have an absolute
energy at least 4 standard deviations above the average noise to be part
of the topological cluster. Superclusters, formed by a seed topological
cluster with associated satellite topological clusters, are reconstructed
independently for photons and electrons [70]. An object might be recon-
structed both as a photon and an electron supercluster. These cases are
marked explicitly as ambiguous, allowing the final classification of these
objects to be determined based upon the specific requirements of each
analysis.

Electrons are charged particles and can therefore be distinguished from
photons by the tracks they form in the ID. Electron reconstruction re-
quires the match of a supercluster to at least one track in the ID. If no
tracks can be associated to the electromagnetic shower, the object can
be reconstructed as a photon. About 20% of the photons at low η and
up to about 65% at |η| = 2.3 pair-produce an e+ e− pair within the
volume of the ID resulting in two tracks with close trajectory. These
photons are referred to as converted and the vertex reconstructed from
the decay tracks is referred to as a conversion vertex. Converted photons
are reconstructed by matching a supercluster to at least one conversion
vertex. Un-converted photons are reconstructed from superclusters that
do not match to neither a track nor a conversion vertex. Converted pho-
tons may be misidentified as electrons if one of the components of the
e+ e− pair is not recognised.

The energy of the reconstructed electrons and photons is calibrated fol-
lowing the procedure described in [71]. Different selection criteria that
differ on the purity of the selected electron and photon objects, are
provided to satisfy the varied requirements from physics analyses. In

46



CHAPTER 4. PARTICLE IDENTIFICATION AND OBJECT RECONSTRUCTION

electron identification, four operating points are defined to cover vari-
ous possible electron selection efficiencies and their corresponding back-
ground rejection efficiencies, these operating points are referred to as
Tight, Medium, Loose and VeryLoose, where all electrons passing the
Tight criteria also satisfy the other criteria [72]. In photon identification
only two levels of identification are considered, Tight and Loose. This is
described in detail in [73].

4.3. Muons

Muons are characterised by escaping the calorimeters and leave hits in
the MS. Therefore their reconstruction is based on tracks reconstructed
in the MS but complemented with information from the ID, and the
calorimeters. Three different types of reconstructed muons are consid-
ered. Standalone muons are reconstructed linking tracks in the MS to the
interaction point taking into account the energy loss in the calorimeters.
Combined muons are reconstructed using their full track by matching
the standalone muon tracks to the tracks in the ID. Muons with low
pT which do not have enough momentum to reach the muon system are
reconstructed using calorimeter information and tracks in the ID and are
referred to as calorimeter-tagged muons. Four muon identification selec-
tions, Tight, Medium, Loose, and High-pT, are provided [74] to be used
depending on the specific requirements of different physics analyses.

4.4. Jets

As introduced in Section 3.1, the partons produced in the hard scatter-
ing and their radiated partons interact to form different hadrons. The
hadrons interact with the detector material, as described in Section 2.2.2,
producing hadronic showers in the calorimeters. Since the full process
leading to hadronisation begins with an outgoing parton of the hard
scattering with a relatively high momentum, the hadrons tend to be pro-
duced in the same direction as the outgoing parton resulting in groups
of collimated particles (jets).

The ATLAS experiment uses the so-called anti-kt algorithm [75] to re-
construct jets. This is a successive recombination algorithm which iter-
atively merges pairs of objects according to a pre-defined distance be-
tween them and their pT. Jets can be reconstructed using information
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from the calorimeter, tracks in the ID or both. The so-called topo jets
are reconstructed using information from the topological clusters [71].
The particle flow (pflow) [76] jets, which are an improved version of the
topo jets, use both topological clusters and track information as input
to the jet reconstruction algorithm. These methods can reconstruct jets
with pT> 20 GeV. Lower pT jets can also be reconstructed using track
information only, these are referred as track jets. In this thesis, jets
are reconstructed using the anti-kt algorithm with the distance param-
eter set to 0.4. The search in Chapter 6 uses topo jets while the more
modern pflow jets are used in all other chapters.

Jet reconstruction algorithms are required to perform well when con-
fronted with possible QCD divergencies. The jet algorithm should there-
fore be able to reconstruct the same jet with the presence or absence of
soft radiated particles. This is known as infrared safety. It should also
be insensitive to replacing one particle with two collinear particles. This
is known as collinear safety. Furthermore, the jet algorithm is expected
to be independent of the input type and reconstruct the same final state
from simulated partons, simulated particles or energy deposited in the
calorimeters.

The ATLAS experiment has what is called non-compensating calorime-
ters, which means that the response to hadrons is lower than the re-
sponse to particles interacting electromagnetically and this is corrected
through the so-called jet energy scale (JES) calibration. Furthermore,
energy from the underlying event and pileup can sometimes be included
in the jet reconstruction. To account for these and other effects, the
reconstructed jets need to be corrected through different calibration pro-
cedures [77].

4.5. B-tagging

Top quarks and Higgs bosons as well as many hypothetical BSM parti-
cles often decay to b-quarks which hadronise to form b-hadrons. A jet
containing a b-hadron is referred to as a b-jet, a jet containing a c-hadron
but no b-hadron is referred to as a c-jet, while a jet containing neither a
b-hadron nor a c-hadron is referred to as a light-flavour jet.

The identification of b-jets, referred as b-tagging, is an important tool
used in the ATLAS physics program. The b-tagging algorithms exploit
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the characteristic features of b-hadrons: long lifetime, high decay mul-
tiplicity and high mass. Due to the long lifetime of b-hadrons, b-jets
are characterised by being spatially matched to a SV which is displaced
from the PV. The SV is the point where the the b-hadron decays. The
transverse (d0) track impact parameter (IP) is defined as the distance of
closest approach from the track trajectory to the PV in the transverse
plane. The longitudinal track IP (z0) is defined as the distance in the
z-direction between the PV and the track trajectory at the point of clos-
est approach in the x − y plane. The presence of the SV results in a
high IP of the tracks originating from the b-hadron decay, as illustrated
in Figure 4.1.

IP > 0

IP < 0

je
t

ax
is

b-hadron vertex

primary vertex

Figure 4.1.: Graphical illustration of the signed IP of tracks in the jet.

The decay point of the b-hadron must lie along its flight path, hence
the IP components are signed to discriminate between tracks produced
in a b-hadron decay and those that are reconstructed with a large IP
but actually originate from the PV. Tracks are assigned a positive IP
if the angle between the jet direction and the line joining the PV and
the point of closest approach to the track is less than π/2 and negative
otherways [78]. Tracks from decays of long lived particles have large
positive IP making the signed IP a suitable discriminating variable for b-
tagging. The decay length significance, defined as the distance between
the PV and the SV vertex divided by the uncertainty, is also a good
discriminant between b-jets and light-flavour jets. This variable is signed
with respect to the jet direction in the same way as the track IP is.
Vertices are assigned a positive decay length if the angle between the
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jet direction and the line joining the PV to the SV is less than π/2 and
negative otherwise.

Different low level taggers have been developed to focus on specific
flavour-tagging sensitive features [79]. The large IP of tracks originating
from the b-hadron decay are exploited by the IP2D and the IP3D algo-
rithms [80]. The track IP correlations are exploited by the track-based
recurrent NN (RNNIP) [81]. The SV algorithm [82] attempts to reconstruct
the SV from the b-hadron decay and the JetFitter algorithm [83] fo-
cuses on the topological decay structure of weak decays of b-hadrons.
These low level taggers are later used as input to more complex high
level taggers which result in significantly improved b-jet identification
performance.

The analyses described in this thesis use either the MV2 [80] or the
DL1r [84] high level taggers. Both algorithms are trained on a hy-
brid sample of simulated jets where b-jets are considered signal and
c- and light-flavour jets are considered background. Furthermore, they
use the information from the low level algorithms IP2D, IP3D, SV1 and
JetFitter together with the jet variables pT and η as input to the al-
gorithms. The MV2 tagger is a Boosted Decision Tree (BDT) algorithm
which is trained using the ROOT Toolkit for Multivariate Data Analysis
(TMVA) [85]. Specifically the widely used MV2c10 algorithm contains
10% of c-jets in the background sample. The DL1r tagger is an arti-
ficial deep NN trained using Keras with the THEANO [86] backend.
Its topology consists of a mixture of fully-connected hidden layers and
maxout layers. Additionally to the already described input, DL1r uses
the RNNIP algorithm as input to the NN, as well as a set of variables to
discriminate against c-jets. The background sample used to train this
algorithm contains a fraction fc =1.8% of c-jets. The DL1r tagger has a
multidimensional output corresponding to the probabilities for a jet to
be a b-jet, c-jet or light-flavour jet. The final b-tagging discriminant is
given as

DL1r discriminant = ln
pb

fc · pc + (1− fc) · plight
(4.1)

The performance of the b-tagging algorithms is estimated by the b-
tagging efficiency (ϵb), c-tagging efficiency (ϵc) and light-jet tagging ef-
ficiency or mistag rate (ϵlight). The different tagging efficiencies depend
on the jet kinematics and are defined as
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ϵf =
# tagged f -jets

# f -jets
, (4.2)

where f = b, c, light. A high ϵb is essential to correctly identify b-jets, but
low ϵc and ϵlight are required to avoid large c- and light-jet contamination.
Jets are considered b-tagged if the output score of the high level algorithm
is above a certain threshold. This threshold is referred to as a operating
point (OP). The OPs are chosen such that each of them result in a
desired b-tagging efficiency. The tightest is the 60% OP which tags only
60% of the b-jets but in turn has very low mistag rate. The loosest OP
corresponds to a b-tagging efficiency of 85% and intermediate OPs of 70%
and 77% b-tagging efficiency are also defined. The intervals between the
OP boundaries are referred to as pseudo-continuous OPs.

The b-tagging algorithms are trained using simulated events which may
not predict data perfectly. A calibration is performed to correct possible
mismodellings of the algorithms. The calibration of the mistag rate is
described in detail in Chapter 5. The b-tagging and c-tagging efficiencies
are calibrated using data samples of b-jets and c-jets from top quark
decays [87, 88].

4.6. Missing Transverse Energy

Some particles escape the detector volume without being detected, this
is the case for e.g. neutrinos and hypothetical DM particles. To infer
the presence of these invisible particles, energy and momentum conser-
vation can be exploited. The longitudinal momentum of the partons
before the collision is not known and the outgoing particles close to the
beam axis cannot be detected, making the reconstruction of the missing
longitudinal momentum impossible. On the other hand, the transverse
component of the particles momentum before the collision is zero. It is
therefore possible to calculate the negative vectorial sum of the transverse
momenta of all reconstructed particles and detector energy deposits in a
given event, referred to as missing transverse momentum vector (pT

miss).
The magnitude of pT

miss, referred to as missing transverse momentum
(Emiss

T ), is a measure of the sum of the pT of all undetected particles
created in the collision [89].
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Mistag Rate Calibration

This chapter describes the calibration of the light-flavour jet mistagging
efficiency of the b-tagging algorithms with Z+jets events using 139 fb−1

of ATLAS pp collision data at
√
s = 13 TeV [1]. The calibration is

performed on different jet collections and algorithms but only the results
for pflow jets and the DL1r algorithm are shown here.

5.1. Introduction

The most common source of light-flavour jet mistags is the finite res-
olution of the ID that can cause tracks that originate from the PV to
get reconstructed with large IPs or form fake SVs. The mistags of light-
flavour jets can also be caused by the presence of tracks from particles
with long lifetimes (e.g. K0

S or Λ0) and material interactions (hadronic
interactions and photon conversions).

To properly evaluate and correct the performance of b-tagging algorithms
MC simulations which describe known physics processes are used to-
gether with the data recorded by ATLAS. The flavour-tagging efficiency
in data (ϵfdata) is compared to the efficiency in simulation (ϵfMC) and scale
factors (SF), defined as

SFf =
ϵfdata

ϵfMC

(5.1)

are extracted and used to calibrate the b-tagging algorithms. The SFs
are measured for each jet flavour and b-tagging OP.
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The DL1r algorithm rejects 97.52% (99.96%) of the light-flavour jets at
the 85% (60%) OP. Since the fraction of mistagged light-flavour jets is
so low, ϵlight

data cannot be measured directly with enough precision. Two
alternative methods can nevertheless be used to calibrate the ϵlight: The
negative-tag method and the adjusted MC method [78]. The former
measures ϵlight

data using a modified version of the DL1r algorithm that has a
higher fraction of mistagged light-flavour jets. This method is thoroughly
described in Section 5.3. The latter estimates ϵlight

data using MC simulations
that have been modified to reproduce data. Accurate measurements of
track performance are made for both data and MC and this information
is used to modify the MC simulation. The SFlight is then obtained using
the modified MC as a proxy for data, eliminating the problem of limited
statistics.

5.2. Samples and Event Selection

The ϵlight calibration is performed using a sample of Z bosons produced
in association with jets (Z+jets). Events with two central same-flavour
opposite-sign leptons (l = e or µ) compatible with the decay of a Z boson,
i.e. with a di-lepton invariant mass (mll) of 81.0 GeV < mll < 101.0 GeV,
and pT(Z) > 50 GeV are selected. Electron (muon) candidates must have
|η| < 2.47 (2.5) and the leading (sub-leading) lepton is required to have
pT > 28 (18) GeV. Furthermore, all events must have at least one jet
with pT > 20 GeV and |η| < 2.5.

MC samples of Z+jets events are simulated with two different gener-
ators. Nominal samples are generated using Sherpa [60]. Alternative
samples, used to estimate systematic uncertainties and MC efficiencies,
use the MadGraph [61] event generator interfaced with Pythia8 [58] for
the parton shower. Other processes that pass the event selection are also
simulated. The ZZ and ZW production are generated with Sherpa. Di-
leptonic top-quark pair production tt̄ samples are generated using the
Powheg Box v2 [90] generator interfaced with Pythia8 for the parton
shower.

Comparisons between data and the simulation for the most relevant kine-
matic variables are shown in Figure 5.1. The normalisation of the simu-
lated Z+jets events is adjusted to make the number of events in the MC
simulation match the data to better appreciate any discrepancies in the
shape of the distributions. The discrepancies in the leading jet pT and
SV mass (mSV ) distributions are mitigated with a binned fit to data

54



CHAPTER 5. MISTAG RATE CALIBRATION

which will be described in detail in the next section. The mSV is defined
as the invariant mass of the set of tracks selected by the SV algorithm.
Negative mSV values indicate that no SV is found in the jet.
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Figure 5.1.: Comparisons between data and simulation for the most rele-
vant kinematic variables after event selection [1]. The shaded
area corresponds to the statistical uncertainties of the MC
simulations.
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5.3. Negative-Tag Method

The negative-tag method calibrates the ϵlight in data using a modified
version of the DL1r algorithm called DL1rFlip. Tracks matched to light-
flavour jets typically have nearly symmetric signed IP and signed decay
length distributions. On the other hand, tracks matched to b- and c-
jets tend to have distributions with positive tails. This is illustrated in
Figure 5.2 which shows the d0 and z0 components of the IPs of tracks
matched to jets. The DL1rFlip algorithm uses the same training and
OP-threshold as the DL1r but it inverts the sign of the IP of tracks, and
decay length of vertices achieving a lower ϵb to ϵlight ratio than the DL1r
without significantly modifying ϵlight. This is shown in Figure 5.3, where
the distributions of the DL1r and DL1rFlip discriminant are compared
for b-jets and light-flavour jets respectively. The distributions are simi-
lar for light-flavour jets but significantly differ for b-jets. The DL1rFlip
algorithm can therefore be used to calibrate ϵlight in data. A jet that
satisfies the normal output discriminant criteria of a flipped algorithm
is considered to be negatively tagged. The distributions for the DL1r
and DL1rFlip discriminants are shown in Figure 5.4. These compar-
isons show that the fraction of light-flavour jets is much higher for high
DL1rFlip values than for high DL1r values. At the 85% (60%) OP, 25%
(1%) of the jets selected by the DL1r algorithm are light-flavour jets,
while at the same OP, 38% (6%) of the jets selected by the DL1rFlip
algorithm are light-flavour jets.
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Figure 5.2.: Normalised signed IP distributions for tracks associated to
light-flavour, c- and b-jets in multijet events generated with
the Pythia8 event generator [1].
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Figure 5.3.: Comparison of the DL1r and DL1rFlip discriminant for dif-
ferent jet flavours. The dashed vertical lines indicate the
boundaries of the pseudo-continuous OP intervals [1].
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Figure 5.4.: Comparisons between data and simulation for the discrimi-
nant distributions of the b-taggers [1]. Statistical uncertain-
ties of the yields are shown.

In order to account for the pT dependence of ϵlight, the calibration is
performed independently in intervals of the leading jet pT distribution.
The SFlight and SFb are then measured in data through a simultaneous
binned fit to the mSV distribution in pseudo-continuous intervals of the
DL1rFlip discriminant. Exploiting mSV to measure SFb, in addition
to SFlight, considerably reduces the uncertainties arising from the heavy
flavour contamination with respect to the previous published calibration
[78]. Unfortunately the fit does not have enough discriminating power to
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calibrate all three flavours and the SFc needs to be estimated separately
and given as inputs to the fit. Figure 5.5 shows the DL1rFlip discrim-
inant and the mSV template for the 77-70% pseudo-continuous OP in
the 50 < jet pT < 100. GeV interval.
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Figure 5.5.: Distributions of the fit templates for the 77-70% OP [1].

For a given interval of jet pT, the expected number of jets for a given
pseudo-continuous OP interval i is given by

Ni(mSV) = Ni,MC × C ×

 ∑
f=light,c,b

F f × SFf
i × ϵfi,MC × P f

i (mSV)

 ,

where Ni,MC is flavour inclusive event yield in the ith DL1rFlip interval
predicted by MC; C is a common NF; F f are the jet flavour fractions;
P f
i (mSV) is the mSV probability density function for jet flavour f in

the ith DL1rFlip interval. Ni,MC and ϵf,iMC are fixed to the predictions
from MC and SFc

i is set to 1.0 ± 0.3. The C, F f , SFb
i and SFlight

i are
free parameters that are allowed to float in the fit. The constraints
F light = 1−F b −F c and

∑5
i=1 ϵi,MC ×SFi = 1, where the contributions

to the first bin are allowed to vary such that unitarity is preserved, are
also applied. The parameters of interest, i.e. the SFlight are obtained
for the DL1rFlip algorithm. The calibration of the DL1rFlip algorithm
is then applied to the DL1r. An extrapolation uncertainty is added to
account for the differences between these algorithms.
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Sherpa Z+jets events are used to build the mSV and DL1rFlip dis-
criminant templates because this MC sample better models the data.
However, ϵfi,MC is extracted from MadGraph Z+jets events interfaced
with Pythia8 for the parton showering. The SFs that are provided by
the calibration should therefore be considered as corrections to ϵlight in
samples produced with MadGraph+Pythia8 parton shower. To correct
MC samples produced with other event generators and parton shower
models, additional MC-to-MC corrections needs to be applied.

5.4. Uncertainty Estimation

Several sources of uncertainty are considered in this calibration. The aim
of this section is to give a brief introduction to the different uncertainties
that are included in the results.

The ‘Flip’ extrapolation uncertainty accounts for the differences be-
tween calibrating the DL1rFlip and DL1r algorithms. The adjusted MC
method, described at the beginning of this chapter, is used to extract
pT-dependent SFs for both algorithms. The ratio between the different
SFs is taken as the extrapolation uncertainty. The largest value among
all jet pT intervals is used for the final uncertainty estimate.

The MC modelling uncertainty accounts for differences between MC gen-
erators in the modelling of parton showers, hadronisation and the matrix
element calculation. Fits using Z+jets events simulated with Sherpa or
MadGraph+Pythia8 are performed and the absolute difference between
the two SFs is used as an uncertainty.

The c-jet SF uncertainty accounts for the effect of the 30% uncertainty
in SFc. This uncertainty is estimated from the ϵc calibration of the
DL1rFlip on tt̄ events with one lepton [91]. The effect on the SFlight

measurement is evaluated by shifting the SFc to 1.3 and 0.7 and taking
the SF c uncertainty to be the mean impact on SFlight from the two
variations.

The impact parameter (d0, z0) uncertainty accounts for modelling un-
certainties in the tracking parameters. A correction factor is estimated
from tt̄ and applied to templates similar to those in Figure 5.5. The
impact of extracting SFlight from the fits to the corrected templates is
used as an uncertainty.
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The impact of the statistical uncertainties of the data and MC templates
on SFlight are also taken into account. These are implemented following
the Beeston-Barlow method [92]. Cross-check studies are also performed
using a ‘toy’ approach. More information can be found in [1].

5.5. Results

This section summarises the light-flavour jet scale factors for DL1r ob-
tained with the negative tag method applied to the Z+jets sample. The
85%, 77% and 70% OPs are successfully calibrated. However, even when
using the negative tag method, there are not enough b-tagged light-
flavour jets to calibrate the 60% OP. Due to this limitation, and given
that the SFs for the 77% and 70% OPs do not show significant devia-
tions from unity, the SF for the 60% OP is set to 1. The extrapolation
uncertainty, which is expected to be dominant, is derived specifically for
the 60% OP and found to the slightly larger than for the 70% OP. The
other uncertainties, which are expected to be sub-leading and suffer from
large uncertainties when evaluated for the 60% OP, are assumed to be
identical to the 70% OP.

The results for the light-flavour jet calibration of the DL1r algorithm
using pflow jets in Run 2 data in terms of the SFs for the different jet
pT intervals and OPs, are shown in Figure 5.6. Furthermore, Figure 5.7
and Tables 5.1-5.4 show the impact of the different uncertainties for each
jet pT interval and OP. The total uncertainties range from 11% to 23%
and do not have a strong dependence on the jet pT.

Table 5.1.: SFlight uncertainties for the 85% efficiency DL1r OP as a func-
tion of the jet pT [1].

Relative uncertainties [%], 85% SFlight single-cut OP
𝑝T bin [ GeV] 20 < 𝑝T < 50 50 < 𝑝T < 100 100 < 𝑝T < 150 150 < 𝑝T < 300

𝑐-jet SF 6.1 5.9 6.2 5.3
‘Flip’ extrapolation 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7
MC modelling 0.38 2.4 4.4 1
Impact parameter (𝑑0, 𝑧0) 1 1.3 1 1.2

Total systematic uncertainty 11 12 12 11

Data statistical 0.52 0.56 1.1 1.4
MC statistical 0.88 0.84 0.72 0.4

Total statistical uncertainty 1.1 1 1.4 1.6

Total uncertainty 12 12 12 11
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Figure 5.6.: SFs to calibrate ϵlight for the DL1r algorithm for the different
OPs [1].
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Figure 5.7.: Uncertainties on the DL1r SFlight for the different OPs [1].
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Table 5.2.: SFlight uncertainties for the 77% efficiency DL1r OP as a func-
tion of the jet pT [1].

Relative uncertainties [%], 77% SFlight single-cut OP
𝑝T bin [ GeV] 20 < 𝑝T < 50 50 < 𝑝T < 100 100 < 𝑝T < 150 150 < 𝑝T < 300

𝑐-jet SF 6.4 6.6 8.2 7.8
‘Flip’ extrapolation 11 11 11 11
MC modelling 3.1 3.9 1.4 2.2
Impact parameter (𝑑0, 𝑧0) 4.8 6.5 2.4 2.1

Total systematic uncertainty 14 15 14 14

Data statistical 1.3 1.5 3.1 4.1
MC statistical 5.1 5.2 4.5 2.7

Total statistical uncertainty 5.2 5.4 5.5 5.1

Total uncertainty 15 16 15 14

Table 5.3.: SFlight uncertainties for the 70% efficiency DL1r OP as a func-
tion of the jet pT [1].

Relative uncertainties [%], 70% SFlight single-cut OP
𝑝T bin [ GeV] 20 < 𝑝T < 50 50 < 𝑝T < 100 100 < 𝑝T < 150 150 < 𝑝T < 300

𝑐-jet SF 7.8 6.9 8.2 8.8
‘Flip’ extrapolation 11 11 11 11
MC modelling 11 5.3 4 2.6
Impact parameter (𝑑0, 𝑧0) 9.3 14 3 2

Total systematic uncertainty 20 20 15 15

Data statistical 2.6 3 6 8.8
MC statistical 9.3 12 10 6.3

Total statistical uncertainty 9.7 12 12 11

Total uncertainty 22 23 19 18

Table 5.4.: SFlight uncertainties for the 60% efficiency DL1r OP as a func-
tion of the jet pT [1].

Relative uncertainties [%], 60% SFlight single-cut OP
𝑝T bin [ GeV] 20 < 𝑝T < 50 50 < 𝑝T < 100 100 < 𝑝T < 150 150 < 𝑝T < 300

𝑐-jet SF 7.6 6.8 10 9.5
‘Flip’ extrapolation 12 12 12 12
MC modelling 11 5.2 5 2.8
Impact parameter (𝑑0, 𝑧0) 9.1 13 3.8 2.2

Total systematic uncertainty 20 20 17 16

Data statistical 2.6 3 7.6 9.5
MC statistical 9 12 13 6.8

Total statistical uncertainty 9.4 12 15 12

Total uncertainty 22 23 23 20
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The obtained SFs have central values close to one, which indicates that
only a small correction is needed to properly model the tagging of light-
flavour jets in data with the DL1r algorithm. Furthermore, since most
SFs have values slightly larger than one, we can conclude that the DL1r
algorithm slightly under-predicts the amount of light-flavour jets in data
in comparison to simulation. The calibration is currently limited by
the extrapolation uncertainty for all OPs, however a relatively large MC
statistical uncertainty is also observed for the tighter OPs, where less
events with a light-flavour jet are selected.

The calibration presented in this Chapter has been used by all ATLAS
publications that use data recorded between 2015–2018, including those
presented in Chapters 6–8. The light-flavour jet scale factors are applied
to correct the performance of the b-tagging algorithms and their uncer-
tainties are included as systematic uncertainties in the analyses. The
calibration of the light-flavour jet mistag rate is crucial for analyses that
select b-jets using a loose OP. For these analyses, which are characterised
by having a large fraction of light-flavour jets, a large uncertainty on
SFlight could hide the targeted signal. For analyses that require tighter
b-tag OPs, and hence have a very low fraction of light-flavour jets in the
SR, a precise mistag rate calibration is less crucial.
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Chapter 6

Search for New Phenomena in Events
with Top Quark Pairs

This chapter presents parts of the ATLAS publication [2] on the search
for new phenomena with top quark pairs in final states with one charged
lepton, jets and missing transverse momentum.

6.1. Introduction

As discussed in Chapter 1. SUSY can provide solutions to many of the
shortcomings of the SM by introducing supersymmetric partners to the
SM particles. In this chapter an analysis which targets the most minimal
unconstrained supersymmetric model, known as the MSSM, is presented.
In this model the superpartners of the left- and right-handed top quarks
(t̃L,t̃R) mix to form two mass eigenstates t̃1 and t̃2, where t̃1 is the lighter
of the two. In a similar way, the charged (neutral) SUSY partners of the
Higgs and electroweak gauge bosons mix and their linear superposition
forms the chargino χ̃±

1,2 (neutralino χ̃0
1,2,3,4) mass eigenstates. In R-

parity conserving SUSY models (like the MSSM), the LSP, usually the
neutralino (χ̃0

1), is a DM candidate.

Many SUSY models predict that t̃1 should be among the lightest SUSY
particles [93] and could therefore be one of the first to be discovered
at the LHC. The analysis presented in this chapter includes a search
for direct t̃1 pair production where each t̃1 decays to t+χ̃0

1, resulting in
a final state similar to tt̄ production but with larger Emiss

T because of
the neutralino pair. A similar final state can be produced by models
where a single spin-0 mediator (ϕ or a) is produced together with a
pair of top quarks and decays to a pair of light DM particles (χ̃). The
Feynman diagrams for both models, which are referred to as signals, are
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shown in Figure 6.1. Top quarks are massive and decay quickly to a W±

boson and a b-quark. W± can decay either leptonically (W± → l±ν) or
hadronically (W± → qq̄′). The search presented in this chapter focuses
on the specific case when one top quark decays hadronically and the
other leptonically resulting in a final state with one charged lepton (µ or
e), jets and Emiss

T .

(a) stop (b) DM

Figure 6.1.: Representive Feynman diagrams illustrating the considered
signals for the tt̄+Emiss

T search: stop production where the
stop decays into a top quark and the lightest neutralino and
DM s-channel production via a spin-0 mediator. [2]

Due to the fact that SUSY is a broken symmetry, the masses of the
supersymmetric particles are unknown. This analysis assumes that the
t̃1 is relatively light and decays directly to the LSP χ̃0

1, however, different
decay modes are possible depending on the masses of t̃1 and χ̃0

1, as shown
in Figure 6.2, and specific search strategies need to be defined for each
case. For the specific case where the mass difference (∆m) between the
stop and the neutralino (mt̃1

-mχ̃0
1
) is larger than the top mass (mt),

which is the focus of this chapter, the stop undergoes a 2-body decay
t̃1→ tχ̃0

1 as shown in Figure 6.1.

6.2. Signal Regions

In order to detect detect the 2-body stop decay and DM, a set of SRs
are defined using a "cut & count" approach. An iterative optimisation
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Figure 6.2.: Illustration of the dominant stop decay modes in the plane
spanned by the masses of the stop (t̃1) and the lightest neu-
tralino (χ̃0

1), where the latter is assumed to be the lightest
supersymmetric particle. Stop decays into supersymmetric
particles other than the lightest supersymmetric particle are
not considered [94].

algorithm [95], that selects the distributions and cuts that yield the best
discovery significance, is used to define a total of 3 SRs. The SRs are
characterised by requiring events to pass the so-called hard lepton prese-
lection defined in Table 6.1 (which is also applied prior to optimisation)
and the set of cuts selected by the iterative algorithm which are defined
in Table 6.2. Details on the SR selection are described in [2]. Two SRs
are defined for the 2-body stop decay signal targeting medium (tN_med)
and high (tN_high) stop masses. A single SR is defined for the DM sig-
nal. Both targeted signals are characterised by large Emiss

T from the LSP
or the DM particles and therefore a trigger requiring large Emiss

T at the
HLT [96], is used to select events in the SR. The b-jets are reconstructed
with the MV2c10 algorithm at the 77% OP.

The expected background composition in the three SRs is shown in Fig-
ure 6.3. CRs are defined for the largest backgrounds in each SR in order
to ensure the best possible background prediction. The MC predictions
of these large backgrounds are corrected using the NFs that are extracted
in the CRs. The smaller backgrounds are estimated purely from MC. The
largest background contamination in all SRs comes from top quark pairs
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Table 6.1.: Preselection criteria used for the hard lepton signals described
in this chapter.

Selection hard-lepton
Trigger Emiss

T triggers only
Data quality jet cleaning, primary vertex
Second-lepton veto no additional baseline leptons

Number of leptons, tightness = 1 ‘loose’ lepton
Lepton pT[GeV] > 25
Number of jets ≥ 4 (25 GeV)
Number of b-jets ≥ 1
Emiss

T [GeV] > 230
mT[GeV] > 30
|∆ϕ(j1,2, p̄

miss
T )| > 0.4

mT2τ > 80

Table 6.2.: Summary of the selection criteria defining the DM,
tN_med and tN_high SRs.

Selection DM tN_med tN_high
Preselection hard-lepton
N jet, Nb-jet ≥ (4, 2) ≥ (4, 1)
jet pT [GeV] > (80, 60, 30, 25) > (100, 90, 70, 50) > (120, 50, 50, 25)
b-jet pT [GeV] - >80
Emiss

T [GeV] > 230 > 230 > 520
Emiss

T,⊥ [GeV] - > 400 -
Hmiss

T,sig > 15 > 16 > 25
mT [GeV] > 180 > 220 > 380
topness > 8 > 9 > 8

mreclustered
top [GeV] > 150

∆R(b, l) - < 2.8 < 2.6
∆ϕ(jeti, p̄

miss
T ), i ∈ [1, 4] >0.9 - -

∆ϕ(l, p̄miss
T ) >1.1 - -

produced in association with Z bosons (tt̄Z). The CR for this back-
ground is described in the next section. CRs are also defined for the
top quark pair production (tt̄) background, which is a large background
in all SRs. The tN_med and tN_high SRs also have a relatively large
contamination from W+jets and single top-quark production, therefore
specific CRs for those backgrounds are also defined for those SRs.
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Figure 6.3.: Relative background composition for the different SRs.

6.3. Control Region for the tt̄Z Background

The main background in the tN_med, tN_high and DM SRs is tt̄Z pro-
duction with the Z boson decaying to two neutrinos. The process, shown
in Figure 6.4, has very similar characteristics to the targeted signals.
The Emiss

T associated with the neutrinos from the Z decay cannot be
distinguished from the Emiss

T associated with the χ̃0
1 (χ̃) production in

the SUSY stop (DM) signal, making tt̄Z(→ νν) an irreducible back-
ground.

Figure 6.4.: Feynman diagram for tt̄Z(→ νν) production.

Due to the large contamination of tt̄Z(→ νν) events in the SR, a CR
needs to be defined. But because it is an irreducible background and
because CRs must be orthogonal to SRs (no events should pass both
selections) it is impossible to define a CR which has a sufficient tt̄Z(→
νν) purity. Instead, the similarities in event kinematics between tt̄Z(→
νν) and tt̄Z(→ ll) (where l = e or µ) production are exploited. A CR
for tt̄Z(→ ll), which is referred to as the TZCR, requiring three charged
leptons is therefore used to obtain the tt̄Z NF. The branching fraction
for tt̄Z(→ ll) is comparatively low and requires a looser CR selection,
but provides a high purity sample.
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Contrary to tt̄Z(→ νν) events, which can be selected by the Emiss
T trigger,

tt̄Z(→ ll) events need to be selected with another trigger. In the TZCR,
events are selected using a logical OR of a single electron[97] or muon
trigger [98] and are required to have exactly 3 signal leptons, ≥ 4 signal
jets, and ≥ 1 or ≥ 2 b-jets depending on the SR selection requirements.
The lepton pT is required to be 25 GeV for one of the leptons (imposed
by the trigger) and 15 GeV for the rest. For events with electrons, at
least one is required to pass the ‘Tight’ identification criterion. The two
leptons with an invariant mass closest to the mass of the Z boson, i.e.
81 < mll < 101 GeV, are selected as the Z(→ ll) leptons, and the other
lepton as originating from the top decay.

To mimic the Emiss
T of the tt̄Z(→ νν) events, the leptons from the Z de-

cay are treated as invisible and a modified missing transverse energy
(Ẽmiss

T ) is calculated by adding the p
(ll)
T from Z(→ ll) to the original

Emiss
T . A cut on Ẽmiss

T > 230 GeV is applied to define all three CRs.
This cut is the same as that in the corresponding SR except for the
tN_high-TZCR that uses a looser cut in order to reduce the statistical
uncertainties in the CR. The SR jet pT selection criteria are also used to
construct the corresponding TZCR. Furthermore, a 80 GeV pT require-
ment is also applied to the leading b-jet in the DM TZCR. The main
selection criteria for the TZCR (except trigger and lepton identification
requirements) are summarised Table 6.3.

Table 6.3.: Selection criteria used to define the TZCR for the DM,
tN_med, and tN_high SRs.

TZCR DM tN_med tN_high

Number of b-jets ≥2 ≥1
Jet pT [GeV] >(80,60,30,25) >(100,90,70,50) >(120,50,50,25)

Leading b-jet pT [GeV] >80 > 0
mll [GeV] >81, < 101

Ẽmiss
T [GeV] >230

Lepton pT [GeV] >(25,15,15)

The purity of tt̄Z events in the TZCR varies. The TZCR for the tN re-
gions, characterised by ≥ 1 b-jets, have a tt̄Z purity around 60% with
large multiboson contamination around 20%. The TZCR for the DM re-
gion on the other hand, characterised by ≥ 2 b-jets, has a tt̄Z purity
above 75% with a small multiboson contamination around 7%. Table 6.4
shows the yields in each of the TZCRs. The background composition can
be found in Figure 6.5.
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Table 6.4.: Background composition in the TZCR for DM, tN_med, and
tN_high SRs.

TZCR DM tN_med tN_high

tt̄Z 49.88 ± 0.56 41.99 ± 0.56 83.94 ± 0.75
Diboson 5.43 ± 0.17 13.72 ± 0.24 34.49 ± 0.40
tWZ 5.18 ± 0.32 5.52 ± 0.34 10.43 ± 0.49
t+X 4.10 ± 0.16 3.58 ± 0.15 6.90 ± 0.21
Z+jets 1.05 ± 0.21 1.77 ± 0.23 4.73 ± 0.48
tt̄ 1.15 ± 0.29 2.33 ± 0.63 5.39 ± 0.94
tt̄+W 0.51 ± 0.06 0.45 ± 0.06 0.89 ± 0.08
Single top 0.01 ± 0.01 0.03 ± 0.02 0.29 ± 0.18
W+jets 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00

Total SM 67.32 ± 0.78 69.39 ± 0.98 147.05 ± 1.47
Data 75 65 135
NF 1.11 1.07 0.92

Z (74.1%)tt

Multiboson (8.1%)

tWZ (7.7%)

others (10.1%)

-1 = 13 TeV, 139.0 fbs

(a) DM

Z (60.5%)tt

Multiboson (19.8%)

tWZ (8.0%)

others (11.8%)

-1 = 13 TeV, 139.0 fbs

(b) tN_med

Z (57.1%)tt

Multiboson (23.5%)

tWZ (7.1%)

others (12.4%)

-1 = 13 TeV, 139.0 fbs

(c) tN_high

Figure 6.5.: Relative background composition for the different TZCRs.

The possibility to define a multiboson CR from the TZCR by requiring
zero b-jets was also studied. The purity of multiboson events in such
region is around 80% independently of the jet pT requirements. This
CR would be used to correct the MC prediction of the multiboson back-
ground in the TZCRs. Some studies were performed for tN_high, since
it has the largest multiboson contribution in both the SR and the TZCR,
but no benefit was observed from the use of a multiboson CR and the
option was discarded.

The post-fit distributions and data-to-simulation comparisons of the
Ẽmiss

T distributions for the DM and tN_high TZCR are shown in Fig-
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ure 6.6. For the DM tZCR plot, the requirement on Ẽmiss
T is removed and

the arrow indicates the final selection on that variable. Good agreement
is observed between data and prediction, within uncertainties.
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Figure 6.6.: Data-to-simulation comparison of the Ẽmiss
T distributions [2].

The hashed band includes statistical and systematic uncer-
tainties. The lower panel shows the ratio of data events
to expected events. The distributions shown are post-fit,
i.e. each background is scaled by a NF obtained from a
background-only likelihood fit to the CRs. For (a) the re-
quirement on Ẽmiss

T is removed and the arrow indicates the
final selection on that variable.

6.4. Systematic Uncertainties

Several sources of systematic uncertainties affecting the signal and back-
ground estimates are considered. These uncertainties can arise from
the theoretical modelling of the relevant processes or be of experimen-
tal origin. They can affect the background estimates in the SR via the
theoretical cross section calculations, via the fraction of MC simulated
background events entering the SR or via the extrapolation between
the CR and SR (the so-called transfer factor). Table 6.5 summarises
the dominant systematic uncertainties of the total predicted background
yield in the SR, obtained from the background only fits.

Experimental uncertainties arise from imperfect modelling of the detec-
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Table 6.5.: Summary of the dominant systematic uncertainties in %
of the total predicted background, obtained from the
background-only fits.

SR Uncertainty (%) tN_med tN_high DM
tt̄ normalisation 4.4 2.7 2.1
tt̄Z normalisation 9.0 6.8 8.0
W+jets normalisation 3.0 4.8 -
single-top normalisation 2.8 3.4 -
tt̄ modelling 3.0 9.1 6.1
tt̄Z modelling 7.7 7.1 3.3
W+jets modelling 2.3 3.8 -
single-top modelling 0.5 0.8 4.2
JER 10.9 5.1 8.3
Emiss

T experimental 0.7 0.4 1.9
b-tagging experimental 1.7 3.6 4.2
JES 6.0 2.5 2.5
Leptons experimental 1.0 1.6 1.2
Pile-up 1.1 1.2 1.4
Theory 0.9 1.3 1.1
Monte Carlo statistics 4.1 6.6 3.2
Total 19.0 17.2 23.1

tor response and object reconstruction. One example is the b-tagging
experimental uncertainties such as the uncertainty on the light-flavour
jet mistag rate introduced in Chapter 5. Other experimental uncertain-
ties include lepton and Emiss

T reconstruction, JES, jet energy resolution
(JER) and pile-up.

Theoretical uncertainties are related to the ability of the MC simula-
tions to describe the data, both in terms of event properties (i.e. shapes
and kinematic distributions) and the overall normalisation. Different un-
certainties are considered depending on whether the backgrounds have a
defined CR or not. For backgrounds that are estimated directly from MC
simulation using a theoretical cross section, e.g. W+jets and single-top
for the DM SR, a theory uncertainty from the cross-section calculation
and other MC-related characteristics, such as parton distributions, nor-
malisation and factorisation scales, is considered. For the backgrounds
estimated using a CR, e.g. tt̄Z and tt̄, modelling uncertainties which
affect the transfer factors and normalisation uncertainties arising from
limited statistical precision in the CRs are considered. The sources of
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modelling uncertainties vary depending on the process, but generally in-
clude the choice of MC generator, the amount of ISR and FSR and the
choice of renormalisation and factorisation scales. Due to the focus of
this thesis on the tt̄Z background and the definition of its CR, the esti-
mation of the tt̄Z modelling uncertainties’ impact on the transfer factor
is described in detail.

tt̄Z Uncertainties

Modelling uncertainties on the tt̄Z background only enter in the SR
through the transfer factor TF = yieldSR/yieldCR, therefore the uncer-
tainties (σTF ) are estimated as

σTF =
TFNom − TFAlt

TFNom
(6.1)

where Nom refers to the default tt̄Z simulation used for the analysis
(aMC@NLO matrix element generator and Pythia8 parton shower), and
Alt refers to alternative MC simulations (either a different choice of ma-
trix element generator or parton shower model, or different choices of
parameters within aMC@NLO).

For tt̄Z, the considered modelling uncertainties are the renormalisation
and factorisation scales, and the amount of ISR and FSR. To calculate
the modelling uncertainty, the following variations are used as alternative
to the nominal MC:

• Renormalisation scale (µR) and factorisation scale (µF) variations
[2]: The nominal renormalisation and/or the factorisation scales
are scaled with ×2 and ×0.5. The obtained transfer-factor uncer-
tainties for different combinations are shown in Table 6.6.

• Radiation uncertainty: Alternative samples with more (Var3Up) or
less (Var3Down) ISR and FSR than the nominal sample are used
to obtain the TFAlt. Table 6.7 shows the estimated transfer-factor
radiation uncertainty.

The largest of the obtained tt̄Z renormalisation and factorisation and
radiation uncertainties for each SR are selected and used as NPs in the
fits. Table 6.8 shows the pre-fit tt̄Z modelling uncertainties used as
input to the fits. These NPs are pulled and constrained during the fits

74



CHAPTER 6. SEARCH FOR NEW PHENOMENA IN EVENTS WITH TOP QUARK
PAIRS

resulting in lower post-fit uncertainties, which were already summarised
for the background-only fits in Table 6.5. tt̄Z modelling uncertainties on
the transfer factor from the TZCR to the other regions used in the fit
are also estimated.

Table 6.6.: Impact of using alternative renormalisation and factorisation
scales on the transfer factor from the TZCR to the SR. Only
the largest variation, which is obtained when multiplying
both µF and µR with 0.5, is chosen as renormalisation and
factorisation scale uncertainty. For µF × 0.5, no events pass
the CR selection and the TF cannot be estimated.

σTF (%) (µF&µR)× 2 (µF&µR)× 0.5 µF × 2 µR × 2 µR × 0.5 µF × 0.5

DM 1.2 -2.4 0.2 1.1 -1.7 -
tN_med 1.7 -3.4 0.8 1.1 -1.9 -
tN_high 1.8 -2.4 -0.7 1.0 1.7 -

Table 6.7.: Impact of using alternative high (Var3Up) and low
(Var3Down) ISR and FSR scenarios on the transfer factor
from the TZCR to the SR. Only the largest variation for
each SR is chosen as the radiation uncertainty.

σTF(%) Var3Up Var3Down
DM 13.9 -9.6
tN_med -18.9 -15.2
tN_high 13.2 -16.7

Table 6.8.: tt̄Z modelling uncertainties on the transfer factor used as
input to the fits. Two NPs are introduced, one for the renor-
malisation and factorisation scales (R&F) and one for the
amount of ISR and FSR.

Modelling tt̄Z uncertainty (%) R&F radiation
DM -2.4 14
tN_med -3.4 -19
tN_high -2.4 -16.7

6.5. Results

For each SR, a background-only likelihood fit is performed to determine
the SM background yield in the SR. The number of observed events and

75



Sec. 6.5. Results

the predicted number of SM background events for each SR are shown
in Table 6.9, together with the resulting NFs for each background. Fur-
thermore, the p0 values (capped at 0.5), which assess the compatibility
of the observed events with the background-only hypothesis are shown
for all SRs.

A good agreement is observed between data and the SM background
estimate in all SRs. The largest excess is observed for the tN_high,
where p0 = 0.01. As it was described in Section 3.2.4, a p0 ≤ 0.003
(Z ≥ 3σ) is needed to claim evidence of new physics. The small excess in
the tN_high SR is therefore compatible with the SM hypothesis. Since
no evidence of new physics is found, this result extends previous upper
limits on stop pair production models and spin-0 mediator models. The
exclusion tests are however not part of this thesis. Detailed results can
be found in [2].

Table 6.9.: Number of observed events and the predicted number of SM
background events, background NFs and p0-values obtained
from the fit for each SR.

tN_med tN_high DM
Observed 21 17 56
Total SM 21± 4 9.5± 1.6 56± 8

tt̄ 7.2± 1.2 2.0± 1.0 14± 4
tt̄Z 8.3± 2.5 3.5± 1.0 29± 6

single-top 0.4+0.6
−0.4 0.27+0.34

−0.27 7± 4
W+jets 2.5± 2.3 2.3± 1.0 2.56± 0.24
Multiboson 1.49± 0.21 1.06± 0.16 1.31± 0.18
Other 0.78± 0.06 0.320± 0.024 2.15± 0.16

tt̄ NF 0.98+0.14
−0.12 0.90± 0.12 1.12+0.15

−0.13

tt̄Z NF 0.95+0.22
−0.20 0.92± 0.17 1.18+0.20

−0.18

single-top NF 0.11+0.26
−0.11 0.22+0.26

−0.22 -
W+jets NF 0.96+0.25

−0.23 0.86± 0.17 -
p0 0.49 0.01 0.50
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Chapter 7

EFT Interpretation of the Non-Resonant
HH Production Search

This chapter summarises the EFT interpretation of the search for Higgs
boson pair production in the bb̄γγ final state [4]. The search strategy and
event selection, published in [3], are briefly summarised in Section 7.2.
The H → γγ decay, one of the channels used for the original Higgs boson
discovery [26, 27], has a very low branching fraction but benefits from the
very clean discrimination between signal and background provided by the
sharp mγγ peak. The H → bb̄ decay has the largest branching fraction
but is harder to discriminate from other backgrounds with jets. The
HH → bb̄γγ decay combines both characteristics, resulting in a clean
final state with a branching fraction of 0.26%. Despite its relatively low
branching fraction, the bb̄γγ is among the most sensitive final states that
can be used to try to measure HH production.

7.1. Introduction

The λ3 coupling, introduced in Section 1.4.3, can be accessed by ob-
serving Higgs pair production (HH). The leading production mode,
gluon-gluon fusion (ggF), is described in the SM by the Feynman di-
agrams shown in Figure 7.1. Destructive interference between the two
diagrams results in a very small production cross section σggF

HH = 31.05 fb
at

√
s = 13 TeV, making it an extremely challenging measurement. In

fact, this process has not yet been observed by any experiment.

Measuring λ3 and comparing to the SM prediction λSM
3 is one of the high-

est priority physics goals for ATLAS in the coming decade. Searches in
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Figure 7.1.: Feynman diagrams for HH production through ggF in
the SM [3]. The vertex sensitive to the triple Higgs self-
interaction λ3 is indicated by the κλ coupling modifier.

multiple Higgs decay channels are performed by the ATLAS collabora-
tion in order to try to measure the production cross section and devia-
tions from the SM prediction of the Higgs self-coupling (κλ = λ3/λ

SM
3 ).

By construction, κλ = 1 in the SM. Since λ3 influences the shape of
the Higgs potential, as it was shown in Equation 1.18, measuring de-
viations from κλ = 1 would indicate that the true shape of the Higgs
potential is different from that predicted by the SM. As discussed in Sec-
tion 1.4.3, the shape of the Higgs potential has implications in the early
Universe electroweak phase transition which could for example explain
matter-antimatter asymmetry.

7.2. Search for Non-Resonant HH → bb̄γγ

Production

A summary of the search for Higgs boson pairs in a final state with two
b-jets and two photons, described in [3], is provided in this section. This
search has been optimised to try to measure σggF

HH and κλ.

Events are required to satisfy the preselection given in Table 7.1. The
shape of the mHH distribution in HH production is determined by the
interference between the two HH production diagrams shown in Figure
7.1. And since κλ only affects one of the two diagrams, this distribu-
tion is therefore sensitive to variations of κλ. The mHH distribution
is experimentally accessed through the modified invariant mass of the
bb̄γγ system, m∗

bbγγ = mbbγγ − (mγγ − 250 GeV) , which can be used
to define two orthogonal regions that target SM or BSM HH produc-
tion. The high (low) mass regions are defined by the events that pass the
m∗

bbγγ ≥ (≤) 350 GeV selection. Independent BDTs are then trained to
discriminate the main backgrounds ttH, ggF H, ZH and γγ+jets from
the SM or κλ = 10 signal, respectively, for the high mass (HM) and low
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mass (LM) regions. The BDT score in each region is then used, together
with the m∗

bbγγ selection, to define a total of 4 categories as shown in
Table 7.2.

Table 7.1.: The preselection of the HH → bb̄γγ search.

Preselection

Number of ‘Tight’ and isolated photons ≥ 2
mγγ [GeV] ∈ [105, 160]
Number of leptons == 0
Number of central jets ∈ [2, 5]
Number of b-tagged jets @ 70% WP ≥ 1
Number of b-tagged jets @ 77% WP == 2

Table 7.2.: The selection criteria for the four HH → bb̄γγ categories.

Category Selection Criteria

HM Tight m∗
bbγγ≥ 350 GeV, HM BDT score ∈ [0.967, 1]

HM Loose m∗
bbγγ≥ 350 GeV, HM BDT score ∈ [0.857, 0.967]

LM Tight m∗
bbγγ≤ 350 GeV, LM BDT score ∈ [0.966, 1]

LM Loose m∗
bbγγ≤ 350 GeV, LM BDT score ∈ [0.881, 0.966]

An unbinned likelihood fit to the mγγ distribution is performed to mea-
sure the HH production cross section. The non-resonant background is
parametrised as an exponential function for which the shape and nor-
malisation are obtained from a fit to data in a region excluding the signal
peak at mγγ∈ [120, 130] GeV.

This search is optimised to target ggF HH production. However, since
the sub-leading HH production mode, vector boson fusion (VBF), is
also sensitive to λ3, both ggF and VBF HH production are considered
as signal. The Feynman diagrams for VBF HH production are shown
in Figure 7.2.

This search sets an observed (expected) upper limit to σggF+VBF
HH of

4.2 (5.7) times the SM prediction at 95% CL. In terms of hypothe-
sis testing, this result can be understood from the exclusion test de-
scribed in Section 3.2.4: the observed (expected) signal strength modi-
fier µggF+VBF = 4.2 (5.7) is excluded at Z = 2σ, using the CL method,
with real (Asimov) data. The sensitivity to SM HH production is cur-
rently very low and hence no discovery test, i.e. p0 measurements, are
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Figure 7.2.: Feynman diagrams for VBF HH production [3]. The vertex
sensitive to the triple Higgs self-interaction λ3 is indicated
by the κλ coupling modifier.

performed.

The Higgs self-coupling λ3 is studied through the so-called kappa frame-
work, where all parameters and couplings are set to their SM values
except for κλ. The observed (expected) limits of the triple-Higgs cou-
pling modifier κλ are shown in Figure 7.3. The theory prediction curve
is shown in red. As already discussed, variations of κλ affect the in-
terference pattern between the two ggF HH production Feynman di-
agrams shown in Figure 7.1. The interference is maximal, and hence
the predicted cross section is minimal, for κλ ∼ 2. The solid (dashed)
black line indicates the observed (expected) upper limit on σggF+VBF

HH =

µggF+VBF × σggF+VBF SM
HH at 95% CL for different κλ values. The ob-

served (expected) limits on κλ are given by the intersection between the
theory prediction and the observed (expected) limit lines. Values outside
the −1.5 (−2.4) < κλ < 6.7 (7.7) range are excluded at 95% CL by this
search. This range includes the SM prediction (κλ = 1) but still allows
relatively large deviations with λ3 up to ∼ 7 times larger than the value
predicted by the SM.

7.3. HH in the EFT Framework

EFT frameworks, which were introduced in Section 1.4.2, allow the
parametrisation of effects of BSM physics at high energies in terms of
effective couplings. Contrary to the kappa framework, BSM physics may
play a role in multiple interaction vertices in EFT frameworks. These
frameworks can therefore be used to make a more general measurement
of λ3 than the kappa framework, which was used in the previous sec-
tion. Dimension 6 EFT operators introduce new BSM HH production
modes.
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Figure 7.3.: Observed and expected limits at 95% CL on the cross section
of non-resonant Higgs boson pair production as a function
of the Higgs boson self-coupling modifier κλ [3]. The theory
prediction curve represents the scenario where all parameters
and couplings are set to their SM values except for κλ and
includes the uncertainty on the cross section. The star marks
the cross section ate the κλ value predicted by the SM.

Two different EFT formalisms may be used when studying HH produc-
tion: The SM EFT (SMEFT) [99] and Higgs EFT (HEFT) [100, 101].
In SMEFT, also known as linear EFT, the EFT extension is performed
through mass dimensions (1/Λ) and the Higgs field is an SU(2) doublet
(like in the SM). The HEFT or non-linear EFT is used in this thesis.
In this formalism the EFT extension is performed through loops using
the so-called chiral Lagrangian [102] and the Higgs field is an (BSM like)
EW singlet.

The Feynman diagrams for dimension 6 HEFT operators that play a role
in SM (BSM) HH production are shown in Figure 7.4 (7.5), where the
role of the Wilson coefficient chhh is identical to that of κλ in the kappa
framework. In the SM, the Wilson coefficients chhh = ctth = 1 while
ctthh = cggh = cgghh = 0. Since the latter set of Wilson coefficients are
only present in the BSM diagrams in Figure 7.4, the above-mentioned
choices of Wilson coefficients reduce the set of Feynman diagrams to
those of th eSM, making HEFT a natural extension of the kappa frame-
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Sec. 7.3. HH in the EFT Framework

work. The SMEFT formalism is characterised by having strong correla-
tions between different processes (i.e. cggh ∝ cgghh and ctth ∝ ctthh) and
is therefore often used for combinations [103]. In HEFT, these Wilson
coefficients are independent and anomalous Higgs couplings are expected
to be the dominant new physics effects in the electroweak sector. The
cgghh and ctthh Wilson coefficients can therefore only be measured in
HH production, making HEFT an especially suitable formalism for a
simplified HH interpretation. High energy BSM scenarios [104], which
are uniquely sensitive to HH production, can be studied with the HEFT
benchmarks defined in Table 7.3 [105]. These benchmarks are obtained
using cluster analysis [106] to group Wilson coefficient values which re-
sult in similar mHH distributions due to the interference between the
relative contributions of the five Feynman diagrams. The mHH distri-
butions for the seven different benchmarks and SM HH production case
are shown in Figure 7.6.

g

g H

H

H

ctth chhh

g

g

H

H

ctth

ctth

Figure 7.4.: Feynman diagrams for SM HH production through gluon
gluon fusion in HEFT [4]. The triple Higgs self-interaction
λ3 is governed by the chhh Wilson coefficient.
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g
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Figure 7.5.: Feynman diagrams for BSM HH production through gluon
gluon fusion in HEFT [4]. The triple Higgs self-interaction
λ3 is governed by the chhh Wilson coefficient.
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Table 7.3.: Wilson coefficient values in the SM and the seven BSM bench-
mark scenarios defined in [105].

Benchmark chhh ctth ctthh cggh cgghh

SM 1 1 0 0 0
BM 1 3.94 0.94 −1/3 0.5 1/3
BM 2 6.84 0.61 1/3 0.0 −1/3
BM 3 2.21 1.05 −1/3 0.5 0.5
BM 4 2.79 0.61 1/3 −0.5 1/6
BM 5 3.95 1.17 −1/3 1/6 −0.5
BM 6 5.68 0.83 1/3 −0.5 1/3
BM 7 −0.10 0.94 1 1/6 −1/6
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Figure 7.6.: Distribution of the truth level mHH in the SM and the seven
BSM HH benchmarks described in Table 7.3 [4].

7.4. Signal Reweighting

The correlation between the Wilson coefficients and mHH cannot only
be used to extract information about possible BSM contributions to HH
production, but also can be exploited to reweigh a MC-generated HH
signal to other points in the EFT parameter space. The σHH via ggF
can be parametrised at NLO for any set of Wilson coefficients as:
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∂σHH

∂mHH
= Poly(A, chhh, ctth, ctthh, cggh, cgghh|mHH)

= A1c
4
tth +A2c

2
tthh + (A3c

2
tth +A4c

2
ggh) · c2hhh

+A5c
2
gghh + (A6ctthh +A7ctthchhh) · c2hhh

+ (A8ctthchhh +A9cgghchhh) · ctthh +A10ctthhcgghh

+ (A11cgghchhh +A12cgghh) · c2tth
+ (A13chhhcggh +A14cgghh) · ctthchhh
+A15cgghcgghhchhh +A16c

3
tthcggh +A17ctthctthhcggh

+A18ctthc
2
gghchhh +A19ctthcgghcgghh +A20c

2
tthc

2
ggh

+A21ctthhc
2
ggh +A22c

3
gghchhh +A23c

2
gghcgghh, (7.1)

The Ai coefficients, where i ∈ [1− 23], are parameters which depend on
the kinematics of the sample. The unbinned A and differential (A|mHH)
coefficients published in [107] can be used to reweigh the simulated SM
HH sample using an event-dependent weight defined as

w(mHH) =
∂σHH/∂mHH

∂σSM
HH/∂mHH

=
Poly(A|mHH)

PolySM(A|mHH)
(7.2)

This weight changes both the mHH shape and overall normalisation
with respect to the simulated SM HH sample. Normalised weights
wnorm(mHH) are defined in Equation 7.3. The factor PolySM(A)/Poly(A),
which is based on the inclusive Ai coefficients, derived from the full mHH

range, is used to cancel the cross section contribution from w(mHH) to
the normalisation. The reweighting is explained in more detail in [108].

wnorm(mHH) = w(mHH) · σ
SM
HH

σHH
=

Poly(A|mHH)

PolySM(A|mHH)
· PolySM(A)

Poly(A)
(7.3)

The SM HH events are simulated at NLO precision considering finite
top-quark mass effects using the Powheg Box v2 generator [109, 62, 110,
111, 90] and the PDF4LHC15 PDF [112]. The parton shower and hadro-
nisation is simulated using Pythia8.244 [113] with the NNPDF2.3lo [114]
PDF and the A14 tune [115]. In order to interpret the results from [3]
in the HEFT framework, the HH SM sample is reweighted to the seven
benchmarks following Equation 7.3. The reweighting changes the signal
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selection efficiency, which is shown for each benchmark scenario and the
SM in Table 7.4. The selection efficiency for each SR as a function of
the cgghh and ctthh Wilson coefficients is also shown in Figure 7.7.

Table 7.4.: Selection efficiency in each SR for the SM HH and the seven
benchmarks.

Acceptance × Efficiency [%] HM Loose LM Loose HM Tight LM Tight Total

SM 3.2 0.6 7.7 0.4 11.9
BM 1 1.3 2.9 3.8 1.5 9.5
BM 2 1.8 2.2 4.5 1.2 9.7
BM 3 2.2 1.3 8.3 0.6 12.4
BM 4 2.9 0.7 8.6 0.4 12.6
BM 5 3.1 0.3 9.8 0.1 13.3
BM 6 2.6 1.2 7.0 0.7 11.5
BM 7 3.1 0.3 10.8 0.2 14.4
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Figure 7.7.: Selection efficiency in each SR as a function of the Wilson
coefficients. Only one Wilson coefficient is varied and the
others are set to their SM values. [4].

7.5. Systematic Uncertainties

The systematic uncertainties described in [3] for the HH → bb̄γγ search
are also applied in the EFT interpretation. Furthermore, additional
uncertainties that may arise from the reweighting procedure are also
considered. The reweighting uncertainty is evaluated at truth level by
comparing MC-generated BSM samples to SM samples reweighted to
the same BSM benchmarks. The BDT selection cannot be applied at
truth-level and it is therefore not applied when calculating the HEFT
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reweighting uncertainty. The effect of the reweighting on the BDT scores
has been studied at reconstruction level in the available κλ = 10 sample
and found to be negligible. The uncertainties on the selection efficiency
from the reweighting are summarised in Table 7.5. In the case of ctthh
and cgghh scans, the uncertainties are evaluated for the Wilson coefficient
values −0.5, 0.5 and 1.0. The largest uncertainty is then used as the
overall uncertainty for the full scan.

Region LM HM

BM 1 4.9% 0.4%
BM 2 2.4% 4.2%
BM 3 6.1% 4.7%
BM 4 5.3% 1.4%
BM 5 10.8% 2.5%
BM 6 2.8% 1.3%
BM 7 0.3% 2.3%
ctthh 8.7% 1.6%
cgghh 9.8% 6.2%

Table 7.5.: Uncertainties on the selection efficiency from the HEFT
reweighting procedure. The uncertainty is estimated individ-
ually for each of the HEFT benchmarks, as well as for the SM
sample with the cgghh and ctthh Wilson coefficients individu-
ally varied to −0.5, 0.5, and 1. In the latter two cases, the
maximum of the three variations is used as the uncertainty.

The effect of the reweighting on the theory uncertainties that affect the
MC simulations i.e. the choice of the strong coupling constant value,
αS , the renormsalisation and factorisation scales and the PDF set and
the parton shower model is also considered. In this case, the uncertainty
is evaluated for each signal hypothesis but only the envelope between
the SM and BSM hypothesis is used as an uncertainty in order to not
reduce the uncertainties with respect to the original publication [3]. The
uncertainties on the αS , the renormalisation and factorisation scales and
the PDF set are found to be below 5%. The parton shower uncertainty
is found to range from 2–15%. These uncertainties are evaluated at
reconstruction level and are therefore estimated for each of the 4 SRs
independently.
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7.6. Results

This section presents the first interpretations of HH production in the
EFT framework ever performed by ATLAS, namely the interpretation of
the HH → bb̄γγ search [3] in the HEFT framework is performed. Upper
limits on σggF

HH are presented for the SM and seven BSM benchmark
models. Constraints on the cgghh and ctthh Wilson coefficients, which
are uniquely sensitive to HH production and hence have never measured
before, are also set, assuming that all other Wilson coefficients have their
SM values. The VBF HH production, which depends on chhh, is treated
as background and varied as a function of chhh.

The observed (expected) upper limits on σggF
HH for the SM and the seven

BSM benchmarks at 95% CL are shown in Table 7.8 and Figure 7.9. For
SM the upper limit is σggF

HH < 127.7 (171.6) fb, which corresponds to
µggF < 4.11 (5.53), since the SM prediction for σggF

HH = 31.05 fb. It is
not surprising that the upper limit obtained for ggF is lower than that
obtained for ggF+VBF, which was shown in Section 7.2, given that this
search is optimised to maximise the sensitivity to ggF HH production.
As expected, the upper limits differ between the different benchmarks.
The upper limits are higher for benchmarks 1, 2 and 6, which are char-
acterised by having a peak at low mHH , and lower for benchmarks 3,
4, 5, and 7 that are characterised by having longer tails at high mHH

values. In particular, the relatively low upper limit for benchmark 3
can be explained by the long upper mHH tail clearly visible in Figure
7.9, despite the peak at low mHH . The search presented in this chap-
ter is therefore most sensitive to BSM scenarios generating events with
larger mHH values. The same trend is observed for the interpretation of
the search for HH production in the bb̄ττ that is also presented in [3].
A complementary search that targets BSM scenarios with softer mHH

spectra would therefore need to be developed.

The upper limits on σggF
HH as a function of the cgghh and ctthh Wilson

coefficients are shown in Figure 7.10. The theory prediction curve is
shown in red. Variations of the Wilson coefficient values away from the
SM prediction (= 0) produce the additional Feynman diagrams shown
in Figure 7.5 and the interference pattern between the diagrams affects
the σggF

HH prediction. The interference is maximum, and hence the pre-
dicted cross section minimum, for cggh ∼ 0.15 and cggh ∼ 0.35. The
solid (dashed) black line indicates the observed (expected) upper limit
at 95% CL on σggF

HH = µggF · σggF SM
HH for different cgghh and ctthh values.
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Figure 7.8.: Upper limits at 95% CL on σggF
HH for the SM and the seven

BSM benchmarks.
Upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF HH cross-section [fb]

Benchmark Obs. −2σ −1σ Exp. +1σ +2σ

SM 127.7 92.1 123.6 171.6 253.7 380.4
BM 1 189.3 157.3 211.2 293.0 429.2 632.5
BM 2 183.2 143.7 192.9 267.7 393.5 584.4
BM 3 109.8 87.6 117.6 163.2 242.2 366.4
BM 4 111.2 83.6 112.2 155.8 230.7 347.2
BM 5 97.8 73.9 99.2 137.7 204.2 308.3
BM 6 134.4 101.4 136.1 188.9 279.2 418.5
BM 7 88.9 67.8 91.0 126.3 187.4 283.1

The allowed intervals for the respective Wilson coefficient allowed by
the search are given by the intersection between the theory prediction
and the limit lines. The observed (expected) intervals at 95% CL are
−0.4 (−0.5) < cgghh < 0.5 (0.7) and −0.3 (−0.4) < ctthh < 0.8 (0.9).
These Wilson coefficients are much more constrained than the chhh. How-
ever, the results still allow for deviations from the SM prediction, and
hence the existence of the additional Feynman diagrams.
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Figure 7.9.: Upper limits at 95% CL on σggF
HH for the SM and the seven

BSM benchmarks. The filled (open) black marker indicates
the observed (expected) upper limit and the blue (yellow)
bands indicate the expected +1σ (+2σ) uncertainties [4].
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Figure 7.10.: Upper limits on the σggF
HH as a function of the Wilson coef-

ficients at 95% CL. The theory prediction curve is shown
in red. The solid (dashed) black line indicates the observed
(expected) upper limit and the blue (yellow) bands the +1σ
(+2σ) uncertainties [4].
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Chapter 8

Search for Resonant Multi-Higgs Boson
Production

Many BSM extensions of the SM predict the existence of an extended
Higgs sector. This chapter presents a novel search for models with a SM
Higgs boson H and two additional BSM Higgs bosons X and S in the
bb̄γγ final state. The analysis is under development and the results have
not yet been published.

8.1. Introduction

The signal targeted by this search, the resonant production of an X
boson that decays to an S and an H boson, is described by the Feynman
diagram shown in Figure 8.1. Since the masses of the postulated BSM
Higgs bosons are unknown, signals with a wide variety of X and S masses
are considered. However, only models fulfilling mX > mS + mH , with
mH = 125 GeV, and with H → γγ and S → bb̄ decays are targeted.

g

g

b

b̄

γ

γ

X

S

H

Figure 8.1.: Feynman diagram for resonant multi-Higgs produciton.
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The targeted process may exist in, for example, the Next-to-Minimal
2HDM [116], the Complex 2HDM [117], the Next-to-MSSM [118] or the
Two-Real-scalar extension of the SM [119]. Given the large variety of
cross sections and branching ratios predicted by the different models, a
model-agnostic search is performed. The same cross section is assumed
for all mass points and the branching ratio for the S → bb̄ decay is
assumed to be the same as the branching ratio for H → bb̄.

8.2. Samples and Preselection

A summary of the simulated signal and background samples used in this
analysis is shown in Table 8.1. The backgrounds can be divided in two
groups: the so-called resonant backgrounds that are characterised by
having a H → γγ decay and the non-resonant backgrounds that contain
photons that are not produced by the decay of a Higgs boson. The reso-
nant backgrounds include H and HH events produced through VBF or
ggF (ggF and VBF H and HH), the production of a H boson in asso-
ciation with a W boson (WH), a Z boson (ZH), top quark pairs (ttH),
b-quark pairs (bbH), a top quark and a W boson (tWH) or a top quark,
a b-quark and a radiated jet (tHjb). The non-resonant backgrounds are
composed of events with top quark pairs produced in association with
two photons (ttγγ) and events with photon pairs produced in association
with jets (γγ+jets). A wide range of signals with mX ∈ [170 GeV, 1 TeV]
and mS ∈ [30 GeV, 500 GeV] are targeted by this search. The full list of
simulated X → SH → bb̄γγ signals is summarised in Table 8.2.

Due to the large similarities with the HH → bb̄γγ search [3], presented
in Chapter 7, the same trigger and preselection criteria are used in this
analysis. Events with two photons, two b-jets and mγγ ∈ [105, 160]
GeV are selected. The full preselection is shown in Table 7.1. After the
preselection, more than 95% of the background events originate from the
production of two photons in association with jets, the so-called γγ+jets
background.
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Table 8.1.: Summary of simulated signal and background samples used
in the analysis.

Process Generator PDF set Showering Tune

Signals

X → SH PYTHIA8 NNPDF2.3 PYTHIA8 A14

Single Higgs backgrounds

ggF H NNLOPS PDFLHC PYTHIA8 AZNLO
VBF H POWHEG PDFLHC PYTHIA8 AZNLO
WH POWHEG PDFLHC PYTHIA8 AZNLO
ZH POWHEG PDFLHC PYTHIA8 AZNLO
ttH POWHEG NNPDF3.0 PYTHIA8 A14
bbH POWHEG NNPDF3.0 PYTHIA8 A14
tHbj MGMCatNLO NNPDF3.0 PYTHIA8 A14
tWH MGMCatNLO NNPDF3.0 PYTHIA8 A14

HH backgrounds

ggF HH POWHEG PDFLHC PYTHIA8 A14
VBF HH MGMCatNLO NNPDF3.0 PYTHIA8 A14

Non-resonant backgrounds

γγ+jets Sherpa 2.2.4 NNPDF3.0 Sherpa 2.2.4. -
ttγγ MGMCatNLO NNPDF2.3 PYTHIA8 A14
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Table 8.2.: Summary of the mass point grid of generated samples for the
X → SH → bb̄γγ signal.

mX(GeV) mS(GeV) mX(GeV) mS(GeV) mX(GeV) mS(GeV)

170 30 245 90 600 110
180 50 250 100 600 170
185 30 250 110 600 200
190 50 300 30 600 300
200 70 300 70 600 400
205 30 300 110 750 70
205 50 300 170 750 110
210 70 400 30 750 170
220 90 400 70 750 200
225 30 400 110 750 300
225 50 400 170 750 400
225 70 400 200 750 500
230 90 500 30 1000 70
230 100 500 70 1000 110
240 100 500 110 1000 170
240 110 500 170 1000 200
245 30 500 200 1000 300
245 50 600 70 1000 400
245 70 600 110 1000 500
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8.3. Event Selection

The H → γγ decay is exploited to separate the signals from the large
non-resonant background that arises from γγ+jets events. After the
preselection is applied, the mγγ distribution is used to further classify
events into a SR and a CR. Events with 120 GeV < mγγ < 130 GeV, are
selected by the SR while events that do not pass this requirement are
included in the side-band CR. Table 8.3 shows the predicted number of
events in each region for all backgrounds and a sub-set of the simulated
signals. The single bin CR is used to extract a NF for the large non-
resonant γγ+jets background from data which is then used to correct
the normalisation predicted by MC in the SR.

Table 8.3.: Predicted number of signal and background events after pre-
selection in the mγγ side-band (CR) and mγγ peak (SR) re-
gions. Signal cross sections of 1 fb are used.

Preselection CR SR

ggF H 5.452± 0.065 0.109± 0.009 5.344± 0.065
VBF H 0.685± 0.012 0.014± 0.002 0.671± 0.012
WH 0.207± 0.004 0.005± 0.001 0.202± 0.004
ZH 3.689± 0.013 0.073± 0.002 3.615± 0.013
ttH 8.309± 0.014 0.205± 0.002 8.104± 0.014
bbH 0.62± 0.023 0.017± 0.004 0.603± 0.023
tHjb 0.969± 0.029 0.022± 0.004 0.947± 0.029
tWH 0.131± 0.005 0.003± 0.001 0.128± 0.005
ggF+VBF HH 1.691± 0.004 0.027± 0.001 1.664± 0.004
ttγγ 28.672± 0.109 22.924± 0.097 5.748± 0.049
γγ+jets 1417.57± 4.595 1133.58± 4.109 283.992± 2.056

Total SM 1467.995± 4.597 1156.978± 4.11 311.019± 2.058
Data - 1479 -
NFγγ+jets - 1.278 -
mX,S = (190, 50) 1.232± 0.043 0.06± 0.009 1.173± 0.042
mX,S = (250, 110) 9.938± 0.121 0.468± 0.026 9.47± 0.118
mX,S = (300, 110) 11.309± 0.13 0.5± 0.027 10.809± 0.127
mX,S = (600, 170) 23.604± 0.188 0.735± 0.033 22.869± 0.185
mX,S = (750, 300) 28.118± 0.206 0.841± 0.036 27.277± 0.203
mX,S = (1000, 300) 30.834± 0.215 0.857± 0.036 29.977± 0.212

Because of the many different X and S masses targeted by this analysis,
a Parametrised Neural Network (PNN) [120], which is described in detail

95



Sec. 8.4. Parametrised Neural Network

in Section 8.4, is used to further discriminate the different signals from
the backgrounds. This network takes mX and mS as input parameters
and is capable of differentiating between signal and background across a
wide (mX ,mS) plane. The binned PNN(mX ,mS) distribution is used in
the final likelihood fit to extract µ(mX ,mS). The binned PNN(mX ,mS)
distributions that target the (mX ,mS) = (230,90), (600, 170), (750, 300)
and (1000, 500) GeV signals are shown for the SR in Figures 8.2 and 8.3.
When the PNN parameters match the true (mX ,mS) values used to
generate the signal, the PNN distribution for the signal peaks towards 1.
If the PNN parameters are very different from the true (mX ,mS) val-
ues of the generated signal, the PNN distribution for the signal peaks
towards 0.

Most analyses that target signals with a H → γγ decay, like the search
described in Chapter 7, perform an unbinned likelihood fit to the mγγ

distribution to exploit the excellent mγγ resolution. In comparison, this
novel approach allows to simultaneously profit from the clean mγγ peak,
by cutting on mγγ , and the flexibility of the PNN to target a wide range
of X and S masses by fitting the PNN(mX ,mS) distribution in the SR.

8.4. Parametrised Neural Network

In this search, a PNN is used to discriminate the signal from backgrounds
across the (mX ,mS) plane. As opposed to standard NNs that are only
trained with a set of training variables (x) that are used to separate
signal from background, PNNs also include a set of parameters (θ) in
the training. A single PNN, which has learned the relation between x
and θ, can act as N different NNs, where each has been trained to target
one of N different signals with a specific θ value. The parametrisation not
only saves computing resources (N NNs can potentially be replaced by a
single PNN), but also allows for interpolation to signals corresponding to
values of θ not included in the train set. The variety of signals targeted
by this search and the coarse sampling of the (mX ,mS) plane by the
simulated signal samples, especially in the mX > 250 GeV region, makes
PNNs particularly suitable. The PNN allows to test the SM hypothesis
for any θ = (mX ,mS) pair. However, a simulated signal sample or an
interpolated PNN signal template is required in order to test the BSM
hypothesis.

The signal kinematics are highly dependent on the values of mX and mS ,
and therefore the reconstructed invariant masses of the corresponding
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Figure 8.2.: The binned PNN(mX ,mS) distributions in the SR. The
signals with (mX ,mS) near the PNN parameters peak to-
wards 1, while background and non-targeted signals peak
towards 0. A cross section of 1 fb is used for all signals.
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Figure 8.3.: The binned PNN(mX ,mS) distributions in the SR. The
signals with (mX ,mS) near the PNN parameters peak to-
wards 1, while background and non-targeted signals peak
towards 0. A cross section of 1 fb is used for all signals.
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final state particles, mbbγγ and mbb, become very powerful discriminating
variables. A modified version of mbbγγ , called m∗

bbγγ , is defined as

m∗
bbγγ = mbbγγ − (mγγ − 125 GeV) . (8.1)

The subtracted term improves the resolution of the mbbγγ peak by re-
ducing the impact of the finite resolution of the mγγ measurement. It
also minimises the correlation between the m∗

bbγγ and mγγ variables.

Events that pass the preselection are used to train a PNN with train-
ing variables x = m∗

bbγγ ,mbb and parameters θ = mX ,mS . The mγγ

distribution is not included in the training because it is used to assign
events to the SR and CR. The CR does not only allow to correct the
γγ+jets normalisation using data but also to validate the shape of the
full PNN distribution in MC simulations by comparing it to the shape
in data. These comparisons will be shown in Section 8.5. The distribu-
tions for the training variables used in the PNN training are shown in
Figure 8.4. Including additional training variables to x has been tested,
but the PNN learns best with the most simple configuration. Additional
variables seem to act as noise confusing the network rather than helping
it. The reduced set of variables is enough to discriminate the signals
from the non-resonant γγ+jets background as well as the resonant ttH,
ggF H and ZH backgrounds. The signal events are assigned their cor-
responding mX ,mS values, e.g. the (mX ,mS) = (250, 100) GeV signal
is assigned θ = (250, 100), while background events are randomly as-
signed θ values from the pool of signals. This procedure results in the
same signal-to-background ratio for each (mX ,mS) signal and ensures
that the kinematic properties of all the signal points are learned by the
network.

8.4.1. Hyperparameter Optimisation

Events are divided in three sets: train, evaluation and test. The train set
is used for training the PNN, the evaluation set is used for evaluating its
performance and the test set is used to perform the statistical analysis
after the final PNN has been selected. A 3 fold Cross Validation (CV)
is applied to recover all of the events for the statistical analysis without
biasing the results. Based on their event numbers, events are divided
in 3 folds Y ∈ 1, 2, 3, all containing approximately the same number of
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Figure 8.4.: Training variables for the PNN. Only a subset of signals is
shown. A cross section of 1 fb is used for all signals.

Table 8.4.: Definition of train, evaluation and test sets for each of the
PNNs trained using cross-validation.

CV1 CV 2 CV 3

Train set Fold 1 Fold 2 Fold 3
Evaluation set Fold 2 Fold 3 Fold 1
Test set Fold 3 Fold 1 Fold 2

events. Fold Y contains events with EventNumber % 3 = Y − 1. Three
different PNNs are trained using CV as shown in Table 8.4.

In order to maximise the performance of the network multiple hyperpa-
rameters need to be optimised. The PNN parameters are optimised in
the CV fold 1. Different hyperparameter configurations, shown in Table
8.5 are tested using Keras Tuner [121]. This algorithm selects the hy-
perparameters that maximise the Area-Under-Curve (AUC) of the eval-
uation set from a total of 40 rounds using Bayesian Optimisation. The
remaining hyperparameters are optimised taking into account the spe-
cific characteristics of the dataset.

One of the biggest challenges when training the network is the large im-
balance in the number of signal and background events of the dataset.
The largest contribution to the preselected sample comes from the γγ+jets
background, as shown in Table 8.3. With such an imbalanced dataset,
the PNN tends to classify all events as background. It also struggles
to differentiate between the different signals. The imbalance is reduced
when considering only the raw number of events without applying event
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Table 8.5.: List and ranges of the PNN hyperparameters that are opti-
mised by Keras Tuner.

Parameter Range Sampling Mode

Number of hidden layers [1-6] 1
Dropout rate (per-layer) [0, 0.2] 0.05
Learning rate [0.0001 - 0.1] Log

weights from the cross section, the MC generator, the reconstruction ef-
ficiency corrections, etc, and hence unweighted event yields are used in
the training. The effect of the event weights on the training variable
distributions has been found to be negligible. The PNN is trained using
class weights defined as

weight(class i) =
total # events

2 ·# class i events
(8.2)

for i = signal or background. This weight ensures that the same impor-
tance is given to both signal and background classes. Furthermore, an
initial bias given by

initial bias = log

(
# signal events

# background events

)
(8.3)

is applied to the last layer of the PNN. The bias avoids the network’s
initial tendency to classify everything as background due to the class im-
balance. Finally, the batch size is optimised such that all signal processes
have approximately 200 events per batch in order to avoid large statistical
fluctuations in the signal-to-background ratio between batches. The per-
formance of the PNN improves considerably with this configuration.

8.4.2. Training

A PNN(mX ,mS) is trained to discriminate all signals from the main
backgrounds using m∗

bbγγ , mbb as training variables. The final PNN ar-
chitecture is shown in Figure 8.5. The input layer consists of 4 nodes (2
training variables and 2 parameters) and the output layer consists of 1
node with a sigmoid activation function (typical of a binary classifier).
The network also has 4 hidden layers, each with a standard training layer
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(dense) with a rectified linear (relu) activation function and a dropout
layer (dropout). The number of nodes for each hidden layer, determined
by the hyperparameter optimisation, is also specified. The remaining
hyperparameters, such as the specific dropout rate of each hidden layer,
class weights and batch size is shown in Table 8.6. Each CV fold is
trained for 2000 epochs resulting in an AUC for both training and eval-
uation test set of 0.97 for CV fold 2, shown in Figure 8.6, and 0.98 for
CV folds 1 and 3.

Table 8.6.: Hyperparameters of the PNN.

Number of hidden layers 4
Layer 1 dropout rate 0.05
Layer 2 droport rate 0.1
Layer 3 dropout rate 0.2
Layer 4 dropout rate 0.1
Learning rate 0.009137
Optimizer Adam
Loss function Binary Loss
Initial bias 0.118
Signal class weight 0.945
Background class weight 1.062
Batch size 212613
Number of batches 2
Number of epochs 2000
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Figure 8.5.: Architecture of the PNN. The input layer consists of 4 nodes
(2 training variables and 2 parameters) and the output layer
consists of 1 node with a sigmoid activation function. The
network also has 4 hidden layers, each with a rectified linear
activation function (relu) and a dropout layer. The number
of nodes for each hidden layer is also specified.
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Figure 8.6.: ROC curve for the PNN. This plot corresponds to CV 2. The
AUC for both train and evaluation sets increases to 0.98 for
CV 1, used in the hyperparameter optimisation, and CV 3.

8.4.3. Performance

The AUC shown in Figure 8.6 is independent of the (mX ,mS) parame-
ters and therefore it is not a good estimator of the discriminating power
between signals. In order to assess whether the PNN is better at dis-
criminating some signals than others, the AUC is evaluated for differ-
ent (mX ,mS) parameters. Figure 8.7 shows the AUC(mX ,mS) for the
evaluation set. The worst separation between signal and background is
obtained for the mX ,mS = (170, 30) GeV signal where the AUC=0.76
while better separation is obtained for the mX = 1 TeV signals where
AUC ≥ 0.99.

In order to assess whether the poorer performance observed for signals
with low (mX ,mS) is caused by the generalisation of the PNN, three
NNs are trained to target individual signal points. In Table 8.7, the per-
formance of the PNN is compared to the performance of the three NNs
trained to target (mX ,mS) = (170,30), (250, 100) and (750, 110) GeV,
respectively. At high mass both networks have similar performance while
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(a) mX ≤ 250

(b) mX > 250 GeV

Figure 8.7.: The AUC(mX ,mS) for the evaluation set. No event weights
are used in the calculation of the AUC.
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Table 8.7.: Comparison of the AUC(mX ,mS) for the PNN and three dif-
ferent non-parametrised NNs optimised for each of the three
signals listed.

AUC PNN NN

(mX ,mS) validation-set train-set validation-set train-set

(170,30) 0.76 0.74 0.83 0.82
(250, 100) 0.96 0.96 0.95 0.95
(750, 110) 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99

the PNN shows a better performance for (mX ,mS) = (250, 100) GeV-
due to being able to learn from more mass points. At low mass the
performance of the NN is better than the PNN, however both have con-
siderably lower performance than the high mass counterparts indicating
that this signal point is harder to discriminate from background inde-
pendently of the parametrisation. The NN shows a maximum of 9% im-
provement in performance with respect to the PNN for the (mX ,mS) =
(170, 30) GeV signal. A more complex NN architecture is preferred for
the NNs that target low mass signals with respect to those that target
high mass signals. In order to help the PNN to learn signals with low
(mX ,mS), sub-class weights could be used. These weights would result
in a higher (penalty) reward to the network when (mis-)classifying events
with low (mX ,mS) parameter values. However, this study suggests that
the potential improvement in performance from using sub-class weights
would be minimal, given that a NN that can focus fully on separating the
(mX ,mS) = (170, 30) GeV signal from background results in a relatively
low AUC.

8.4.4. Discriminant

The PNN distribution is used as a final discriminant in the SR. Given
the large parameter space targeted by this search, and the computing
resources required to perform the likelihood fit using toy MC experi-
ments, the binning is optimised such that the asymptotic approximation
is valid and toys do not need to be used. The binning is optimised for
each (mX ,mS) point using the TransfoJ algorithm from TRexFitter
[122]. This algorithm ensures that there is a falling background distribu-
tion with at least 1 background event in the most signal-like bin i.e. the
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bin with PNN(mX ,mS) values closest to 1. Starting from a distribution
with N bins, an iterative procedure over i = 0, 1, ..., k−1 is used to merge
bin N − (i+1) with bin N − i until the number of background events in
the merged bin exceeds i+1. This iterative procedure is stopped for bin
N − k if the signal-to-background ratio in this new bin is smaller than
that of the full un-binned distribution. A single background-like bin
is used for the remaining distribution i.e. the bin with PNN(mX ,mS)
values closest to 0.

8.5. Comparisons between Data and Simulation

Figure 8.8 shows the data-to-simulation comparison in the CR for mγγ ,
mbb, m∗

bbγγ and a subset of PNN(mX ,mS) distributions. The γγ+jets
uncertainty, represented by the hashed area, includes the statistical un-
certainty that arises from the limited number of MC events and the
modelling uncertainty that arises from the comparison between Sherpa
and MadGraph simulated events. The shape of all distributions is fairly
well predicted by the simulation within uncertainties. The normalisation
of the γγ+jets background predicted by simulation has been corrected
with a NF evaluated in the CR.

8.6. Interpolation

Signals have been simulated for the specific (mX ,mS) points summarised
in Table 8.2. However, we would like to study the H0 and H1 hypoth-
esis for the full mX ∈ [170 GeV, 1 TeV] and mS ∈ [30 GeV, 500 GeV]
phase space. This is done by interpolating the PNN shape for signal and
background between the simulated points.

The parametrisation of the PNN(mX ,mS) allows to test any mX ,mS

hypothesis. The background interpolation can be obtained directly from
the PNN by specifying any set of mX ,mS values. This characteristic
allows to test the SM hypothesis for any mX ,mS value. This approach
is used for the large phase space shown in Figure 8.9. The (mX ,mS)
space is sampled with a granularity ≤ 10 (25) GeV for mX < (>) 250
GeV. Simulated samples have been produced for the signals marked in
red. The parameter space between the simulated points, marked in blue,
is interpolated.
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Figure 8.8.: Data-to-simulation comparisons of different discriminating
distributions in the CR. The NFγγ+jets is applied to correct
the normalisation of the γγ+jets background. The γγ+jets
uncertainty includes the statistical and modelling uncertain-
ties.
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(a) mX ≤ 250

(b) mX > 250 GeV

Figure 8.9.: Targeted X → SH signals. Simulations are available for the
signals marked in red. No signals have been produced for
the points marked in blue i.e. results in those points will be
based on interpolating the PNN shapes.
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8.6.1. Signal Injections

In order to assess the appropriate granularity of the (mX ,mS) points to
be tested, signal injections are performed. If the (mX , mS) points are
too sparse, there is a risk to miss a signal present in the data, while if
the mass points are too densely spaced the probability of observing a
statistical fluctuation, referred to as the look-else-where effect, becomes
unnecessarily large.

A signal is injected with a cross section times branching ratio of approx-
imately twice that of the expected limit and the sensitivity of nearby
points to the injected signal is evaluated. For mX < (≥) 300 GeV,
a window of 25 (50) GeV in the (mX ,mS) plane around the injected
signal is studied. The expected significance obtained from fitting the
PNN(mX ,mS) distribution with the same (mX ,mS) values as the in-
jected signal have an expected significance of ∼ 4σ. It is considered
that if the expected significance for at least one other (mX ,mS) point is
≥ 3σ, the granularity is fine enough to ensure that no signal is missed.
Figure 8.10 shows two examples of injected signals. In the top plot, the
tested granularity is found to be ideal, while for the bottom plot the
tested granularity is finer than what is required. For mX > 600 GeV, in-
jection studies show that a granularity of 50 GeV (rather than the tested
25 GeV granularity) is enough not to miss any signal according to the
significance criteria (Z ≥ 3σ).

8.6.2. Binning for Interpolated PNN Distributions

The PNN distribution is binned using the iterative algorithm described
in Section 8.4.4. This optimisation is based on the predicted number
of background events and the signal-to-background ratio. The signal is
only available for a reduced sub-set of (mX ,mS) points and therefore, an
alternative criterion to the signal-to-background ratio needs to be used
for the interpolated (mX ,mS) points. Figure 8.11 shows two parame-
ters of the binning optimisation, the total number of bins N and the
upper-edge of the first bin i.e. the most background-like. Both of these
parameters are fixed by the algorithm using the signal-to-background ra-
tio. A correlation between the targeted (mX ,mS) value and the number
of bins is observed, and the first bin edge is found to be ≲ 0.55.
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(a) Signal with mX ,mS = (170, 30) GeV

(b) Signal with mX ,mS = (600, 200) GeV

Figure 8.10.: Expected significance from different injected signals. The
significance obtained from the PNN(mX ,mS) distribution
with the same (mX ,mS) values as the injected signal is
shown in red.
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(a) Number of bins (b) First bin edge

Figure 8.11.: Parameters from the binning optimisation algorithm of
the PNN(mX ,mS) distributions for (mX ,mS) points with
available simulated signal samples.

The alternative version of the binning algorithm, which is used to bin
the interpolated (mX ,mS) points (blue), is defined as follows. As be-
fore, at least i+1 background events are required for bin N− i, however,
the stopping criterion is based on the correlations extracted from Figure
8.11. In particular, N = 6 for signals with mX −mS > 450 GeV, N = 7
for signals with 310 GeV < mX −mS < 450 GeV or mX < 250 GeV, and
N = 8 for signals with 250 GeV < mX −mS < 310 GeV. Additionally, if
the N criteria does not guarantee that the upper-edge of the first bin is
≤ 0.55, additional bins are added, each with one additional background
event, until this condition is guaranteed. The binning suggested by this
algorithm for the red points is very similar to that obtained using the
original optimisation. Most PNN distributions obtain the same num-
ber of bins with both algorithms, however in some cases the suggested
number of bins differ by ±1. The impact on the cross section upper lim-
its from changing between the two different binnings has been studied
for the points with available simulated signal samples and found to be
negligible (< 1%).

8.6.3. Signal Interpolation

In addition to interpolating the PNN score distribution, to predict its
shape for any X and S, the efficiency of the signal to enter the SR, also
needs to be interpolated. The distributions of the training variables,
mbb and m∗

bbγγ , from a simulated signal point can be interpolated to a
different (mX ,mS) point using Lorentz transformations. The interpo-
lated mbb and m∗

bbγγ distributions can then be used to obtain the shape
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of the PNN (mX ,mS) distribution for the interpolated signal. Once the
shape is available, a 2D graph is used to interpolate the selection effi-
ciency. This method is beyond the scope of this thesis and therefore not
documented in detail.

The difference between the expected upper limits on the signal cross
section times branching ratio obtained when using interpolated or MC-
generated PNN score distributions is used to study the validity of the
interpolated signal histograms. In the mX ≥ 400 GeV mS ≥ 70 GeV re-
gion, shown in Figure 8.12, the relative difference is below 10% and the
interpolated signals are considered valid to use. This study only considers
uncertainties of statistical origin and will be repeated once all system-
atic uncertainties are available to decide the exact signal interpolation
range. A systematic uncertainty on the selection efficiency and shape of
the interpolated signal needs to be considered.

Figure 8.12.: Difference between the expected limits obtained when using
MC or interpolated PNN score distributions. The area with
a relative difference < 10% is shown.
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8.7. Systematic Uncertainties

Systematic uncertainties originate from both experimental and theoret-
ical sources. They may affect the selection efficiency and the shape of
the SR discriminant predicted by simulation. The effect of these uncer-
tainties on the predictions in the fit is modelled through NPs.

Systematic uncertainties affect both signal and background predictions.
However, the theoretical and experimental uncertainties on the shape
and normalisation of the predicted signal are not yet available at the
time of writing this thesis and therefore not included in the fits. These
uncertainties are expected to be small.

The theoretical systematic uncertainties may arise from the choice of
renormalisation and factorisation scales, the PDF set and the choice
of strong coupling constant value. The effect of these uncertainties on
the production cross section is considered for all processes, additionally,
for the γγ+jets, ttH and ZH backgrounds, the effect of these uncer-
tainties on the shape of the SR discriminant is also considered. These
uncertainties are implemented in the likelihood fit as individual NPs.
The uncertainty from the choice of the parton shower model is also es-
timated for the HH, ttH and ZH backgrounds by comparing samples
simulated with the Pythia8 or Herwig7 parton shower and hadronisation
model. For the γγ+jets background, a modelling uncertainty that varies
both the generator and parton shower models is estimated by comparing
events produced with Sherpa, which simulates both the matrix element
and the parton shower, and events produced with the MadGraph event
generator interfaced with Pythia8 for the parton shower. The effect of
these variations in both the shape of the PNN distribution and the selec-
tion efficiency in the SR is considered as individual NPs. Furthermore,
an additional NP is applied to the signal and the single Higgs and HH
backgrounds to model the uncertainty on the branching ratio of the Higgs
decaying to photons. The uncertainty on the branching ratio of the Higgs
decay to b-quarks is applied to the HH background with another NP.
The theory uncertainty that affects the prediction of the γγ+jets events
through the extrapolation between the CR and SR, referred to as theory
TF uncertainty, is also considered as an additional NP. This uncertainty
is calculated in an analogous way to the tt̄Z uncertainties described in
Chapter 6.

The experimental systematic uncertainties arise from imperfect mod-
elling of the detector response and object reconstruction. The impact
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of the experimental uncertainties on the shape and normalisation of the
ttH, ZH, ggF H, HH, tHjb and γγ+jets backgrounds is considered,
while the effect of these variations on the minor VBF H, bbH, tWH and
ttγγ backgrounds is neglected. The following experimental uncertainties
are included in the statistical analysis as NPs:

• Luminosity (1 NP)

• Pileup modelling (3 NP)

• Diphoton trigger efficiency (1 NP)

• Photon identification efficiency (1 NP)

• Photon isolation efficiency (1 NP)

• Photon energy scale (1 NP)

• Photon energy resolution (1 NP)

• Jet energy scale (17 NP)

• Jet energy resolution (11 NP)

• Jet vertex tagger efficiency (1 NP)

• Flavour-tagging efficiencies (10 NP)

The uncertainties that have a highest impact on the fits vary depend-
ing on the targeted signal, however, the leading uncertainty generally
arises from the modelling of the γγ+jets MC, followed by uncertainties
of statistical origin and other theoretical uncertainties on the prediction
of γγ+jets events, such as the theory TF uncertainty or the renormalisa-
tion and factorisation scales uncertainty. The experimental uncertainty
with a largest impact arises from the flavour-tagging efficiencies.

The impact of the different NPs on the signal strength modifier µ for the
signal point with mX =230 GeV and mS = 90 GeV is shown in Figure
8.13. In this case, the γγ+jets modelling uncertainty has an impact of
30%, the second leading uncertainty arises from the γγ+jets TF and has
a prefit (postfit) impact of 15% (10%). Both of these uncertainties are
constrained by the fit to the CR. The remaining NPs have an impact
below 10%. This is the case for the statistical uncertainty on the back-
ground prediction in the last two bins of the PNN distribution and the
uncertainty on the c-jet and light-flavour jet mistag efficiencies.

115



Sec. 8.8. Results

0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

2.0 1.5 1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
( 0)/

yy_Modelling

yy_theory_TF

staterror_SR[8]

FT_EFF_Eigen_C_0

staterror_SR[7]

FT_EFF_Eigen_Light_0

yy_pdf_set

yy_QCD

staterror_SR[6]

BR_Hyy

yy_norm

staterror_SR[5]

yy_PDFalpha

FT_EFF_Eigen_Light_1

FT_EFF_Eigen_C_1

pre-fit impact: = +
pre-fit impact: =

post-fit impact: = +
post-fit impact: =

pulls

Figure 8.13.: The leading 15 NPs ranked by their impact on the param-
eter of interest, in this case signal_norm, are shown for
the PNN(mX = 230 GeV,mS = 90 GeV) fit. The Asimov
dataset with µ = 1 is used.

8.8. Results

This section presents the results from the search for X → SH → bb̄γγ.
At the time of writing this thesis, the search is still under development
and therefore, results are only shown for a subset of the (mX ,mS) signal
points. Expected limits are shown for all (mX ,mS) points with a MC
generated signal sample. Unblinded results are shown for two (mX ,mS)
points where all major systematic uncertainties are available.
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8.8.1. Expected Limits

The results presented in this section are obtained using an Asimov dataset,
where the data is predicted from simulation after a background-only fit
to the CR. The expected upper limits on the signal cross section times
branching ratio are shown for all points with MC simulated signals on
Figures 8.14 (mX ≤ 250 GeV) and 8.15 (mX ≥ 300 GeV). The system-
atic uncertainties of experimental origin and signal uncertainties are not
yet available for all the targeted (mX ,mS) points. The results are there-
fore obtained without considering these uncertainties. Cross sections
between 0.14 fb and 24.50 fb are expected to be excluded depending on
(mX ,mS). The signals with higher (mX ,mS) are characterised by hav-
ing a larger selection efficiency, as was already observed in Table 8.3, and
therefore smaller cross sections are excluded for these signals.

Figure 8.14.: Expected limits on the signal cross section times branching
ratio for the different (mX ,mS) signals with mX ≤ 250
GeV. These limits include only statistical and systematic
uncertainties of theoretical origin.
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Figure 8.15.: Expected limits on the signal cross section times branching
ratio for the different (mX ,mS) signals with mX ≥ 300.
These limits include only statistical and systematic uncer-
tainties of theoretical origin.

8.8.2. Unblinded Results

In this section, the results for the (mX ,mS) = (600, 170) GeV and
(1000, 500) GeV signals are presented. These masses are selected because
all systematic uncertainties on the background prediction are available
for these points. A minor background, the production of a Z boson
decaying to b-quark pairs produced in association with two photons,
Z(bb)γγ, is currently being generated and therefore not yet included in
these preliminary results.

The PNN(mX=600 GeV, mS = 170 GeV) and PNN(mX = 1 TeV, mS

= 500 GeV) distributions in the SR, with unblinded data, are shown
in Figure 8.16. A good agreement is observed between data and the
expected SM background for both distributions. In order to assess the
compatibility between the H0 hypothesis and the observed data, a profile
likelihood ratio fit is performed to the PNN distribution in the SR and the
single bin CR, where the hypothesis testing is based on the asymptotic
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Figure 8.16.: The observed and expected PNN(mX ,mS) distributions in
the SR. The NFγγ+jets is applied to the expected distri-
butions to correct the normalisation of the γγ+jets back-
ground. The γγ+jets uncertainty includes the prefit statis-
tical and modelling uncertainties.
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approximation (i.e. Z =
√
q0). The observed p0-value is greater than

0.5 in both fits meaning that no evidence for BSM physics is found.
Upper limits on the production cross section times branching ratio for
the (mX ,mS) = (600, 170) GeV and (1000, 500) GeV signals are therefore
set. For (mX ,mS) = (600, 170) GeV and (mX ,mS) = (1000, 500) GeV
the observed (expected) upper limits at 95% CL are σ×BR < 0.217
(0.264) fb and σ×BR < 0.146 (0.157) fb respectively. These expected
limits are compatible with those shown in Figure 8.15, indicating that
the impact of the experimental uncertainties is small.

The two NPs that have the largest impact on µ in the (mX ,mS) =
(600, 170) GeV fit are associated with the modelling of the γγ+jets back-
ground (leading) and the statistical uncertainty in the most-signal like
PNN bin (sub-leading). The same NPs, but with inverted order, have
the largest impact on µ in the (mX ,mS) = (1000, 500) GeV fit. Fig-
ure 8.17 shows how much the NPs are pulled by the fits. As expected,
the NFγγ+jets NP, referred to as yy_norm, is pulled to 1.28 to correct
the γγ+jets normalisation, and the signal strength µ, referred to as sig-
nal_norm, is pulled to 0. The NP related to the γγ+jets modelling un-
certainty, referred to as yy_Modelling, is slightly pulled and constrained
by the fit, specially for the (mX ,mS)=(600, 170) GeV fit where this is
the largest uncertainty. The NP for the theory TF uncertainty on the
γγ+jets background estimation, referred to as yy_theory_TF is also
slightly constrained and pulled in both fits. This NPs has the third
largest impact on µ in the (mX ,mS) = (600, 170) GeV fit and the fifth
largest impact on µ in the (mX ,mS) = (1000, 500) GeV fit.
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Figure 8.17.: The pull of the fit parameters for the PNN(mX ,mS) fits.
The signal_norm is the POI and yy_norm is the γγ+jets
NF, determined from the fit to data in the CR.
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Chapter 9

Summary and Conclusions

The Standard Model is a powerful theory that has been widely challenged
by many precision tests and searches and which holds to an extremely
impressive accuracy. But even with all its success the theory has some
limitations. There are many theories that try to solve some of the short-
comings of the Standard Model while maintaining its carefully tested
predictions. In this thesis, data from proton-proton collisions recorded
by the ATLAS detector during the Run 2 of the Large Hadron Collider
is used to test different Beyond Standard Model theories.

The reconstruction of physics objects from the signals in the detector
is the pillar on which all physics analyses rest. Particles that decay to
b-hadrons, such as the Higgs boson, the top quark or the postulated S bo-
son described in Chapter 8, can be identified using b-tagging algorithms.
These algorithms are trained using MC simulations and therefore need
to be calibrated in data. Independent calibrations are performed for dif-
ferent jet flavours to correct possible mismodellings of the algorithms.
Chapter 5 (Paper I) presents the jet pT dependent Scale Factors that are
used to correct the light-flavour jet tagging efficiency of the b-tagging
algorithms. These Scale Factors and their corresponding uncertainties
are applied to all searches presented in this thesis.

Supersymmetric and Dark Matter particles are perhaps the beyond Stan-
dard Model particles most commonly searched for at the Large Hadron
Collider. Chapter 6 (Paper II) presents a search for the supersymmet-
ric partner of the top quark and Dark Matter in a final state with one
charged lepton, jets and missing transverse momentum. The produc-
tion of a top quark pair in association with a Z boson, where the Z
boson decays to neutrinos, is an irreducible background in this search.
The missing transverse momentum from the neutrinos cannot be dif-
ferentiated from that of the lightest supersymmetric particle or Dark
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Matter, making it impossible to differentiate this background from sig-
nal. The tt̄Z Control Region, which I have defined, exploits the Z decay
to charged leptons to correct the prediction of the irreducible tt̄Z back-
ground in data. This search finds no evidence of beyond the Standard
Model physics and extends the previous upper limits on the possible
masses of these beyond the Standard Model particles. These particles
may still exist but have much higher masses and can therefore not be
observed at the current energies of the Large Hadron Collider.

The spontaneous symmetry breaking of the Higgs potential is the foun-
dation of the mass-generation mechanism in the Standard Model. A few
pico-seconds after the Big Bang the Universe underwent a phase transi-
tion that generated a massive scalar boson, known as the Higgs boson,
and most particles acquired mass. Depending on how this phase tran-
sition occurred and the exact shape of the Higgs potential, some of the
shortcomings of the Standard Model may be solved.

The shape of the Higgs potential can be constrained through the Higgs
boson properties. At first order it depends on the already measured
Higgs boson mass and at second order it depends on the unmeasured
triple Higgs self-coupling. The production of Higgs boson pairs in a final
state with two photons and two b-jets is one of the best channels to
measure the Higgs self-coupling, however, this process is rare and hence
very difficult to observe. The current experimental constraints on the
Higgs self-coupling, presented in Chapter 7 (Paper III), are relatively
loose and therefore still allow for physics beyond the Standard Model.

Through small deviations in the effective couplings, Effective Field The-
ories can be used to infer the presence of beyond the Standard Model
particles much heavier than what can be produced at the energies of
the Large Hadron Collider. Chapter 7 (Paper IV) presents the first con-
straints on the parameters that are relevant to HH production in ATLAS
using the Effective Field Theory framework. The experimental data is
compatible with the Standard Model hypothesis but the results still al-
low for beyond the Standard Model interactions. A natural extension of
this work is to include HH results into the more general Effective Field
Theory combination of single Higgs and electroweak boson measurements
[103]. This combination exploits the correlations between parameters of
the Standard Model Effective Field Theory framework.

Many beyond the Standard Model theories predict the existence of an
extended Higgs sector. The additional Higgs bosons in such theories
could affect the shape of the Higgs potential and the electroweak phase
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transition in the early Universe. Chapter 8 presents a search for models
with a Standard Model Higgs boson H and two additional beyond the
Standard Model Higgs bosons X and S in the final state with two pho-
tons and two b-jets. This search is complementary to that presented in
Chapter 7 because it targets beyond the Standard Model particles that
are light enough to be produced at the Large Hadron Collider. The anal-
ysis strategy is based on a parametrised Neural Network that is sensitive
to a wide range of X and S masses.
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Calibration of the light-flavour jet mistagging
efficiency of the 𝒃-tagging algorithms with 𝒁+jets
events using 139 fb−1 of ATLAS proton–proton

collision data at
√
𝒔 = 13 TeV

The ATLAS Collaboration

The identification of 𝑏-jets, referred to as 𝑏-tagging, is an important part of many physics
analyses in the ATLAS experiment at the Large Hadron Collider and an accurate calibration
of its performance is essential for high-quality physics results. This publication describes the
calibration of the light-flavour jet mistagging efficiency in a data sample of proton–proton
collision events at

√
𝑠 = 13 TeV corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 139 fb−1. The

calibration is performed in a sample of 𝑍 bosons produced in association with jets. Due to
the low mistagging efficiency for light-flavour jets, a method which uses modified versions
of the 𝑏-tagging algorithms referred to as flip taggers is used in this work. A fit to the
jet-flavour-sensitive secondary-vertex mass is performed to extract the scale factor from data,
while simultaneously correcting the 𝑏-jet efficiency. With this procedure the heavy-flavour
uncertainties are considerably lower than in previous calibrations of the mistagging scale
factors, where they were dominant. The scale factors obtained in this calibration are consistent
with unity within uncertainties.

© 2023 CERN for the benefit of the ATLAS Collaboration.
Reproduction of this article or parts of it is allowed as specified in the CC-BY-4.0 license.

ar
X

iv
:2

30
1.

06
31

9v
1 

 [
he

p-
ex

] 
 1

6 
Ja

n 
20

23



1 Introduction

Many analyses in ATLAS [1], such as measurements or searches involving top quarks or Higgs bosons, rely
on the identification of jets containing 𝑏-hadrons (𝑏-jets) with high tagging efficiency and low mistagging
efficiency for jets containing 𝑐-hadrons (𝑐-jets) or containing neither 𝑏- nor 𝑐-hadrons (light-flavour jets).
The relatively long lifetime and high mass of 𝑏-hadrons together with the large track multiplicity of their
decay products is exploited by 𝑏-tagging algorithms to identify 𝑏-jets.

The 𝑏-tagging algorithms are trained using Monte Carlo (MC) simulated events and therefore need to be
calibrated in order to correct for efficiency differences between data and simulation that may arise from an
imperfect description of the data, e.g. in the parton shower and fragmentation modelling or in the detector
and response simulation. The efficiency of identifying a 𝑏-jet (𝜀𝑏) and the mistagging efficiencies (𝜀𝑐
and 𝜀light), which are the probabilities that other jets are wrongly identified by the algorithms as 𝑏-jets,
are measured in data and compared with the predictions of the simulation. These tagging and mistagging
efficiencies are defined as

𝜀 𝑓 =
𝑁

𝑓
pass

𝑁
𝑓

all

,

where 𝑓 ∈ {𝑏, 𝑐, light}, 𝑁 𝑓
pass is the number of jets of flavour 𝑓 selected by the 𝑏-tagging algorithm and

𝑁
𝑓

all is the number of all jets of flavour 𝑓 . The flavour-tagging efficiency in data (𝜀
𝑓

data) is compared with the
efficiency in MC simulation (𝜀 𝑓

MC) and a calibration factor, also called the scale factor (SF), is defined as

SF 𝑓 =
𝜀
𝑓

data

𝜀
𝑓

MC

. (1)

The calibration factors correct the efficiencies and mistagging efficiencies in simulation to the ones in data
and are applied to all physics analyses in ATLAS that use 𝑏-tagging. The 𝑏-jet efficiency (𝜀𝑏) is calibrated
using the method described in Ref. [2], where the SFs𝑏 are extracted from a sample of events containing
top-quark pairs decaying into a final state with two charged leptons and two 𝑏-jets. The 𝑐-jet mistagging
efficiency (𝜀𝑐) is calibrated via the method described in Ref. [3], where the SFs𝑐 are extracted from events
containing top-quark pairs decaying into a final state with exactly one charged lepton and several jets. The
events are reconstructed using a kinematic likelihood technique and include a hadronically decaying𝑊
boson, whose decay products are rich in 𝑐-jets.

This paper describes the measurement of the light-flavour jet mistagging efficiency (𝜀light) of the DL1r
𝑏-tagger, which is widely used in ATLAS Run 2 physics analyses and is discussed in Section 5. The SFslight
are extracted from particle-flow jets [4] using 139 fb−1 of proton–proton (𝑝𝑝) collision data collected by
the ATLAS detector during Run 2 of the LHC.

The mistagging efficiency 𝜀light is difficult to calibrate because after applying a 𝑏-tagging requirement,
the obtained sample of jets is strongly dominated by 𝑏-jets and the fraction of light-flavour jets passing a
selection on the 𝑏-tagging score is too low to estimate 𝜀lightdata . In order to extract an unbiased and precise
SFlight, a sample enriched in mistagged light-flavour jets is required.

In this paper, the Negative Tag method [5, 6], which relies on a modified tagger with a reduced 𝜀𝑏 and 𝜀𝑐
but similar 𝜀light is used. The method, described in detail in Section 6, has already been used to calibrate
𝜀light by using dĳet events in 2015–2016 data [7] from the early part of Run 2.
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In this work, jets produced in association with 𝑍 bosons (𝑍+jets) are used instead, allowing the use of
unprescaled lepton triggers instead of the prescaled single-jet triggers which were used in the previous
calibration. The calibration precision is improved by extracting the SFlight in a fit that simultaneously
corrects 𝜀𝑏 using data. Previously, 𝜀𝑏 was estimated from simulation, resulting in large modelling
uncertainties which impacted the precision of the result. An alternative approach [7] to the Negative Tag
method exists in which 𝜀lightdata is estimated from simulation by applying data-driven corrections to the input
quantities of the low-level 𝑏-tagging algorithms. This method is used to assess the extrapolation uncertainty
between the modified and nominal tagger as described in Section 7.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the ATLAS detector. Section 3 presents the dataset
and simulations used in this calibration. The reconstruction of jets, electrons and muons is summarised in
Section 4, while the 𝑏-tagging algorithms are described in detail in Section 5. The calibration method is
detailed in Section 6. Systematic uncertainties and results are presented, respectively, in Section 7 and
Section 8 and conclusions are given in Section 9.

2 ATLAS detector

The ATLAS experiment [1] at the LHC is a multipurpose particle detector with a forward–backward
symmetric cylindrical geometry and a near 4𝜋 coverage in solid angle.1 It consists of an inner tracking
detector (ID) surrounded by a thin superconducting solenoid providing a 2 T axial magnetic field,
electromagnetic and hadron calorimeters, and a muon spectrometer with a toroidal magnet system.

The inner tracking detector, which provides full coverage of a pseudorapidity range |𝜂 | < 2.5, consists
of silicon pixel, silicon microstrip, and transition radiation tracking detectors. The high-granularity
silicon pixel detector covers the vertex region and typically provides four measurements per track, the
first measurement normally being in the insertable B-layer (IBL) installed before Run 2, primarily to
enhance the 𝑏-tagging performance [8, 9]. Sampling calorimeters, made of lead and liquid Argon (LAr),
provide electromagnetic (EM) energy measurements with high granularity in the pseudorapidity region
|𝜂 | < 3.2. A steel/scintillator-tile hadron calorimeter covers the central pseudorapidity range (|𝜂 | < 1.7)
and a copper/LAr hadron calorimeter covers the range 1.5 < |𝜂 | < 3.2. The forward region is instrumented
with LAr calorimeters in the range 3.1 < |𝜂 | < 4.9, measuring both electromagnetic and hadronic energies
in copper/LAr and tungsten/LAr modules. The muon spectrometer surrounds the calorimeters and is based
on three large superconducting air-core toroidal magnets with eight coils each. The field integral of the
toroids ranges between 2.0 and 6.0 Tm across most of the detector. The muon spectrometer includes a
system of precision tracking chambers and fast detectors for triggering.

A two-level trigger system is used to select events. The first-level trigger is implemented in hardware
and uses a subset of the detector information to accept events at a rate below 100 kHz. This is followed
by a software-based trigger that reduces the accepted event rate to 1 kHz on average depending on the
data-taking conditions [10].

1 ATLAS uses a right-handed coordinate system with its origin at the nominal interaction point in the centre of the detector
and the 𝑧-axis along the beam pipe. The 𝑥-axis points from the interaction point to the centre of the LHC ring, and the 𝑦-axis
points upwards. Cylindrical coordinates (𝑟, 𝜙) are used in the transverse plane, 𝜙 being the azimuthal angle around the 𝑧-axis.
The pseudorapidity is defined in terms of the polar angle 𝜃 as 𝜂 = − ln tan(𝜃/2). The angular distance is measured in units of
Δ𝑅 ≡

√︁
(Δ𝜂)2 + (Δ𝜙)2.
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An extensive software suite [11] is used in data simulation, in the reconstruction and analysis of real and
simulated data, in detector operations, and in the trigger and data acquisition systems of the experiment.

3 Data and simulated samples

The presented results are based on data from 𝑝𝑝 collisions with a centre-of-mass energy of
√
𝑠 = 13 TeV and

a 25 ns proton bunch crossing interval. The data were collected between 2015 and 2018 with the ATLAS
detector, corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 139 fb−1 [12, 13]. A set of single-electron [14] and
single-muon triggers [15] were used, with transverse momentum (𝑝T) thresholds in the range 20–26 GeV
and depending on the lepton flavour and data-taking period. All detector subsystems are required to have
been operational during data taking and to fulfil data quality requirements [16].

Expected Standard Model (SM) processes were modelled using MC simulation. A summary of the
simulated samples used in this calibration and their basic parameter settings is provided in Table 1. All
samples were produced using the ATLAS simulation infrastructure [17] and Geant4 [18]. The effect of
additional 𝑝𝑝 interactions per bunch crossing (pile-up) is accounted for by overlaying the hard-scattering
process with minimum-bias events generated with Pythia 8.186 [19] using the NNPDF2.3lo set of parton
distribution functions (PDF) [20] and the A3 set of tuned parameters [21]. Different pile-up conditions
between data and simulation are taken into account by reweighting the mean number of interactions per
bunch crossing in simulation to the number observed in data.

The events used in this study originate mostly from the production of a 𝑍 boson in association with jets.
This process is simulated with two different generators. Nominal predictions of 𝑍/𝛾∗ production were
generated using Sherpa 2.2.1 [22] with the NNPDF3.0nnlo PDF [23]. Diagrams with up to two additional
parton emissions were simulated with next-to-leading-order (NLO) precision in QCD, and those with three
or four additional parton emissions to leading-order accuracy. Matrix elements were merged with the
Sherpa parton shower using the MEPS@NLO formalism [24–27] with a merging scale of 20 GeV and the
five-flavour numbering scheme (5FNS). The sample used to evaluate the tagging efficiencies predicted by
the MC simulation was produced with the MadGraph 2.2.3 [28] event generator with up to four additional
partons at matrix-element level interfaced with Pythia 8.210 to model the parton shower, hadronisation,
and underlying event with the NNPDF3.0nlo PDF for the processes where the 𝑍 boson decays into muons
or electrons, and with MadGraph 2.2.2 interfaced with Pythia 8.186 with the NNPDF2.3lo PDF [20]
for 𝑍 boson decays into 𝜏-leptons. The predictions of the 𝑍+jets MadGraph program are based on
calculations using the 5FNS scheme. Sherpa 2.2.1 and MadGraph 𝑍+jets simulations are normalised to
the overall cross-section prediction at NNLO precision in QCD [29].

In addition to 𝑍+jets production, some minor backgrounds contribute to the final event sample used for the
calibration. These backgrounds consist mostly of diboson production (𝑍𝑍 and 𝑍𝑊) and top-quark pair
production with subsequent decays into final states with two charged leptons. The 𝑍𝑊 production and the
𝑍𝑍 production via quark–antiquark annihilation were simulated with Sherpa 2.2.1 with a MEPS@NLO
configuration similar to what was used in the simulation of the 𝑍+jets process described above, while
loop-induced 𝑍𝑍 processes initiated by gluon–gluon fusion were generated with Sherpa 2.2.2. Both the 𝑍𝑍
and 𝑍𝑊 simulation samples used the NNPDF3.0nnlo PDF set. Top-quark pair production was simulated
using the PowhegBox v2 generator at NLO precision in QCD [30] interfaced with Pythia 8.230 to model
the parton shower, hadronisation, and underlying event, using the A14 set of tuned parameters [31]. This
simulation was used to model top-quark pair production with subsequent decays into final states with
two charged leptons and as well into final states with one charged lepton. The latter is used to evaluate
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Table 1: A summary of MC generators and their basic parameter settings used to simulate the various physics
processes.

Process Generator PDF set Hadronisation/Fragmentation

𝑍+jets Sherpa 2.2.1 NNPDF3.0 Sherpa 2.2.1
𝑍𝑊 and 𝑞𝑞-initiated 𝑍𝑍 Sherpa 2.2.1 NNPDF3.0 Sherpa 2.2.1
𝑍𝑍 from gluon–gluon fusion Sherpa 2.2.2 NNPDF3.0 Sherpa 2.2.2
𝑡𝑡 PowhegBox v2 NNPDF3.0 Pythia 8.230
𝑍+jets (𝑍 → 𝑒𝑒 and 𝑍 → 𝜇𝜇) MadGraph 2.2.3 NNPDF3.0 Pythia 8.210
𝑍+jets (𝑍 → 𝜏𝜏) MadGraph 2.2.2 NNPDF2.3 Pythia 8.186

the difference between the SFs obtained from the modified (DL1rFlip) and nominal (DL1r) 𝑏-tagging
algorithms.

The decays of 𝑏- and 𝑐-hadrons were handled by EvtGen 1.6.0 [32] in all simulations, except for those
generated using Sherpa, for which the default Sherpa configuration recommended by the Sherpa authors
was used.

4 Object and event selection

Tracks of charged particles are reconstructed from energy deposits in the material of the ID [33]. Events
are required to contain at least one vertex with two or more associated tracks that must have 𝑝T > 500 MeV.
Among all vertices, the vertex with the highest 𝑝2T sum of the associated tracks is taken as the primary
vertex [34]. The transverse (𝑑0) track impact parameter (IP) is defined as the distance of closest approach
of the track-trajectory to the primary vertex in the transverse plane. The longitudinal track IP (𝑧0) is defined
as the distance in the 𝑧-direction between the primary vertex and the track trajectory at the point of the
closest approach in the 𝑥–𝑦 plane.

Jets containing 𝑏- and 𝑐-hadrons are characterised by having in-flight decays due to the relatively long
lifetime of the heavy-flavour hadrons and give rise to secondary vertices (SV) with associated tracks. To
exploit the presence of in-flight decays in the jet direction, the signed IP is defined for each track within a
jet. As shown in Figure 1, a track has a positive IP if the angle between the jet direction and the line joining
the primary vertex to the point of closest approach to the track is less than 𝜋/2 and negative otherwise. The
Single Secondary Vertex Finder (SSVF) algorithm [35] is used for the reconstruction of the SV.

Electron candidates are reconstructed from energy clusters in the EM calorimeter matched to an ID
track [36]. Candidates must satisfy 𝑝T > 18 GeV and |𝜂 | < 2.47, excluding the barrel–endcap transition
region of 1.37< |𝜂 | <1.52, and their associated tracks must fulfil |𝑑0 |/𝜎𝑑0 < 5 and |𝑧0 | sin 𝜃 < 0.5 mm,
where 𝜎𝑑0 is the uncertainty in 𝑑0. Electrons are identified using a likelihood-based discriminant that
combines information about shower shapes in the EM calorimeter, track properties and the quality of
the track-to-cluster matching [36]. Electrons must fulfill a ‘Tight’ identification selection. The gradient
isolation criteria are applied to reject non-prompt electrons, using energy deposits in the ID and calorimeter
within a cone around the electron. Their efficiency is 90% (99%) for electrons from 𝑍 → 𝑒𝑒 decays at
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𝑝T = 25 (60) GeV. Efficiency scale factors measured in data [36] are used to correct for differences in
reconstruction, identification, isolation and trigger selection efficiencies between data and simulation.

Muon candidates are reconstructed by combining tracks in the ID with tracks in the muon spectrometer [37].
Only muons with |𝜂 | < 2.5 and 𝑝T > 18 GeV are used. They have to fulfil the ‘Tight’ identification
selection criteria [38] and satisfy |𝑑0 |/𝜎𝑑0 < 3 and |𝑧0 | sin 𝜃 < 0.5 mm. The isolation selection reduces
the contamination from non-prompt muons by placing an upper bound on the amount of energy measured
in the tracking detectors and the calorimeter (combined using the particle-flow algorithm [4]) within a
cone of variable size (for 𝑝𝜇T < 50 GeV) or fixed size (for 𝑝

𝜇

T > 50 GeV) around the muon. Efficiency
scale factors are used to correct for differences in muon reconstruction, identification, vertex association,
isolation and trigger efficiencies between simulation and data [38].

Jets are reconstructed from particle-flow objects combining information from the tracker and calorimeter [4],
using the anti-𝑘𝑡 algorithm [39, 40] with a radius parameter of 𝑅 = 0.4. The jet energy is calibrated
to the particle scale by using a sequence of corrections, including simulation-based corrections and in
situ calibrations [41]. The jet-vertex tagging technique (JVT) [42], which uses a multivariate likelihood
approach, is applied to jets with |𝜂 | < 2.4 and 𝑝T < 60 GeV to suppress jets from pile-up activity. The
‘Tight’ selection criterion, corresponding to a JVT score > 0.5, is used. Scale factors are applied to match
the JVT MC efficiencies to those in data. All selected jets must have a 𝑝T > 20 GeV and |𝜂 | < 2.5.

The 𝑏-tagging algorithms use tracks matched to jets as input. This matching uses the angular separation
between the track momenta, defined at the point of closest approach to the primary vertex (PV), and the jet
axis, Δ𝑅(track, jet axis). The selection requirement on Δ𝑅(track, jet axis) varies as a function of the jet
𝑝T because the 𝑏-hadron decay products are more collimated at larger hadron 𝑝T [2].

The jet-flavour labelling in simulation is based on an angular matching of reconstructed jets to generator-
level 𝑏-hadrons, 𝑐-hadrons and 𝜏-leptons with 𝑝T > 5 GeV. If a 𝑏-hadron is found within a cone of size
Δ𝑅 = 0.3 around the jet axis, the jet is labelled as a 𝑏-jet. If no matching to any 𝑏-hadron is possible, the
matching procedure is repeated sequentially for 𝑐-hadrons and 𝜏-leptons, and the matched jets are called
𝑐-jets and 𝜏-jets, respectively. A jet is labelled as a light-flavour jet by default if no matching to any of
these particles was successful.
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A series of requirements on the angular separation Δ𝑅 between muons, electrons and jets are applied to
remove overlaps between objects. If an electron candidate shares an ID track with a muon candidate, the
electron candidate is rejected. Jets within a cone of Δ𝑅 = 0.2 around a lepton are rejected, unless the
lepton is a muon and the jet has more than three associated tracks, in which case the muon is rejected.
Finally, lepton candidates that are found to be 0.2 < Δ𝑅 < 0.4 from any remaining jet are discarded.

A jet sample enriched in light-flavour jets is needed for the calibration. A sample constructed using the
leading jet in 𝑝T in a 𝑍+jets selection is expected to contain a 7%–8% fraction of 𝑐-jets and a 4%–6%
fraction of 𝑏-jets, depending on the jet 𝑝T. The mistagging efficiency calibration is performed on the
leading jet in a sample of 𝑍+jets candidate events. The distinct signature of a 𝑍 boson decaying into
either two electrons or two muons allows a clean sample of 𝑍+jets events to be selected. Events are
selected for further analysis using single-lepton triggers, where one of the leptons must be matched to
an object that triggered the recording of the event. The event must contain exactly two prompt leptons
with opposite charges and the same flavour (i.e. either exactly two electrons or exactly two muons). The
leading lepton must have 𝑝T > 28 GeV and the invariant mass of the dilepton system, 𝑚ℓℓ , must satisfy
81 < 𝑚ℓℓ < 101 GeV. Only events with a reconstructed 𝑍 boson with 𝑝𝑍T > 50 GeV are considered
because the overall modelling is better in this range [43]. The event must also contain at least one jet with
𝑝T > 20 GeV and |𝜂 | < 2.5.

The event yields obtained after applying all selection requirements are listed in Table 2, while comparisons
between the predictions by the simulation and the data are shown in Figure 2 for selected variables.
The predictions of the MC simulation are normalised to data for these comparisons. The shapes of the
distributions predicted by the simulation are consistent with those observed within statistical uncertainties
for most of the considered kinematic range. The discrepancy observed in the SV mass (𝑚SV) distribution
is expected because it is affected by a known mismodelling of the jet-flavour fractions [44, 45]; this is
mitigated by the fit described in Section 6. The 𝑚SV observable is calculated using the SSVF algorithm.
Negative values of 𝑚SV indicate that no SV was found in the jet. The mismodelling in jet 𝑝T does not
affect the calibration.

Table 2: Expected contributions of processes in the calibration region, compared with the selected data obtained with
the full Run 2 dataset. The quoted uncertainties are statistical uncertainties only.

Process Yield

𝑍+jets (Sherpa) (8.766 ± 0.015)·106
𝑡𝑡 (7.673 ± 0.006)·104
𝑊𝑍 (4.188 ± 0.005)·104
𝑍𝑍 (2.526 ± 0.004)·104

Predictions (8.910 ± 0.015)·106
Data 9.560 ·106
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Figure 2: Comparisons between data and simulation for the most relevant kinematic variables after event selection.
The MC expectations are normalised to data. The shaded area corresponds to the statistical uncertainties of the MC
simulations. The 𝑍+jets events are simulated using Sherpa 2.2.1. Negative values of 𝑚SV indicate that no SV was
found in the jet.
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5 The DL1r 𝒃-tagging algorithm

Properties of 𝑏-hadrons, such as their relatively high mass, long lifetime and large multiplicity of
reconstructed tracks from their decay products, are exploited to distinguish 𝑏-jets from 𝑐-jets and light-
flavour jets. Individual low-level taggers [46, 47] are designed to target the specific properties of 𝑏-jets.
IP2D, IP3D and RNNIP exploit the individual properties of the tracks from charged particles matched
to the jet, especially the track 𝑑0 and 𝑧0. RNNIP is based on a recurrent neural network and it explores
the correlations between the IPs of different selected tracks in the jet. SV1 exploits the output of the
SSVF algorithm and JetFitter [48] reconstructs secondary and tertiary vertices, following the expected
topology of 𝑏-hadron decays. The DL1r algorithm is a deep neural network that takes the output of the
low-level taggers and jet kinematics as input and builds a single discriminant [49, 50].

ATLAS analyses use selection requirements defining a lower bound on the DL1r discriminant to select
𝑏-jets with a certain efficiency. Four of these so-called single-cut operating points (OPs) are defined,
corresponding to 𝑏-jet selection efficiencies of 85%, 77%, 70% and 60%. The OPs are evaluated in a
sample of 𝑏-jets from simulated 𝑡𝑡 events. These selection requirements divide the DL1r score into five
intervals to form the pseudo-continuous OPs, where the lower edge of the lowest interval corresponds to
100% DL1r 𝑏-tagging efficiency, and the upper edge of the highest interval corresponds to 0% efficiency.

The single-cut and pseudo-continuous OPs are calibrated in order to correct for efficiency differences
between data and simulation. The calibration SF, defined in Eq. (1), is measured relative to a reference
efficiency 𝜀 𝑓

MC. The performance of the 𝑏-tagging algorithm in simulation is affected by the hadronisation
and fragmentation model used in the parton shower simulation [43]. To account for their differences,
simulation-to-simulation SFs are applied to those simulated samples that have a fragmentation model
different from the default. The calculation of these simulation-to-simulation correction factors is described
in Ref. [51]. The top-quark pair production sample produced with PowhegBox v2 + Pythia 8.230 is used
to define the reference MC efficiencies in the 𝑏- and 𝑐-jet calibrations. As no equivalent 𝑍+jets simulation
produced with the PowhegBox v2 generator is available, the 𝑍+jets MadGraph + Pythia 8 simulation is
used for the definition of the reference efficiency in the calculation of SFlight for light-flavour jets. Since the
𝑍+jets MadGraph + Pythia 8 simulation uses the same parton shower model and set of tuned parameters
as the top-quark pair production simulation, the light-flavour jet results and the 𝑏- and 𝑐-jet calibrations are
obtained relative to similar reference models.

6 The Negative Tag method

The DL1r algorithm rejects 97.52% and 99.96% of the light-flavour jets, respectively, at the 85% and 60%
OPs, according to simulated 𝑡𝑡 events. Therefore, the fraction of light-flavour jets passing the threshold is
too low to estimate 𝜀light in data. The Negative Tag method [5, 6] calibrates 𝜀lightdata using a modified version
of the DL1r algorithm (called DL1rFlip) that achieves lower 𝜀𝑏 to 𝜀light ratios without changing 𝜀light
significantly.

Tracks matched to 𝑏-jets have relatively large and positively signed IPs due to the long lifetime of the
𝑏-hadrons and the presence of displaced decay vertices. In contrast, tracks matched to light-flavour jets
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typically have IP values consistent with zero within the IP resolution such that a more symmetric2 IP
distribution is expected. The expected IP distributions of the tracks associated with 𝑏-jets, 𝑐-jets or
light-flavour jets are shown in Figure 3. The Negative Tag method assumes that the probability for a
light-flavour jet to be mistagged remains almost the same when inverting the IP signs of all tracks and
displaced vertices. This is based on the assumption that light-flavour jets are misidentified as 𝑏-jets mainly
due to resolution effects in the track reconstruction which result in tracks and vertices from tracks with
positive IPs inside the jet. Given the symmetric IP distributions, the fractions of tracks and vertices from
tracks with positive IPs remain stable after inverting the IP signs of all tracks and vertices. The presence of
the positive tail in the IP distribution challenges this assumption and its impact is taken into account by a
dedicated uncertainty, which is called the DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation uncertainty in the following.
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Figure 3: Signed-𝑑0 (left) and signed-𝑧0 (right) distributions for tracks matched to 𝑏-jets, 𝑐-jets and light-flavour jets
in simulated 𝑡𝑡 events. The selected tracks are matched to particle-flow jets with 𝑝T > 20 GeV and |𝜂 | < 2.5, and
pass the jet-vertex tagger selection. The distributions are normalised to unity. Statistical uncertainties are also shown.

The DL1rFlip algorithm inverts the signs of the track IPs and the decay length3, while using the same
algorithm training and OP-threshold definitions as the DL1r algorithm. The 𝜀light values obtained by the
two algorithms are approximately the same, while the DL1rFlip algorithm selects a smaller fraction of
𝑏-jets than the nominal version. The discriminants of the DL1r and DL1rFlip algorithms are compared
between data and simulation in Figure 4. These comparisons show that the heavy-flavour fractions are
much lower for high DL1rFlip values than for high DL1r values. At the 85% (60%) single-cut OP, the
DL1r algorithm selects a sample of jets in which 25% (1%) are light-flavour jets, while the DL1rFlip
algorithm selects a sample in which a higher fraction, 38% (6%), are light-flavour jets at the same OP.

The calibration is performed independently in jet 𝑝T intervals in order to account for the 𝑝T dependence
of 𝜀light. A simultaneous binned fit to the 𝑚SV distribution in each pseudo-continuous interval of the
DL1rFlip discriminant is performed in order to simultaneously determine 𝜀𝑏data and 𝜀

light
data in the DL1rFlip

discriminant intervals. The sensitivity of the fit does not allow the SFs of all three jet flavours to be derived
simultaneously. Therefore, 𝜀𝑐data is constrained to the MC predictions and SF

𝑐 is fixed to unity within an
uncertainty of 30%, as suggested by studies of the 𝑐-jet mistagging efficiency calibration [3].

2 The tracks matched to light-flavour jets have a slight bias towards positive-sign values due to the presence of some long-lived
particles (e.g. 𝐾S or Λ). The contribution from the mismodelling of long-lived particles is expected to be negligible relative to
the mismodelling of the 𝑑0 and 𝑧0 resolutions [7].
3 In this paper, vertices are assigned a negative decay length if they have an angle between the jet direction and the line joining
the primary vertex to the secondary vertex of less than 𝜋/2 (see Section 14.2 of Reference [52] for more details).
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Figure 4: Comparisons between data and simulation for the distributions of the DL1r discriminant (left) and DL1rFlip
discriminant (right). Statistical uncertainties of the yields are shown.

For a given interval of jet 𝑝T, the expected number of jets for a defined discriminant interval 𝑖 is given by

𝑁𝑖 (𝑚SV) = 𝑁𝑖,MC × 𝐶 ×


∑︁
𝑓 =light,𝑐,𝑏

𝐹 𝑓 × SF 𝑓

𝑖
× 𝜀 𝑓

𝑖,MC × 𝑃
𝑓

𝑖
(𝑚SV)

 ,
where 𝑁𝑖,MC is the predicted flavour-inclusive event yield for each discriminant interval; 𝐶 is a global
normalisation factor and 𝐹 𝑓 are the jet-flavour fractions; 𝑃 𝑓

𝑖
(𝑚SV) is the probability density function of

𝑚SV for jet flavour 𝑓 in the 𝑖-th DL1rFlip discriminant interval, taken from simulation. The 𝑃
𝑓

𝑖
(𝑚SV) is

defined in such a way to integrate an additional bin (𝑚SV < 0 GeV) representing the number of events
where no secondary vertex is found. The 𝑚SV has been obtained with tracks with nominal sign as input to
the SSVF algorithm.

The 𝐶, 𝐹 𝑓 and SF𝑏,light
𝑖

parameters are allowed to float in the fit, while 𝑁𝑖,MC and 𝜀
𝑓

𝑖,MC are fixed to the
predictions from simulated events and SF𝑐𝑖 is set to 1.0± 0.3. The constraints

∑5
𝑖=1 𝜀

𝑓

𝑖,MC ×SF
𝑓

𝑖
= 1, where

the contributions to the first bin (corresponding to the 100%−85% OP interval) are allowed to vary such
that unitarity is preserved, and 𝐹 light = 1 − 𝐹𝑏 − 𝐹𝑐 are applied, reducing the number of free parameters
to 11. Figure 5 shows the post-fit 𝑚SV and DL1rFlip discriminant distributions for the 50–100 GeV
𝑝T interval. The parameters of interest, i.e. the SF

light
𝑖
, are obtained from the DL1rFlip algorithm. In

order to apply this calibration to the DL1r algorithm, an extrapolation uncertainty is added to account for
the differences between these two tagging algorithms. Details of this DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation
uncertainty are presented in Section 7.
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Figure 5: Post-fit distribution of the DL1rFlip discriminant (left) and the 𝑚SV distribution in the 77%–70% OP
interval (right). Both distributions are shown for the 50–100 GeV 𝑝T interval. The shaded area corresponds to the
total statistical uncertainty. The binning in 𝑚SV allows good separation between the jet flavours and also uses the
minimum number of bins necessary to constrain the free parameters of the fit. Choosing the coarsest binning possible
allows the statistical uncertainties to be minimised.

7 Systematic uncertainties

The measurement of SFlight is affected by four types of uncertainties, including those due to experimental
effects, the modelling of the 𝑍+jets and background processes, and the limited number of events in data
and simulation. For each source of uncertainty, one parameter of the fit model is varied at a time, and
the effect of this variation on SFlight is evaluated. This approach is chosen to prevent the fit from using
the data to constrain the impact of individual systematic uncertainties. The probability density functions
(PDFs) in 𝑚SV are derived from the Sherpa 2.2.1 𝑍+jets simulation sample. The PDF for each flavour
component is separately normalised to unity, so only the shape of the 𝑚SV distributions is estimated using
the Sherpa 2.2.1 𝑍+jets simulation. The simulated efficiencies from the MadGraph 𝑍+jets simulation
listed in Table 1 are used in the likelihood definition to predict the expected number of events for each
flavour category. Given that the flavour fractions and most SFs are extracted from the data, the systematic
uncertainty calculation considers mainly effects on the template shapes. An additional uncertainty accounts
for differences between SFlight values from the DL1rFlip and DL1r algorithms to ensure the applicability
of this calibration to the DL1r algorithm.

Uncertainties in the modelling of the detector response have a negligible impact on the calibration results.
The impact of the jet energy scale uncertainties was estimated by globally shifting the jet energy scale (JES)
by 5%, in accord with the most conservative estimate of the JES uncertainty in 𝑝T derived in Ref. [41]. This
conservative assumption about the magnitude of the jet energy scale uncertainties leads to an estimated
impact of less than 1% on the calibration results, owing to the low 𝑝T dependence of the scale factors.
The impact of 𝑑0 and 𝑧0 IP resolution modelling uncertainties on the 𝑚SV templates was estimated by
applying data-driven corrections to the simulated 𝑑0 and 𝑧0 in a sample of simulated top-quark pairs with a
method similar to the one in Ref. [7]. The impact of these corrections is transfered to the fit templates
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and is symmetrised around the central value. This approach was chosen in order to mitigate the effect of
statistical fluctuations in the available 𝑍+jets samples. Other experimental uncertainties were found to be
negligible because they are not correlated with the discriminant used in the fit (𝑚SV).

Simulations of 𝑍+jets via Sherpa 2.2.1 are used as the nominal model to derive the fit templates for 𝑏-jets,
𝑐-jets and light-flavour jets in the 𝑚SV distribution. In order to assess the impact of the resulting choice
of parton shower model, shower matching scheme and order of the perturbative QCD calculations on
the template shapes, SFslight are derived using an alternative model, provided by the 𝑍+jets MadGraph
+ Pythia 8 simulation. The difference between the obtained SFslight is taken as the estimate of the MC
modelling uncertainty. The effect of QCD scale uncertainties is estimated by independently doubling
or halving the renormalisation and factorisation scales. The impact of choosing a particular PDF set is
estimated by propagating its uncertainties. However, the impacts of the QCD scale and PDF set uncertainties
are found to be covered by the statistical uncertainties of the MC simulation and these uncertainties are
therefore not included.

The effect of the 30% uncertainty in SF𝑐, which was fixed to a value of 1.0 in the fit, is estimated by
repeating the fit with SF𝑐 set to 1.3 and 0.7 instead. The mean impact of the two variations on SFlight is
taken as the impact of the charm calibration uncertainty on the light-flavour jet calibration.

The 𝜀light value is assumed to be the same for DL1rFlip and DL1r to first order, as described in Section 6.
However, mismodelling of the IP resolution, the fake-track rate or the parton shower can have different
effects on the tagging performance and SFlight values of the DL1r and DL1rFlip algorithms. A DL1rFlip-
to-DL1r extrapolation uncertainty is added to account for residual differences in SFlight between the two
algorithms. SFlight cannot be measured in data for the DL1r algorithm. Therefore, a method similar to the
one in Ref. [7] is used to derive SFlight for DL1rFlip and DL1r from MC simulation in order to compare
the two calibrations. The DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation uncertainty consists of two components. One
component estimates the impact of the modelling of tracking variables on the DL1rFlip and DL1r tagging
performance, evaluated in a bottom-up approach correcting the simulation, and the second component
estimates the impact of the shower and hadronisation model on the tagging performance difference
between DL1rFlip and DL1r. The impact of the modelling of tracking variables is evaluated by applying
data-driven corrections to underlying tracking variables affecting the 𝑏-tagging performance in a sample of
simulated 𝑡𝑡 events generated with PowhegBox v2 + Pythia 8.230. The impact on 𝜀light of correcting these
observables is evaluated with respect to the uncorrected simulation. Only corrections which have been
shown to have a significant impact are considered [7]. These include the IP resolution and fake-track rate
modelling [53]. The total impact on the mistagging efficiency is obtained by multiplying the effects of all
corrections. The total impact on 𝜀lightMC is compared between DL1r and DL1rFlip and the relative difference
is assigned as the first component of the DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation uncertainty. A comparison
of these simulation-based calibration factors is shown in Figure 6. The impact of the parton shower
modelling on the difference between SFlight in DL1r and DL1rFlip is estimated by multiplying the SFslight
for DL1r (DL1rFlip), derived using the corrected PowhegBox v2 + Pythia 8.230 simulation, by the
simulation-to-simulation SFs defined as the ratio of the DL1r (DL1rFlip) 𝜀light for the Sherpa 2.2.1 and
the MadGraph + Pythia 8 simulations. The simulation-to-simulation SFs have been derived using the
𝑍+jets samples listed in Table 1. This gives an estimate of the DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation uncertainty
for an alternative shower model. The difference between this estimate and the estimate obtained using the
corrected PowhegBox v2 + Pythia 8.230 simulation is used as the component assessing the impact of
the shower and hadronisation model on the tagging performance difference between DL1rFlip and DL1r.
The two components are added in quadrature to obtain the DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation uncertainty.
The envelope over 𝑝T of the DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation uncertainty is used for the final uncertainty
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Figure 6: Comparison of the light-flavour jet efficiency scale factor results for the DL1r and DL1rFlip tagger obtained
with the MC-based calibration on a PowhegBox v2 + Pythia 8.230 𝑡𝑡 Monte Carlo simulation, considering the
85% and 70% operating points, as a function of the jet 𝑝T. The error bars correspond to MC statistical uncertainties.
The lower panel shows the ratio of DL1rFlip to DL1r tagger MC-based calibration efficiency scale factors. The
envelope of this ratio across the considered jet 𝑝T interval is used as an estimate for the impact of the tracking
variable mismodelling on the difference between the DL1rFlip and DL1r calibrations, which is a part of the
DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation uncertainty, estimating the impact of applying the calibrations derived for the
DL1rFlip algorithm to the DL1r algorithm.

estimate. The shower modelling makes the largest contribution to the DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation
uncertainty and ranges up to 10%. The largest uncertainty contribution in correcting the MC simulation
is obtained from the track IP resolution modelling corrections, ranging up to 10% as well. The total
DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation uncertainty is 10%–12% depending on the 𝑏-tagging OP and is the
dominant systematic uncertainty overall.

Statistical uncertainties of the data and the 𝑚SV templates from simulated MC events are taken into account.
The statistical uncertainties of the MC-based fit templates are implemented following the light-weight
Beeston–Barlow method [54]. As their effect is non-negligible, cross-check studies were performed using a
‘toy’ approach. The fit template bin entries were fluctuated randomly around the nominal value according
to a Gaussian probability distribution with a standard deviation equal to the MC statistical uncertainty in
the template bins. SFlight was extracted for each of these new fit templates and the standard deviation of the
resulting SFlight distribution was taken as the statistical uncertainty. The statistical uncertainty estimates
via the Beeston–Barlow model and the toy approach were found to be consistent.
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8 Results

The calibration SFslight of the DL1r algorithm are presented. The 85%, 77% and 70%OPs were successfully
calibrated in data by using the Negative Tag method. However, it is not feasible to calibrate the 60% OP in
data because of insufficient statistics and the relatively large contamination by heavy-flavour jets.

Due to these limitations and since the measured SFs for the closest 77%–70% and 70%–60% pseudo-
continuous OPs do not show any significant deviation from unity compared to their respective measurement
uncertainties, the assumption is made that the same must hold for the 60% OP. The SF for this OP is thus
set to 1. Its dominant uncertainty, the DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation uncertainty, is derived specifically
for the 60% OP, and found to be slightly larger than for the 70% OP. The other (sub-leading) uncertainties
are assumed to be identical to the 70% OP, since their evaluation suffers from large uncertainties. It should
also be noted that extracting very precise SFslight for the 60%–0% pseudo-continuous OP interval is not
critical to most physics analyses as only around 0.5 per mille of all light-flavour jets are 𝑏-tagged at this
OP [49].

The results for the mistagging efficiency calibration of light-flavour jets from the DL1r tagger, using
particle-flow jets in Run 2 data, are shown in Figure 7 for the pseudo-continuous OPs of the DL1r
algorithm. The calibration of the DL1r single-cut OPs, which is derived from the calibration results of
the pseudo-continuous OPs, is shown in Figure 8. Furthermore, Figure 9 shows a breakdown of the
uncertainties in the SFslight for each jet 𝑝T interval and single-cut OP.

The measured SFslight are consistent with unity within uncertainties, except for the 85%–77% pseudo-
continuous OP and the 85% single-cut OP, where the data prefer SFslight which differ from one by about
one standard deviation. Therefore, the results indicate the MC simulation predicts 𝜀light to be similar to
that in data.

Mistags of light-flavour jets are mostly caused by the presence of fake tracks and the limited impact
parameter resolution [7]. The fake-track rate is underestimated by the MC simulation and the impact
parameter resolution is overestimated [7, 53]. An increase in the fake-track rate and a decrease in impact
parameter resolution both give rise to larger mistagging efficiencies [7, 55]. Observed SFs slightly larger
than unity are therefore expected.

Tables 3–6 feature a detailed breakdown of the uncertainties in the results. Overall, the largest systematic
uncertainty is the DL1rFlip-to-DL1r extrapolation uncertainty, with values of 10%–12%, depending on
the 𝑏-tagging OP. The impact of the charm calibration uncertainty amounts to 5%–10% depending on
the jet 𝑝T and the 𝑏-tagging OP, and is therefore one of the larger uncertainties. The MC modelling
uncertainty is a few percent in most cases, but reaches its maximum of 11% for the 70% single-cut OP in
the 20 ≤ jet 𝑝T ≤ 50 GeV interval.

The effect of the 𝑑0 and 𝑧0 impact parameter resolution modelling uncertainty is generally of the order of a
few percent and therefore mostly subdominant. However, the effect can range up to 14% for low jet 𝑝T and
tight OPs. The data statistical uncertainties give subdominant contributions except for high jet 𝑝T and tight
OPs, where contributions range from 0.5% to 9.5%. The MC statistical uncertainty is one of the dominant
contributions, ranging from 0.4% to 13%, depending on the OP and the jet 𝑝T. The total uncertainty in
SFlight is between 11% and 32%. In general, higher precision is obtained for the looser OPs and the size of
the dominant uncertainties does not depend significantly on the jet 𝑝T.

In the previous calibration with the Negative Tag method using dĳet events in 2015–2016 data, the total
uncertainty in SFlight ranged from 14% to 76% for jets with 𝑝T between 20 and 300 GeV. Dominant
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Figure 7: SFs to calibrate the 𝜀light of the pseudo-continuous OPs. The SF uncertainty band lengths are arbitrary.

Table 3: Uncertainties for the 85% efficiency OP as a function of the jet 𝑝T.

Relative uncertainties [%], 85% SFlight single-cut OP
𝑝T bin [ GeV] 20 < 𝑝T < 50 50 < 𝑝T < 100 100 < 𝑝T < 150 150 < 𝑝T < 300

𝑐-jet SF 6.1 5.9 6.2 5.3
‘Flip’ extrapolation 9.7 9.7 9.7 9.7
MC modelling 0.38 2.4 4.4 1
Impact parameter (𝑑0, 𝑧0) 1 1.3 1 1.2

Total systematic uncertainty 11 12 12 11

Data statistical 0.52 0.56 1.1 1.4
MC statistical 0.88 0.84 0.72 0.4

Total statistical uncertainty 1.1 1 1.4 1.6

Total uncertainty 12 12 12 11

uncertainties arose from the modelling of the track impact parameter resolution and the uncertainty in the
fraction of heavy-flavour jets which was estimated using simulation. The reduced uncertainty in the present
calibration stems from both improved modelling of the track impact parameters in simulation and the 𝑚SV
fit, which allows the extraction of SFlight while simultaneously correcting 𝜀𝑏 and the jet-flavour fractions
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Figure 8: SFs to calibrate the 𝜀light of the single-cut OPs. The SF uncertainty band lengths are arbitrary.

Table 4: Uncertainties for the 77% efficiency OP as a function of the jet 𝑝T.

Relative uncertainties [%], 77% SFlight single-cut OP
𝑝T bin [ GeV] 20 < 𝑝T < 50 50 < 𝑝T < 100 100 < 𝑝T < 150 150 < 𝑝T < 300

𝑐-jet SF 6.4 6.6 8.2 7.8
‘Flip’ extrapolation 11 11 11 11
MC modelling 3.1 3.9 1.4 2.2
Impact parameter (𝑑0, 𝑧0) 4.8 6.5 2.4 2.1

Total systematic uncertainty 14 15 14 14

Data statistical 1.3 1.5 3.1 4.1
MC statistical 5.1 5.2 4.5 2.7

Total statistical uncertainty 5.2 5.4 5.5 5.1

Total uncertainty 15 16 15 14

using data. Previously, 𝜀𝑏 and the heavy-flavour fractions were estimated from simulation, resulting in
large modelling uncertainties, which were a limiting factor in the precision of the result.
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Figure 9: DL1r mistagging efficiency calibration uncertainties. The breakdown of the different uncertainties is shown
for the different OPs.

Table 5: Uncertainties for the 70% efficiency OP as a function of the jet 𝑝T.

Relative uncertainties [%], 70% SFlight single-cut OP
𝑝T bin [ GeV] 20 < 𝑝T < 50 50 < 𝑝T < 100 100 < 𝑝T < 150 150 < 𝑝T < 300

𝑐-jet SF 7.8 6.9 8.2 8.8
‘Flip’ extrapolation 11 11 11 11
MC modelling 11 5.3 4 2.6
Impact parameter (𝑑0, 𝑧0) 9.3 14 3 2

Total systematic uncertainty 20 20 15 15

Data statistical 2.6 3 6 8.8
MC statistical 9.3 12 10 6.3

Total statistical uncertainty 9.7 12 12 11

Total uncertainty 22 23 19 18
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Table 6: Uncertainties for the 60% efficiency OP as a function of the jet 𝑝T.

Relative uncertainties [%], 60% SFlight single-cut OP
𝑝T bin [ GeV] 20 < 𝑝T < 50 50 < 𝑝T < 100 100 < 𝑝T < 150 150 < 𝑝T < 300

𝑐-jet SF 7.6 6.8 10 9.5
‘Flip’ extrapolation 12 12 12 12
MC modelling 11 5.2 5 2.8
Impact parameter (𝑑0, 𝑧0) 9.1 13 3.8 2.2

Total systematic uncertainty 20 20 17 16

Data statistical 2.6 3 7.6 9.5
MC statistical 9 12 13 6.8

Total statistical uncertainty 9.4 12 15 12

Total uncertainty 22 23 23 20

9 Conclusions

The light-flavour jet mistagging efficiency 𝜀light of the DL1r 𝑏-tagging algorithm has been measured with a
139 fb−1 sample of

√
𝑠 = 13 TeV 𝑝𝑝 collision events recorded during 2015–2018 by the ATLAS detector

at the LHC. The measurement is based on an improved method applied to a sample of 𝑍+jets events. The
Negative Tag method, based on the application of an alternative 𝑏-tagging algorithm, designed to facilitate
the measurement of the light-flavour jet mistagging efficiency, is used. Data-to-simulation scale factors for
correcting 𝜀light in simulation are measured in four different jet transverse momentum intervals, ranging
from 20 to 300 GeV, for four separate quantiles of the 𝑏-tagging discriminant. The scale factors typically
exceed unity by around 10%–20%, with total uncertainties ranging from 11% to 23%, and do not exhibit
any strong dependence on jet transverse momentum. These calibration uncertainties are considerably lower
than the previous 14% to 76% uncertainties from the Negative Tag method using 2015–2016 data.
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1 Introduction

This paper presents a search for new phenomena in events with top quark pairs, in a final
state with exactly one isolated charged lepton (electron or muon,1 henceforth referred to as
‘lepton’) from the decay of an on- or off-shell W boson, jets, and a significant amount of
missing transverse momentum (~p miss

T ), the magnitude of which is denoted by Emiss
T . This

experimental signature may arise in Supersymmetry (SUSY) [1–7] or in models with a
spin-0 mediator produced in association with top quarks [8, 9] and subsequently decaying
into a pair of dark matter (DM) particles.

SUSY extends the Standard Model (SM) by introducing a supersymmetric partner
for each SM particle, the two having identical quantum numbers except for a half-unit
difference in spin. Searches for a light supersymmetric partner of the top quark, referred
to as the top squark or ‘stop’, are of particular interest after the discovery of the Higgs
boson [10, 11] at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC). Stops may largely cancel out divergent
loop corrections to the Higgs boson mass [12–19], and thus, supersymmetry may provide
an elegant solution to the hierarchy problem [20–23]. The superpartners of the left- and
right-handed top quarks, t̃L and t̃R, mix to form two mass eigenstates, t̃1 and t̃2, where t̃1 is
the lighter of the two. Significant mass splitting between the t̃1 and t̃2 particles is possible
due to the large top quark Yukawa coupling. A generic R-parity-conserving2 minimal
supersymmetric extension of the SM (MSSM) [7, 12, 24–26] predicts pair production of
SUSY particles and the existence of a stable lightest supersymmetric particle (LSP). The
mass eigenstates from the linear superposition of charged or neutral SUSY partners of the
Higgs and electroweak gauge bosons (higgsinos, winos and binos) are called charginos χ̃±1,2
and neutralinos χ̃0

1,2,3,4. The lightest neutralino (χ̃0
1), assumed to be the LSP, may provide

a potential dark matter (DM) candidate because it is stable and only interacts weakly
with ordinary matter [27, 28]. This paper presents a search for direct pair production of
t̃1 particles, with significant amount of Emiss

T , from the two weakly interacting LSPs that
escape detection. Scenarios with on- and off-shell production of W bosons and top quarks
in the stop decays are considered, leading to two-, three- and four-body decays of the stop.

The search for a spin-0 mediator produced in association with top quarks and
subsequently decaying into a pair of DM particles is motivated by SM extensions which
respect the principle of minimal flavour violation resulting in the interaction strength
between the spin-0 mediator and the SM quarks being proportional to the fermion masses
via Yukawa-type couplings.

Dedicated searches for direct t̃1 pair production were recently reported by the
ATLAS [29–32] and CMS [33–40] Collaborations. Previous ATLAS and CMS searches
extend the lower limit on t̃1 masses at 95% confidence level to 1.2 TeV in the two-body
decay scenario and up to ∼450GeV in the three-body decay scenario. Searches for spin-0
mediators produced in association with heavy-flavour quarks and decaying into a pair of
DM particles have also been reported by the ATLAS [29, 41] and CMS [42] Collaborations.

1Electrons and muons from τ -lepton decays are included.
2A multiplicative quantum number, referred to as R-parity, is introduced in SUSY models to conserve

baryon and lepton number where R-parity is 1 (−1) for all SM (SUSY) particles.

1



J
H
E
P
0
4
(
2
0
2
1
)
1
7
4

t̃

t̃

t
W

t
W

p

p

χ̃0
1

b ℓ

ν

χ̃0
1

b

q

q

(a)

t̃

t̃

W

Wp

p

χ̃0
1

b ℓ

ν

χ̃0
1

b

q

q

(b)

t̃

t̃
p

p

b ℓ

ν

χ̃0
1

b

q

q

χ̃0
1

(c)

Figure 1. Diagrams illustrating the stop decay modes, which are referred to as (a) t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 ,

(b) t̃1 → bWχ̃0
1 and (c) t̃1 → bff ′χ̃

0
1. In these diagrams, the charge-conjugate symbols are omitted

for simplicity. All the processes considered involve the production of a squark-antisquark pair.

2 Signal models and search strategy

Two classes of physics models are targeted by this search, the production of t̃1 pairs in
simplified SUSY models [43–45] where the only light sparticles are t̃1 and χ̃0

1, and simplified
benchmark models for DM production that assume the existence of a spin-0 mediator
particle that can be produced in association with two top quarks [41, 46] and decays into a
pair of DM particles χχ̄.

The experimental signatures of stop pair production can vary dramatically, depending
on the mass-splitting between t̃1 and χ̃0

1. Figure 1 illustrates the two-, three- and four-
body stop decays considered in this paper. As flavour-changing neutral current processes
are not considered, the dominant among the two-, three- or four-body stop decays is
assumed to have a 100% branching ratio in a given ∆m

t̃1,χ̃
0
1
regime. In the regime where

∆m
t̃1,χ̃

0
1

= m(t̃1) − m(χ̃0
1) is larger than the top quark mass mtop, the two-body decay

t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 dominates. At smaller ∆m

t̃1,χ̃
0
1
, the three-body decay t̃1 → bWχ̃0

1 dominates as
long as ∆m

t̃1,χ̃
0
1
is larger than the sum of the b-quark and W boson masses. At the smallest

values of ∆m
t̃1,χ̃

0
1
the dominant decay channel is the four-body decay t̃1 → bff ′χ̃

0
1. The

stop is always assumed to decay promptly.
The searches for stops presented in this paper use several signal regions dedicated to

each of the decay channels t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1, t̃1 → bWχ̃0

1 and t̃1 → bff ′χ̃
0
1. For instance, specific

signal regions target the so-called compressed region where the stop undergoes a t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1

decay but where ∆m
t̃1,χ̃

0
1
≈ mtop. The selections are optimised for given benchmark model

points, and are binned in key variables to retain sensitivity to the widest possible range of
t̃1 and χ̃0

1 masses.
The mediator-based DM scenarios consist of simplified models with a DM particle χ

that is a SM singlet and a single spin-0 mediator that couples χ to SM fermions. Both the
scenarios where the mediator is a scalar, φ, or a pseudoscalar, a, are considered, as illustrated
in figure 2. These models have four parameters: the mass of the mediator, mmed, the DM
mass, mDM, the DM-mediator coupling, gχ, and the coupling of the mediator to the SM
fermions, gq. In the models considered, the interaction strength between the mediator and
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t̄

t

g

g

χ̄

χ

Figure 2. A representative Feynman diagram for spin-0 mediator production. The φ/a is the
scalar/pseudoscalar mediator, which decays into a pair of dark matter (χ) particles.

SM particles is proportional to the fermion masses via Yukawa-type couplings, and therefore
final states involving top quarks dominate over those involving other fermions. Due to the
associated production of top quarks with undetected DM particles in the same event, the
mediator-based DM model predicts an excess of tt̄ +Emiss

T final-state events above the SM
expectation. A dedicated signal region common to both the scalar and pseudoscalar models
is developed. The signal region is binned in the azimuthal angle ∆φ(~p miss

T , `) between the
missing transverse momentum and the leading lepton, to retain maximum sensitivity to both
the scalar and pseudoscalar models and to a large range of mediator and DM particle masses.

The searches presented are based on eight dedicated analyses that target the various
scenarios mentioned above. Each of these analyses corresponds to a set of event selection
criteria, referred to as a signal region (SR), and is optimised to achieve three standard
deviation expected sensitivity to the targeted benchmark model. Two techniques are
employed to define the SRs: ‘cut-and-count’ and ‘shape-fit’ methods. The former is based
on counting events in a single region of phase space, and is employed in the eight analyses.
The latter is used in several SRs to improve the exclusion reach if no excess is observed in
the cut-and-count signal regions, and employs SRs split into multiple bins in one or two
key discriminating kinematic variables. The shape-fit method exploits the varying signal-to-
background ratios in different bins to provide sensitivity to a wider range of new-particle
masses than can be achieved by a single cut-and-count SR. Including these background-rich
regions in the single-bin discovery SRs would significantly reduce the sensitivity to the
targeted signatures.

The main background processes after the signal selections include tt̄, tt̄ + Z(→ νν̄),
W+jets and the associated production of a single top quark and a W boson (Wt).
Backgrounds from these SM processes are estimated by exploiting dedicated control regions
(CRs) enriched in these processes. The backgrounds are normalised to data by applying
a likelihood fit simultaneously to the SR and associated CRs, making the analysis more
robust against potential mis-modelling in simulated events and reducing the uncertainties
in the background normalisation. Before looking at the data in the signal regions, the
background modelling and the normalisation procedure are tested in a series of validation
regions (VRs) by applying the normalisation factors determined by a background-only fit
in the CRs. A background-only fit to the CRs and SRs then provides a statistical test that
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Signal scenario Benchmark Signal Region Exclusion technique Section

t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 m(t̃1, χ̃0

1) = (800, 400)GeV tN_med shape-fit of Emiss
T and mT 7.1

t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 m(t̃1, χ̃0

1) = (950, 1)GeV tN_high – 7.1

t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 m(t̃1, χ̃0

1) = (225, 52)GeV tN_diag_low cut-and-count 7.2

t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 m(t̃1, χ̃0

1) = (500, 327)GeV tN_diag_high cut-and-count 7.2

t̃1 → bWχ̃0
1 m(t̃1, χ̃0

1) = (500, 380)GeV bWN shape-fit in RNN score 7.3

t̃1 → bff ′χ̃
0
1 m(t̃1, χ̃0

1) = (450, 400)GeV bffN_btag shape-fit in p`T/Emiss
T and ∆φ(~pb-jet

T , ~p miss
T ) 7.4

t̃1 → bff ′χ̃
0
1 m(t̃1, χ̃0

1) = (450, 430)GeV bffN_softb shape-fit in p`T/Emiss
T 7.4

Spin-0 mediator m(φ/a, χ) = (20, 1)GeV DM shape-fit in ∆φ(~p miss
T , `) 7.5

Table 1. Signal scenarios, benchmark models and signal regions. For each SR, the table lists the
analysis technique used for exclusion limits. The last column points to the section where the signal
region is defined. For tN_high no exclusion technique is defined. The tN_med shape-fit also covers
the tN_high-like phase space.

quantifies the existence and extent of a potential excess of events in data in the SRs. In the
absence of an excess, exclusion limits are set on the associated model parameters by using
the theoretical cross-sections. An overview of the signal regions and the benchmark models
for optimisation is presented in table 1.

3 ATLAS detector and data collection

The ATLAS detector [47] at the LHC is a multipurpose particle detector with almost
4π coverage in solid angle around the interaction point.3 It consists of an inner tracking
detector (ID) surrounded by a superconducting solenoid providing a 2T axial magnetic
field, electromagnetic and hadronic calorimeters, and a muon spectrometer (MS), which is
based on three large air-core toroidal superconducting magnets consisting of eight coils each.
The ID provides charged-particle tracking in the range |η| < 2.5. During the LHC shutdown
between Run 1 (2010–2012) and Run 2 (2015–2018), a new innermost layer of silicon
pixels was added [48–50], which improves the track impact parameter resolution, vertex
position resolution and b-tagging performance [51]. High-granularity electromagnetic and
hadronic calorimeters provide energy measurements up to |η| = 4.9. The electromagnetic
calorimeters, as well as the hadronic calorimeters in the endcap and forward regions, are
sampling calorimeters with liquid argon as the active medium and lead, copper, or tungsten
absorbers. The hadronic calorimeter in the central region of the detector is a sampling
calorimeter with scintillator tiles as the active medium and steel absorbers. The MS
surrounds the calorimeters and has three layers of precision tracking chambers with coverage
up to |η| = 2.7 and fast detectors for triggering in the region |η| < 2.4. A two-level trigger

3ATLAS uses a right-handed coordinate system with its origin at the nominal interaction point (IP) in
the centre of the detector and the z-axis along the beam pipe. The x-axis points from the IP to the centre
of the LHC ring, and the y-axis points upwards. Cylindrical coordinates (r, φ) are used in the transverse
plane, φ being the azimuthal angle around the z-axis. The pseudorapidity is defined in terms of the polar
angle θ as η = − ln tan(θ/2). The transverse momentum, pT, is defined in the x–y plane.
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Process ME event generator ME PDF PS and UE tune Cross-section
hadronisation calculation

tt̄ Powheg-Box v2 [55] NNPDF3.0 [56] Pythia 8 [57] A14 [58] NNLO+NNLL [59–64]
Single-top
t-channel Powheg-Box v1 NNPDF3.0 Pythia 8 A14 NNLO+NNLL [65]
s- and Wt-channel Powheg-Box v2 NNPDF3.0 Pythia 8 A14 NNLO+NNLL [66, 67]

V+jets (V = W/Z) Sherpa 2.2.1 [68] NNPDF3.0 Sherpa Default NNLO [69]
Diboson Sherpa 2.2.1–2.2.2 NNPDF3.0 Sherpa Default NLO
Multiboson Sherpa 2.2.1–2.2.2 NNPDF3.0 Sherpa Default NLO
tt̄+ V MG5_aMC@NLO 2.3.3 [70] NNPDF3.0 Pythia 8 A14 NLO [70]
SUSY signal MadGraph 2.6.2 [70] NNPDF2.3 [71] Pythia 8 A14 NNLO+NNLL [72, 73]
DM signal MadGraph 2.6.2 NNPDF3.0 Pythia 8 A14 NLO [74, 75]

Table 2. Overview of the nominal simulated samples. The cross-sections of top, single-top and
SUSY samples were calculated at next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO) with the resummation of
soft gluon emission at next-to-next-to-leading-logarithm (NNLL) accuracy. The V+jets background
samples were calculated at NNLO. The cross-sections of other background and DM samples were
calculated at next-to-leading order (NLO).

system [52] is used to select events. The first-level trigger is hardware-based, followed by a
software-based trigger system.

The results in this paper utilise the full Run 2 data sample collected from 2015 to 2018 at
a centre-of-mass energy of

√
s = 13TeV. The average number of simultaneous pp interactions

per bunch crossing, referred to as ‘pile-up’, in the recorded data is approximately 34. After
the application of beam, detector and data-quality requirements, the total integrated
luminosity is 139 fb−1. The uncertainty in the combined 2015–2018 integrated luminosity is
1.7%. It is derived from the calibration of the luminosity scale using x–y beam-separation
scans, following a methodology similar to that detailed in ref. [53], and using the LUCID-2
detector for the baseline luminosity measurements [54].

All events were recorded with triggers that accepted events with Emiss
T above a given

threshold. The Emiss
T triggers relied on energy measurements in the calorimeter and on

several algorithms based on cells, jets or topological clusters in addition to two methods for
correcting for the effects of pile-up. The triggers were fully efficient for events passing an
offline-reconstruction requirement of Emiss

T > 230GeV.

4 Simulated event samples

Samples of Monte Carlo (MC) simulated events are used for the description of the SM
background processes and to model the signals. Details of the simulation samples used,
including the matrix element (ME) event generator and parton distribution function (PDF)
set, the parton shower (PS) and hadronisation model, the set of tuned parameters (tune) for
the underlying event (UE) and the order of the cross-section calculation, are summarised
in table 2.
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The samples produced with MadGraph5_aMC@NLO [70] and Powheg-Box [55, 76–
79] used EvtGen v1.6.0 [80] for the modelling of b-hadron decays. The signal samples were
all processed with a fast simulation [81], whereas all background samples were processed
with the full simulation of the ATLAS detector [81] based on Geant4 [82]. All samples
were produced with varying numbers of minimum-bias interactions generated by Pythia 8
with the A3 tune [83] and overlaid on the hard-scattering event to simulate the effect of
multiple pp interactions in the same or nearby bunch crossings. The number of interactions
per bunch crossing was reweighted to match the distribution in data.

The nominal tt̄ sample and single-top sample cross-sections were calculated at NNLO
with the resummation of soft gluon emission at NNLL accuracy and were generated
with Powheg-Box (at NLO accuracy) interfaced to Pythia 8 for parton showering and
hadronisation. Additional tt̄ samples were generated with MadGraph5_aMC@NLO (at
NLO accuracy)+Pythia 8 and Powheg-Box+Herwig 7 [84, 85] for modelling comparisons
and the evaluation of systematic uncertainties [86]. The tt̄ and Wt processes have identical
WWbb final states and can interfere. Additional tt̄, Wt and WWbb samples were generated
as multi-leg processes at LO with MadGraph and used to estimate the systematic
uncertainty from the interference modelling. The tN_med and tN_high regions receive
significant contributions from both tt̄ and Wt in a phase space where the interference is
significant. Techniques used to model the interference such as diagram subtraction (DS)
and diagram removal (DR) [87] were shown to provide predictions bracketing the data [88],
but can lead to large uncertainties. Both schemes are investigated in this paper, but the
DR scheme is ultimately used for the nominal Wt sample.

The W+jets and Z+jets samples were generated with Sherpa 2.2.1 [68, 89] with
up to two partons at NLO and up to four partons at leading order (LO). Diboson and
multiboson [90] events were generated with Sherpa 2.2.1 and 2.2.2. For dibosons, the
events include up to one parton at NLO and up to three partons at LO. For triboson
processes, up to two extra partons were considered at LO. The Sherpa samples used matrix
elements from Comix [91] and OpenLoops [92], which were merged with the Sherpa
parton shower [93] using the ME+PS@NLO prescription [94]. The W+jets and Z+jets
events were further normalised to the NNLO cross-sections [69].

The tt̄+ V samples were generated with MadGraph5_aMC@NLO (at NLO accuracy)
interfaced to Pythia 8 for parton showering and hadronisation. The corresponding MC
tune and generator comparisons can be found in ref. [95].

The SUSY samples were generated at LO with MadGraph 2.6.2 including up to
two extra partons, and interfaced to Pythia 8 for parton showering and hadronisation.
For the t̃1 → t + χ̃0

1 samples, the stop was decayed in Pythia 8 using only phase-space
considerations and not the full ME. Since the decay products in the generated event
samples did not preserve spin information, a polarisation reweighting was applied following
refs. [96, 97]. A value of cos θt = 0.553 was assumed, corresponding to a t̃1 composed
mainly of t̃R (∼70%). For the t̃1 → bWχ̃0

1 and t̃1 → bff ′χ̃
0
1 samples the stops were decayed

with MadSpin [98], interfaced to Pythia 8 for the parton showering. MadSpin emulates
kinematic distributions such as the mass of the bW (∗) system to a good approximation
without calculating the full ME.
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The signal cross-sections for stop pair production were calculated to approximate next-to-
next-to-leading order in the strong coupling constant, adding the resummation of soft gluon
emission at next-to-next-to-leading-logarithm accuracy (approximate NNLO+NNLL) [73, 99–
101]. The nominal cross-section and its uncertainty were derived using the PDF4LHC15_mc
PDF set, following the recommendations of ref. [102]. The stop pair production cross-section
varies from approximately 200 fb at mt̃1 = 600GeV to about 2 fb at mt̃1 = 1150GeV.

Signal events for the spin-0 scalar and pseudoscalar mediator models were generated at
LO with up to one additional parton with MadGraph 2.6.2 interfaced to Pythia 8 for
parton showering and hadronisation. In the DM sample generation the couplings of the
mediator to the DM and SM particles (gχ and gq) were set to one. When interpreting the
experimental results, a single common coupling g = gχ = gq is always assumed. Coupling
values of g = 1 as well as g < 1 are considered. The kinematics of the mediator decay were
found to not depend strongly on the values of the couplings; however, the particle kinematic
distributions are sensitive to the scalar or pseudoscalar nature of the mediator and to the
mediator and DM particle masses. The cross-sections were computed at NLO [74, 75] and
decrease significantly when the mediator is produced off-shell. The production cross-section
varies from approximately 26 pb to 130 fb over a scalar mediator mass range of 10 to
200GeV and from approximately 600 fb to 120 fb over a pseudoscalar mediator mass range
of 10 to 200GeV.

5 Event reconstruction

Events selected in the analysis must satisfy a series of beam, detector and data-quality
criteria. The primary vertex, defined as the reconstructed vertex with the highest

∑
tracks p

2
T,

must have at least two associated tracks with pT > 500MeV.
Depending on the quality and kinematic requirements imposed, reconstructed physics

objects are labelled as either baseline or signal, where the latter is a subset of the
former, with tighter selection criteria applied. Baseline objects are used when classifying
overlapping selected objects and to compute the missing transverse momentum. Background
contributions from tt̄ and Wt production where both W bosons decay leptonically, referred
to as dileptonic tt̄ or Wt events, are suppressed by vetoing events with more than one
baseline lepton. Signal objects are used to construct kinematic and discriminating variables
necessary for the event selection.

Electrons are identified as energy clusters formed in the electromagnetic calorimeter
matched to tracks in the ID. Baseline electrons are required to have pT > 4.5GeV and
|η| < 2.47, and to satisfy ‘LooseAndBLayer’ likelihood identification criteria that follow
the methodology described in ref. [103]. Furthermore, their longitudinal impact parameter
(z0), defined as the distance along the beam direction between the primary vertex and the
track’s point of closest approach to the beam axis, must satisfy |z0 sin θ| < 0.5 mm where θ
is the polar angle of the track. Signal electrons must satisfy all the baseline requirements
and have a transverse impact parameter (d0) that satisfies |d0|/σd0 < 5, where σd0 is the
uncertainty in d0. Furthermore, signal electrons are required to be isolated. The isolation
is defined as the sum of the transverse energy or momentum reconstructed in a cone of
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size ∆R =
√

(∆η)2 + (∆φ)2 around the electron, excluding the energy of the electron itself.
The isolation criteria rely on both track- and calorimeter-based information with a fixed
requirement on the isolation energy divided by the electron’s pT. Electrons that satisfy
the signal identification criteria, including the loose isolation, are called loose electrons. In
addition, tight electrons must satisfy both a tight electron likelihood identification criterion
and a tight isolation criterion.

Muon candidates are reconstructed from combined tracks that are formed from ID and
MS tracks, or stand-alone MS tracks. Baseline muons up to |η| = 2.7 are used, and are
required to have pT > 4GeV, a longitudinal impact parameter |z0 sin θ| < 0.5 mm, and to
satisfy the ‘Medium’ identification criterion [104]. Signal muons must satisfy all baseline
requirements and in addition have a transverse impact parameter satisfying |d0|/σd0 < 3.
Tight signal muons must satisfy tight isolation criteria, similar to those used for tight signal
electrons, but with a fixed requirement on track-based isolation energy divided by the
muon’s pT. A category of loose signal muons is also defined, which requires the ‘Loose’
identification criterion [104] and satisfies a looser isolation criterion.

Dedicated efficiency scale factors are derived from Z → `¯̀ and J/ψ → `¯̀ data samples
to correct the simulations for minor mis-modelling of electron and muon identification,
impact parameter and isolation selections. The pT threshold of signal leptons is 25GeV for
electrons and muons in all signal regions except for signal regions dedicated to t̃1 → bff ′χ̃

0
1,

where electrons with pT > 4.5GeV and muons with pT > 4GeV are used.
Jet candidates are built from topological clusters [105, 106] in the calorimeters using

the anti-kt algorithm [107] with a jet radius parameter R = 0.4 implemented in the
FastJet package [108]. Jets are corrected for contamination from pile-up using the jet area
method [109–111] and are then calibrated to account for the detector response [112, 113].
Jets in data are further calibrated according to in situ measurements of the jet energy
scale [113]. Baseline jets are required to have pT > 20GeV. Signal jets are required to have
|η| < 2.5 and pT > 25GeV in all signal regions, except in the four-body signal regions, where
the pT threshold of signal jets is 20GeV. Furthermore, signal jets with pT < 120GeV and
|η| < 2.5 must satisfy track-based criteria designed to reject jets originating from pile-up [111].
Events containing a signal jet that does not satisfy specific jet-quality requirements (‘jet
cleaning’) are rejected to suppress detector noise and non-collision backgrounds [114, 115].
The number of signal jets in an event is denoted Njet. In addition to these jet candidates, the
same anti-kt algorithm is used to define larger radius (large-R) jets to provide discriminating
variables for the reconstruction of top quarks, as described in section 6.

Jets identified as containing b-hadrons are referred to as b-tagged jets. Their
identification is performed using the MV2c10 b-tagging algorithm, which examines quantities
such as the impact parameters of associated tracks and characteristics of reconstructed
secondary vertices [116, 117]. The algorithm is used at a working point that provides a 77%
b-tagging efficiency in simulated tt̄ events, and corresponds to a rejection factor of about
130 for jets originating from gluons and light-flavour quarks (light jets) and about 6 for jets
induced by charm quarks. Corrections derived from data control samples are applied to
account for differences between data and simulation in the efficiency and mis-tag rate of
the b-tagging algorithm. The number of b-tagged jets in an event is denoted Nb-jet. Since
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MV2c10 is only applicable to baseline jets with pT > 20GeV, it is not sensitive to low-pT
b-hadrons. The presence of low-pT b-hadrons, below 20GeV, is instead inferred using a soft
b-tagging algorithm, which does not rely on the presence of a jet in the calorimeter, but
requires the presence of secondary vertices [118]. This technique is used to gain sensitivity
to the t̃1 → bff ′χ̃

0
1 signal in the regime with ∆m

t̃1,χ̃
0
1
lower than ∼40GeV. The number

of secondary vertices in an event is denoted NSV. Corrections derived from dedicated tt̄
and W+jets control regions are applied to the soft b-tagging efficiencies to account for
differences between data and simulation.

Jets and associated tracks are also used to identify hadronically decaying τ -leptons
using the ‘Loose’ identification criterion described in refs. [119, 120], which has a 85%
(75%) efficiency for reconstructing τ -leptons decaying into one (three) charged pions. The
hadronic τ -lepton decay candidates are required to have one or three associated tracks,
with total electric charge opposite to that of the signal electron or muon, pT > 20GeV,
and |η| < 2.5. The τ -lepton candidate pT requirement is applied after a dedicated energy
calibration [121, 122].

To avoid labelling the same detector signature as more than one object, an overlap
removal procedure is applied. Given a set of baseline objects, the procedure checks for
overlap based on either a shared track, ghost-matching [110], or a minimum distance ∆Ry
between pairs of objects.4 First, if a baseline lepton and a baseline jet are separated by
∆Ry < 0.2, then the lepton is retained and the jet is discarded. Second, if a baseline jet
and a baseline lepton are separated by ∆Ry < 0.4, then the jet is retained and the lepton
is discarded, to minimise the contamination from jets misidentified as leptons. For the
remainder of the paper, all baseline and signal objects are those that have survived the
overlap removal procedure.

The missing transverse momentum ~p miss
T is reconstructed as the negative vector sum

of the transverse momenta of baseline electrons, muons, jets, and a soft term built from
high-quality tracks that are associated with the primary vertex but not with the baseline
physics objects [123, 124]. Photons and hadronically decaying τ -leptons are not explicitly
included but enter either as jets, electrons, or via the soft term.

6 Discriminating variables

The backgrounds contributing to a final state with one isolated lepton, jets and Emiss
T are

primarily semileptonic tt̄ events with one of theW bosons decaying leptonically, andW+jets
events with a leptonic decay of the W boson. Both backgrounds can be efficiently reduced
by requiring the transverse mass of the event, mT, to be significantly larger than the W
boson mass. The transverse mass is defined as mT =

√
2p`TEmiss

T [1− cos(∆φ)], where ∆φ
is the azimuthal angle between the lepton and missing transverse momentum directions
and p`T is the transverse momentum of the charged lepton. Other discriminating variables
used to distinguish signal from several categories of background events are described below.

4Rapidity y ≡ 1/2 ln [(E + pz)/(E − pz)] is used instead of pseudorapidity (η) when computing the
distance ∆Ry between objects in the overlap removal procedure.
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6.1 Dileptonic tt̄ reconstruction

The mT2 variable [125] is a generalisation of the transverse mass, applied to signatures
where two particles are not directly detected. The variable mτ

T2 [126] is a variant of mT2
developed to identify and remove tt̄ events where one W boson decays into a hadronically
decaying τ -lepton candidate. In this case the ‘τ -jet’ is used as the visible particle for one
top branch and the observed electron or muon for the other top branch. For tt̄ events where
one W boson decays leptonically and the other into a hadronically decaying τ -lepton, mτ

T2
has an endpoint at the W boson mass.

Events with dileptonic decays of tt̄ pairs, where one lepton is not identified, constitute a
significant background. The lost lepton can lead to significant missing transverse momentum
and mT2 above the W boson mass. The topness variable [127] quantifies how well an event
can be reconstructed under a dileptonic top hypothesis and is defined as the logarithm of
the minimum of the following quantity S:

S(pWx, pWy, pWz, pvz) = [m2
W − (p` + pν)2]2

a4
W

+ [m2
t − (pb1 + p` + pν)2]2

a4
t

+

[m2
t − (pb2 + pW )2]2

a4
t

+ [4m2
t − (Σipi)2]2

a4
CM

,

when minimised with respect to pW and pν with the constraint ~pT,ν + ~pT,W = ~p miss
T . The

quantity pW represents the four-momentum vector of the W boson for which the lepton
was not reconstructed and is thus completely invisible. The quantities p` and pν are the
lepton and neutrino four-momentum vectors from the W boson whose lepton was identified.
Finally, pbi refer to the two b-jets. The sum in the last term runs over the five assumed
final-state particles. If the event contains two b-tagged jets, the two permutations are tested
in the minimisation. If the event has a single b-tagged jet, then permutations where the
second b-jet can be either of the two leading momentum untagged jets are tested during
the minimisation. The values of resolution parameters aW , at and aCM are constants taken
from ref. [127].

6.2 Reconstruction of hadronic top decays

Signal events contain one hadronic top decay t→ qq̄′b, while such decays are absent from
the dileptonic tt̄ background. Therefore, reconstructing the hadronic top quark decay can
provide additional discrimination against dileptonic tt̄ events. A recursive reclustering
jet algorithm searches for large-radius jets with radius parameter R corresponding to the
radius R(pT) = 2×mtop/pT expected from a hadronic top quark decay t→ qq̄′b [29]. The
algorithm is based on the anti-kt algorithm using signal jets as inputs and with initial radius
parameter R0 = 3.0. If a reclustered large-radius jet is significantly narrower than the
radius expected from a hadronic top quark decay of that pT, it is discarded. The radius of
the remaining reclustered jets is iteratively reduced until the radius approximately matches
the radius expected from a hadronic top quark decay. Surviving reclustered jets constitute
hadronic top candidates. If more than one hadronic top candidate is found, the candidate
whose mass mreclustered

top is closest to mtop is retained.
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A second hadronic top quark candidate algorithm is employed that fully reconstructs
the direction of both the leptonically and the hadronically decaying top quarks, denoted
tlep and thad respectively. This algorithm is applied to events with at least four jets and
one b-tagged jet. The mχ

top variable is defined as the invariant mass of the triplet of signal
jets (one of which must be b-tagged) most compatible with mtop, taking into account the
jet momentum and energy resolution. The component of the ~p miss

T perpendicular to tlep
in the tt̄ rest frame, Emiss

T,⊥ , is small in semileptonic top quark decays since ~p miss
T tends to

align with the leptonically decaying top quark.

6.3 Backgrounds with mismeasured missing momentum

In some signal regions, additional suppression against backgrounds with mismeasured
missing momentum, arising from mismeasured jets, is required. This additional rejection is
provided by Hmiss

T,sig = (| ~Hmiss
T | −M)/σ| ~Hmiss

T |, where ~Hmiss
T is the negative vectorial sum of

the momenta of the signal jets and signal lepton [126]. The denominator is computed from
the per-event jet energy uncertainties, while the lepton resolution is neglected. The offset
parameter M is a characteristic scale of the background processes and is fixed at 100 GeV.

6.4 Variables for compressed t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1

To discriminate stop pair production from SM tt̄ production, in the phase space dominated
by the decay t̃1 → t+ χ̃0

1 in the compressed regime ∆m
t̃1,χ̃

0
1
≈ mtop, events are reconstructed

according to both the stop and semileptonic tt̄ hypotheses. These techniques are employed
in the tN_diag_low and tN_diag_high SRs.

The reconstruction of the event under the semileptonic tt̄ hypothesis starts by searching
for the hadronically decaying top quark candidate through the minimisation of the loss
function

Lt = (mcand
W −mW )2

mW
+

(mcand
thad −mtop)2

mtop

with mW and mtop being the experimentally known W boson and top quark masses. The
W boson candidate mass mcand

W is either the mass of a single large anti-kt jet with radius 1.0
or 1.2 or the invariant mass of two anti-kt jets with radius 0.4. The hadronically decaying
top quark candidate thad is either one of the large-R jets or the W boson candidate plus
a b-tagged jet. The jet permutation with the minimum loss function is considered as the
candidate for the hadronic top. The visible part of the leptonically decaying top quark
candidate (tlepvis) four-momentum vector is determined by adding the four-momentum
vectors of the remaining highest-pT b-tagged jet and the signal lepton.

The reconstruction of the event under the stop hypothesis relies on the collinear
approximation [128, 129], in which the top quark and the neutralino from the stop decay are
collinear. This approximation is valid for compressed t̃1 → t+ χ̃0

1 models (∆m
t̃1,χ̃

0
1
≈ mtop),

where the requirement of a high-pT initial-state radiation (ISR) jet in the event forces the
momentum of the t̃1 to be much larger than the sum of the top and χ̃0

1 masses.
With this approximation and a given value of the parameter α = mχ̃0

1
/mt̃1 , the four-

momentum vector pµ(α) of the neutrino can be calculated from the missing transverse
energy and the measured momenta of the hadronic and visible leptonic top quark candidates
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under the assumption that the longitudinal neutrino momentum pz is zero. The resulting
pµ(α) is then used to compute the leptonically decaying W boson’s transverse mass mα

T
and the difference in mT between the calculation under the hypothesis of a tt̄ event and
under the signal hypothesis, ∆mα

T = mT −mα
T.

The tN_diag_low SR is optimised to probe the previously unexcluded region around
the point with a stop mass of 200GeV and neutralino mass of 27GeV [29] which corresponds
to α = 0.135. Therefore this region uses the variable ∆mα

T with α fixed to 0.135. For other
compressed regions, which are targeted by the tN_diag_high SR, α can be determined
dynamically by minimising the loss function

Lα = [m(`+ ν)−mW ]2

mW
+

[m(tlepvis + ν)−mtop]2

mtop

where m(`+ ν) is the invariant mass of the lepton and the neutrino, and m(tlepvis + ν) is
the invariant mass of the leptonic top candidate and the neutrino. Using the approximation
α = mχ̃0

1
/(mχ̃0

1
+mthad) and the measured value of mcand

thad , the values of ∆mα
T and the mass

of the χ̃0
1 at the minimum of the loss function can be determined. These variables are

labelled ∆mdyn
T and mdyn

χ̃0
1

respectively.
Although the neutrino momentum under the collinear approximation is fully known

for a given value of α, there is an ambiguity as to how the remaining missing transverse
momentum is split between the two neutralinos. To resolve this, the following loss function,
which compares the reconstructed leptonic and hadronic t̃1 masses with a given t̃1 mass
hypothesis, mt̃1 , is defined and used in the tN_diag_low SR:

Lt̃1 =

(
mhad
t̃1
−mt̃1

)2

mt̃1

+

(
mlep
t̃1
−mt̃1

)2

mt̃1

A minimisation of this loss function, again under the assumption that α = 0.135, is
performed with respect to the angles between each neutralino momentum vector and each
of the two top quarks. The mass mlep

t̃1
, which denotes the leptonic t̃1 mass at the minimum

of this loss function, takes lower and more peaked values for compressed t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 models

than for the SM top quark backgrounds. Finally, the ratio x1 of the hadronic top quark
momentum to the parent stop momentum is also used to discriminate between the stop
signal and the background. Since it is computed as a projection, x1 can take negative values
for background processes, or if the collinear assumption does not hold.

7 Signal regions

A preselection that exploits the basic characteristics of the signals is applied: the presence of
a signal lepton, b-tagged jets and missing transverse momentum. The preselection is designed
to have very high efficiency for the signal and to remove the most trivial backgrounds.
To cover signals with both high-momentum decay products such as in t̃1 → t + χ̃0

1 and
low-momentum decay products such as in t̃1 → bff ′χ̃

0
1 , ‘soft-lepton’ and ‘hard-lepton’

preselections are defined and are presented in table 3. All regions require Emiss
T > 230GeV
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Selection hard-lepton soft-lepton
Trigger Emiss

T trigger
Data quality jet cleaning, primary vertex
Second-lepton veto no additional baseline leptons
Number of leptons, tightness = 1 ‘loose’ lepton = 1 ‘tight’ lepton
Lepton pT [GeV] > 25 > 4 (4.5) for µ (e)
Number of jets (jet pT) ≥ 4 (> 25 GeV) ≥ 1 (> 200 GeV) or ≥ 2 (> 20 GeV)
Emiss

T [GeV] > 230
∆φ(j1,2, ~p miss

T ) [rad] > 0.4
Nb-jet ≥ 1 –
mT [GeV] > 30 –
mτ

T2 [GeV] > 80 –

Table 3. Preselection criteria used for the hard-lepton signal regions (left) and the soft-lepton
signal regions (right).

to ensure that the trigger was fully efficient. To reject multijet events with mismeasured jet
momenta, a minimum azimuthal angular distance is required between the missing transverse
momentum direction and the two leading jets, ∆φ(j1,2, ~p miss

T ) > 0.4.
The signal regions are then optimised using simulated event samples to maximise

the expected Z significance [130, 131] for the benchmark signals.5 A set of benchmark
signal models, selected to cover the various stop and spin-0 mediator models, is used for
optimisation. The optimisation is performed using an iterative algorithm, considering all
discriminating variables and accounting for statistical and systematic errors in the evaluation
of the discovery significance. An overview of the signal regions and the benchmark models
for optimisation is presented in table 1. The SRs are not designed to be orthogonal. The
final exclusion limits are obtained by selecting at each point of the model parameter space
the SR with the best expected sensitivity.

7.1 t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1

Two signal regions, tN_med and tN_high, are designed for models with ∆m
t̃1,χ̃

0
1
significantly

larger than mtop, and rely on large missing momentum and energetic jets. Selections on mT,
Hmiss

T,sig, Emiss
T,⊥ and topness are dictated by the need to suppress the three main backgrounds,

namely W+jets, tt̄, and tt̄ + V . The presence of a hadronic top quark candidate with
mreclustered

top > 150GeV is required primarily to ensure orthogonality with the control regions.
5Significance Z of observing n events for a prediction of b± σ is defined as

Z =

√
2
{
n ln

[
n(b+ σ2)
b2 + nσ2

]
− b2

σ2 ln
[

1 + σ2(n− b)
b(b+ σ2)

]}
when n ≥ b, or

Z = −

√
2
{
n ln

[
n(b+ σ2)
b2 + nσ2

]
− b2

σ2 ln
[

1 + σ2(n− b)
b(b+ σ2)

]}
when n < b.
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Selection tN_med tN_high

Preselection hard-lepton preselection
Njet, Nb-jet ≥ (4, 1) ≥ (4, 1)
Jet pT [GeV] > (100, 90, 70, 50) > (120, 50, 50, 25)
Emiss

T [GeV] > 230 > 520
Emiss

T,⊥ [GeV] > 400 –
Hmiss

T,sig > 16 > 25
mT [GeV] > 220 > 380
Topness > 9 > 8
mreclustered

top [GeV] > 150
∆R(b, `) < 2.8 < 2.6
Exclusion technique Based on shape-fit in Emiss

T and mT in tN_med

Emiss
T ∈ [230, 400], mT > 220

Emiss
T ∈ [400, 500], mT > 220

Bin boundaries [GeV] Emiss
T ∈ [500, 600], mT ∈ [220, 380]

Emiss
T ∈ [500, 600], mT > 380

Emiss
T > 600, mT ∈ [220, 380]

Emiss
T > 600, mT > 380

Table 4. Event selections defining the signal regions tN_med and tN_high.

The tN_med and tN_high definitions are given in table 4. A common exclusion region is
defined by performing a two-variable shape-fit on the tN_med signal region, if no excess is
observed in the single-bin discovery signal regions. The binning is designed to maximise the
excluded parameter space in the mt̃1–mχ̃0

1
plane. The two variables chosen for the binning

are the two discriminating variables that best distinguish between tN_med and tN_high,
namely Emiss

T and mT. The resulting six bins are given in table 4.

7.2 Compressed t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1

The kinematics of the decay t̃1 → t + χ̃0
1 in the region where ∆m

t̃1,χ̃
0
1
≈ mtop differ

significantly from the two signal regions defined above, and the stop signal is kinematically
very similar to the dominant tt̄ background. This region of parameter space is referred to
as the diagonal region. Two dedicated signal regions, tN_diag_low and tN_diag_high, are
designed to target scenarios on the diagonal for low-mass and high-mass stops respectively.
The sensitivity of the tN_diag_low SR is such that it is expected to be able to exclude
scenarios with ∆m

t̃1,χ̃
0
1

= mtop and m(t̃1) between 200 and 250GeV. Both the tN_diag_low
and tN_diag_high signal regions rely on the presence of a high-pT ISR jet, which serves to
boost the di-stop system. The signal region definitions are shown in table 5 and are used
both for exclusion and for discovery.
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Selection tN_diag_low tN_diag_high

Preselection hard-lepton preselection without τ -lepton veto
Njet, Nb-jet > (4, 1)
Jet pT [GeV] > (400, 40, 40, 40)
mT [GeV] > 150 > 110
Emiss

T [GeV] – > 400
mT2 [GeV] – < 360
∆mα

T [GeV] > 40 –
∆mdyn

T [GeV] – > 60
mlep
t̃1

[GeV] < 600 –
mdyn
χ̃0

1
[GeV] > 5 [220, 595]

x1 – > −0.2
Exclusion technique cut-and-count

Table 5. Event selections defining the signal regions tN_diag_low and tN_diag_high.

7.3 t̃1 → bWχ̃0
1

The signal region for the decay t̃1 → bWχ̃0
1 is labelled bWN and defined using an optimised

two-step machine learning (ML) approach, applied to events preselected according to the
hard-lepton preselection criteria and additionally satisfying mT > 110GeV. The background
mostly consists of tt̄, which has strong similarities to the signal in this region of phase
space. For this reason the ML technique is selected. The jet multiplicity in signal events
varies significantly due to the potential presence of ISR jets and fluctuations in the number
of low-energy jets reconstructed from the hadronically decaying W boson. To deal with
the variable number of signal jets, the first step of the ML procedure is to use a recurrent
neural network (RNN) that has the ability to extract information from sequences of variable
length [132]. The RNN uses a long short-term memory (LSTM) algorithm [133] and takes
the four-momentum vectors of the jets as inputs. The LSTM output becomes the input of
the second step, made up of a shallow neutral network (NN) with a single hidden layer and an
output corresponding to the signal probability. The RNN and NN are trained simultaneously
in one step. The NN uses the following discriminating variables as input: output of the RNN,
Emiss

T , mT, the azimuthal φ angle of ~p miss
T , the azimuthal angle ∆φ(~p miss

T , `) between the
lepton and ~p miss

T , the invariant mass m`b of the lepton and the b-tagged jet, the transverse
momentum of the b-tagged jet, the lepton four-momentum vector, Njet and Nb-jet.

Before training, the hard-lepton preselection and the additional selection mT > 110GeV
are applied. The size of the training sample is a crucial aspect for the performance of any
ML method. Generating fully simulated signal samples with adequate sample sizes after the
hard-lepton preselection and mT > 110GeV is computationally expensive. To overcome this
difficulty, signal events without detector simulation were used for the training to enhance
the number of signal events by two orders of magnitude. Fully simulated SM background
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Selection bWN bWN-TCR bWN-TVR
Preselection hard-lepton preselection
Njet, Nb-jet ≥ (4, 1)
Jet pT [GeV] > (25, 25, 25, 25)
mT [GeV] > 110 > 150 > 150
NNbWN > 0.9 ∈ [0.4, 0.6] ∈ [0.60, 0.65]
Exclusion technique shape-fit in NNbWN

Bin boundaries {0.65, 0.7, 0.75, 0.8, 0.82, 0.84, 0.86, 0.88, 0.90, 0.92, 1.0}
and mT > 150GeV if NNbWN< 0.8

Table 6. Event selections defining the signal region bWN, along with its CR and VR.

events were available in sufficiently large numbers to be used directly for the training. For
the signal, the generated events are ‘smeared’ using a dedicated procedure to emulate the
effects of detector simulation and reconstruction. Parameterisations for reconstruction and
identification efficiencies are obtained from dedicated ATLAS measurements and applied
to jets, leptons and b-tagged jet identification. Particle-level electron, muon and jet four-
momentum vectors are smeared according to their respective pT, η and identification working
point. The Emiss

T is recomputed from all smeared objects. The kinematic distributions
of all input variables after smearing are found to have fair agreement with distributions
after full event reconstruction. The output score of the ML classifier, denoted NNbWN,
shows good agreement between smeared samples and fully simulated samples after full event
reconstruction. The classifier output also shows a good agreement between simulation and
data. The smeared samples are used only for the training, while signal and background
predictions are obtained with the samples described in section 4.

The discovery signal region is defined by selecting events with NNbWN > 0.9. The
exclusion limits are obtained by performing a shape-fit using ten bins in NNbWN, with bin
boundaries {0.65, 0.7, 0.75, 0.8, 0.82, 0.84, 0.86, 0.88, 0.90, 0.92, 1.0}. The tt̄ background in
the first three bins is reduced by applying an additional selection, namely mT > 150GeV.
The selections that define the bWN signal region are presented in table 6.

7.4 t̃1 → bff ′χ̃0
1

The four-body decay t̃1 → bff ′χ̃
0
1 occurs when ∆m

t̃1,χ̃
0
1
is smaller than the W boson mass.

In this scenario, the decay products have low momenta and often fall below the standard
jet and lepton reconstruction pT thresholds. It is therefore necessary to apply a soft-lepton
preselection and require the presence of a high-momentum ISR jet, with pT > 200GeV, to
boost the momenta of the final-state particles. A first four-body signal region, labelled
as bffN_btag, is optimised by requiring the presence of at least one b-tagged jet. The
background in the bffN_btag signal region mostly consists of tt̄ events. Because the b-
tagged jets are required to have pT > 20GeV, bffN_btag is not sensitive to ∆m

t̃1,χ̃
0
1
below

∼40GeV. For this reason a second signal region, labelled as bffN_softb, is defined. This
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Selection bffN_softb bffN_btag

Preselection soft-lepton preselection
Njet ≥ 1 ≥ 2
Jet pT [GeV] > 200
Nb-jet =0 ≥ 1
b-jet pT [GeV] – < 50
NSV ≥ 1 –
mT [GeV] > 90
Emiss

T [GeV] > 250 –
∆φ(~p miss

T , `) [rad] < 2.0 –
CT2 [GeV] – > 400
∆φ(pb-jet

T , ~p miss
T ) [rad] – < 1.5

p`T/E
miss
T < 0.04 < 0.05

Exclusion technique shape-fit in p`T/Emiss
T shape-fit in p`T/Emiss

T

and ∆φ(pb-jet
T , ~p miss

T )
Bin boundaries in p`T/Emiss

T {0, 0.015, 0.025, 0.04, 0.06, 0.08} {0, 0.03, 0.06, 0.1}
Bin boundaries in ∆φ(pb-jet

T , ~p miss
T ) [rad] {0, 0.8, 1.5}

Table 7. Event selections defining the signal regions bffN_softb and bffN_btag.

region does not rely on b-tagged jets but instead requires a soft b-tag identified by the
presence of a secondary vertex. The dominant background processes in this region are tt̄
and W+jets. The bffN_btag signal region also exploits the correlation between the ISR jet
pT and Emiss

T by cutting on the CT2 variable defined by CT2 = min(Emiss
T , pISR

T − 25GeV).
The key variable used at the last stage of the selection is the ratio of the lepton’s transverse
momentum to the missing transverse momentum, p`T/Emiss

T , which has small values for
the t̃1 → bff ′χ̃

0
1 signal and large values for the backgrounds. The exact definitions of the

four-body signal regions are given in table 7. For exclusion limits, the last selection, namely
on p`T/Emiss

T , is replaced by a shape-fit. In the bffN_softb, the shape-fit is performed in
five bins of the variable p`T/Emiss

T with bin boundaries {0, 0.015, 0.025, 0.04, 0.06, 0.08}. In
the bffN_btag signal region the shape-fit is performed in two variables, namely three bins
in p`T/Emiss

T with bin boundaries {0, 0.03, 0.06, 0.1} and two bins in ∆φ(pb-jet
T , ~p miss

T ) with
bin boundaries {0, 0.8, 1.5}.

7.5 Dark matter

The dominant background to the search for spin-0 mediator models is the tt̄+ V process.
The optimisation of this signal region favours a selection with at least two b-tagged jets and
a leading b-tagged jet with pT > 80GeV. The distribution of ∆φ(~p miss

T , `) differentiates
the scalar and pseudoscalar models from each other and also from the background. The
resulting DM_scalar and DM_pseudoscalar signal region definitions are given in table 8.
In addition to the selection criteria optimised for discovery described above, the exclusion
sensitivity is maximised by relying on a shape-fit in the region DM_scalar with the binning
in ∆φ(~p miss

T , `) given in table 8.
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Selection DM_scalar DM_pseudoscalar

Preselection hard-lepton preselection
Njet, Nb-jet ≥ (4, 2)
Jet pT [GeV] > (80, 60, 30, 25)
b-tagged jet pT [GeV] > (80, 25)
Emiss

T [GeV] > 230
Hmiss

T,sig > 15
mT [GeV] > 180
Topness > 8
mreclustered

top [GeV] > 150
∆φ(jeti, ~p miss

T ), i ∈ [1, 4] [rad] > 0.9
∆φ(~p miss

T , `) [rad] > 1.1 > 1.5
Exclusion technique Based on shape-fit in ∆φ(~p miss

T , `)
Bin boundaries in ∆φ(~p miss

T , `) {1.1, 1.5, 2.0, 2.5, π}

Table 8. Event selections defining the DM signal regions.

8 Backgrounds

Data can be used to constrain the normalisation of the most significant background processes.
To this end, control regions (CRs) are defined by minimally modifying the SR selections to
suppress the signal while enhancing the fraction of the targeted background process. The
CRs are then incorporated into a simultaneous likelihood fit to constrain the background
process normalisations in the signal region. The ratio of the number of background events
of a given process in the SR to those in a CR is estimated in MC background samples but is
allowed to deviate from that ratio within dedicated MC modelling systematic uncertainties.
Less significant background processes, such as diboson production and Z+jets, are estimated
directly from MC simulation since they typically represent only a few percent of the signal
region yields. CRs are defined to normalise tt̄ (TCR), W+jets (WCR), single-top (STCR)
and tt̄+ Z (TZCR). Whether a control region is defined for a given background and signal
region depends on the relative contribution of the process to the SR yield.

To validate the background estimates from the CRs, validation regions (VRs) are
introduced for tt̄ (TVR) and W+jets (WVR). The VRs are disjoint from both the SRs and
CRs. The TZCR is designed to be as close as possible to the signal region in order to obtain
the most precise estimate of the large tt̄+ Z background, and thus does not leave space
between the SR and the CR to introduce a VR for this process. Background normalisations,
referred to as normalisation factors (NF), determined in the CRs are applied to the VRs and
compared with the data. The VRs are not included in the final simultaneous fit, but provide a
statistically independent test of the background estimates in background-dominated regions.
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Signal Region Signal Scenario TCR WCR STCR TZCR TVR WVR

tN_med t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 X X X X X X

tN_high t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 X X X X X X

tN_diag_low t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 X – – – X –

tN_diag_high t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 X – – – X –

bWN t̃1 → bWχ̃0
1 X – – – X –

bffN_btag t̃1 → bff ′χ̃
0
1 X X – – X X

bffN_softb t̃1 → bff ′χ̃
0
1 X X – – X X

DM spin-0 mediator X – – X X –

Table 9. Summary of the control and validation regions used (X) for each signal region.

The CRs and VRs are designed to minimise potential contamination from signal
processes. The signal contamination is generally well below 10%, but in some TCRs and
TVRs, for models close to the previously excluded region of parameter space, it can reach
approximately 15%. The signal contributions to the CRs are not included in the background-
only fits but are taken into account in the exclusion fits described in section 11. The CRs and
VRs used for each SR are summarised in table 9. If a process is not normalised via a control
region then it is estimated directly from MC simulation and theoretical cross-sections.

8.1 Control and validation regions for t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1 and spin-0 mediator signals

The dominant background process in the tN_med, tN_high and DM signal regions is tt̄+ Z,
and therefore each of these SRs uses a dedicated TZCR. The TZCRs aim at capturing tt̄+Z
events where the Z boson decays into two electrons or muons, and thus is kinematically
similar to the tt̄+ Z background in the signal regions where the Z boson decays into a pair
of neutrinos. This CR is built by selecting events with three leptons (electrons or muons),
one pair of which must be of opposite charge and same flavour with an invariant mass within
10GeV of the Z boson mass. The exact definitions of the TZCRs follow the definitions of
the tN_med, tN_high and DM SRs in terms of the number of jets, b-tagged jets and jet pT
thresholds. A modified missing momentum variable, Ẽmiss

T , is defined, where the leptons
associated with the Z boson decay are considered invisible. The Ẽmiss

T is the magnitude
of the vector with components ~̃pmiss

x,y derived from the x, y components ~pmiss
x,y of ~p miss

T
introduced in section 5. The components ~̃pmiss

x,y are obtained as follows: ~̃pmiss
x,y =~pmiss

x,y +~pl2
x,y

+~pl3
x,y, where ~pl2

x,y and ~pl3
x,y are the x, y components of the momenta of the leptons that

make up the Z boson candidate. The TZCRs require Ẽmiss
T >230GeV. The remaining SR

selections are not applied to the TZCRs, in order to retain a large enough event sample.
The W+jets and dileptonic tt̄ processes are significant in tN_med and tN_high, and

therefore dedicated CRs, WCR and TCR, are employed. The DM signal region also employs
a TCR but does not require a WCR due to the smaller size of the W+jets background.
These CRs have the same requirements on the number of jets, the number of b-tagged
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jets and the jet pT thresholds as listed in tables 4 and 8 for their respective signal regions.
Table 10 presents the definitions of the TCRs, WCRs and VRs, by showing which selections
differ from the tN_med and tN_high SRs definitions. Neither W+jets nor dileptonic tt̄
processes yield hadronic top decays, so a veto on the presence of a hadronic reclustered top
candidate is used to ensure orthogonality with the signal regions. The number of events in
TCR and WCR is increased by relaxing several selections compared with the SR selections.
The Hmiss

T,sig selection is lowered to 10 for both tN_med and tN_high, and to 13 for DM. In
addition, Emiss

T,⊥ is lowered to 300GeV for tN_med, while Emiss
T is lowered to 450GeV for

tN_high. In the DM signal region the requirement on ∆φ(jeti, ~p miss
T ) is lowered to 0.6.

The topness and mT selections are used to differentiate between WCR and TCR. In
the WCR, mT is required to be in the range 30–90GeV, compatible with the presence of a
semileptonic W decay, but incompatible with dileptonic tt̄ because of the topness selection.
In the TCR, the topness selection of the SR is inverted, thus selecting events compatible
with dileptonic tt̄, while mT > 120GeV is required, as larger values are favoured by the
presence of two leptonically decaying W bosons. The TCR dedicated to the DM signal region
has the same mT selection as its signal region, mT > 180GeV. The purity of the WCR
is further improved by using only positively charged leptons, exploiting the lepton charge
asymmetry in W+jets events from pp collisions.

To validate the dileptonic tt̄ background normalisation, a TVR dominated by tt̄

production is designed. The TVRs for tN_med and tN_high have the same selections as
the corresponding TCR, except for the veto on the presence of a hadronic reclustered top
quark candidate, which is replaced by a selection requiring the presence of such a hadronic
top quark, with a mass mreclustered

top > 150GeV.
The validation of the W+jets background for tN_high is performed with a WVR with

the same selection as tN_high but requiring the presence of a hadronic reclustered top
candidate with mreclustered

top > 150GeV and Hmiss
T,sig > 25, in order to be closer to the SR.

The WVR for tN_med is defined starting from the WCR selections, but replacing several
selections with those used in its SR: Emiss

T > 400GeV, Hmiss
T,sig > 16 and the presence of a

hadronic top quark, with a mass mreclustered
top > 150GeV.

The DM SR contains only a small fraction of W+jets events due to the requirement of
two b-tagged jets, and therefore only a TVR is considered. It is constructed from the DM
SR definition, but with the topness selection inverted, and to increase the number of events
and limit signal contamination, the selection on ∆φ(jeti, ~p miss

T ) is relaxed to 0.6.
The tN_med and tN_high definitions permit the construction of a STCR with enough

data events for comparison with the DS- and DR-based MC predictions. The STCR is
defined with selections close to those of the WCR, but requires a second b-tagged jet,
30 < mT < 120GeV and the distance ∆R(b1, b2) between the two b-tagged jets to be larger
than 1.4. To ensure orthogonality with the WCR, events with two b-tagged jets inside the
WCR must have ∆R(b1, b2) < 1.4. It is found that the DS and DR scheme predictions
bracket the observed number of events in the STCR data, with a large discrepancy between
the two predictions. The largest discrepancy is observed in the STCR associated with the
tN_med SR. The data-to-prediction ratio in the STCR is 0.1+0.3

−0.1 with the DR scheme and
1.5± 1.3 with the DS scheme.
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Selection tN_med tN_med-TCR (-TVR) tN_med-WCR (-WVR) tN_med-STCR
mreclustered

top [GeV] > 150 veto (> 150) veto (> 150) veto

Hmiss
T,sig > 16 > 10 > 10 (> 16) > 10

Emiss
T,⊥ [GeV] > 400 > 300 > 300 (> 400) 350

mT [GeV] > 220 > 120 ∈ [30, 90] ∈ [30, 120]
Topness > 9 < 9 > 9 > 10
∆R(b, `) < 2.8 – – –
∆R(b1, b2) – – < 1.4 > 1.4
Lepton charge – – > 0 –
Nb-jet ≥ 1 ≥ 1 ≥ 1 ≥ 2

Selection tN_high tN_high-TCR (-TVR) tN_high-WCR (-WVR) tN_high-STCR
mreclustered

top [GeV] > 150 veto (> 150) veto (> 150) veto

Hmiss
T,sig > 25 > 10 >10 (> 25) > 10

Emiss
T [GeV] > 520 > 450 > 450 > 450

mT [GeV] > 380 > 120 ∈ [30, 90] ∈ [30, 120]
Topness > 8 < 8 > 8 > 10
∆R(b, `) < 2.6 – – –
∆R(b1, b2) – – < 1.4 > 1.4
Lepton charge – – > 0 –
Nb-jet ≥ 1 ≥ 1 ≥ 1 ≥ 2

Selection DM DM-TCR (-TVR)
mreclustered

top [GeV] > 150 veto (> 150)

Hmiss
T,sig > 15 > 13 (> 15)

Topness > 8 < 8
∆φ(jeti, ~p miss

T ) [rad] > 0.9 > 0.6

Table 10. Event selections defining the CRs and VRs in tN_med, tN_high and DM relative to their
respective signal regions. Only variables for which the selection criteria in the CRs or VRs differ
from those in the SRs are listed.

The availability of the STCR allows the normalisation of the single-top background to
be constrained from data. The fit to the STCR is performed with both the DS and DR
MC schemes, and the resulting two predictions for single-top in the STCR and in the SRs
are compatible within uncertainties. Therefore, once the STCR is used to constrain the
single-top normalisation, the choice of the DS or DR scheme is found to have a negligible
impact on the single-top prediction in the SR. In accordance with ref. [88], the DR scheme
is used for the default Wt sample.

Figures 3, 4 and 5 compare data and prediction in CRs and VRs for several variables
used in the t̃1 → t + χ̃0

1 and DM SRs. Good agreement is observed between data and
prediction, within uncertainties.
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Figure 3. Selected kinematic distributions in tN_med CRs: (a) topness in the TCR, (b) Ẽmiss
T in

the TZCR, (c) Emiss
T in the STCR, (d) Emiss

T,⊥ in the WCR. The distributions shown are post-fit, i.e.
each background is scaled by a normalisation factor obtained from a background-only likelihood
fit to the CRs (see table 14). The hatched area around the total SM prediction and the hatched
band in the Data/SM ratio include all statistical and systematic uncertainties. The last (first) bin
contains overflows (underflows).
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Figure 4. Selected kinematic distributions in tN_high CRs: (a) topness in the STCR, (b) Ẽmiss
T in

the TZCR, (c) Nb-jet in the TCR, (d) Emiss
T,⊥ in the WCR. The distributions shown are post-fit, i.e.

each background is scaled by a normalisation factor obtained from a background-only likelihood
fit to the CRs (see table 14). The hatched area around the total SM prediction and the hatched
band in the Data/SM ratio include all statistical and systematic uncertainties. The last (first) bin
contains overflows (underflows).
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Figure 5. Selected kinematic distributions in DM CRs and VRs: (a) topness in the TVR before
applying the topness selection, (b) Ẽmiss

T in the TZCR before applying the Ẽmiss
T selection, (c) Emiss

T
in the TCR, (d) ∆φ(~p miss

T , `) in the TZCR. For distributions where the requirement on the displayed
variable is removed an arrow indicates the final selection on that variable. The distributions shown
are post-fit, i.e. each background is scaled by a normalisation factor obtained from a background-only
likelihood fit to the CRs (see table 14). The hatched area around the total SM prediction and the
hatched band in the Data/SM ratio include all statistical and systematic uncertainties. The last
(first) bin contains overflows (underflows).
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Selection tN_diag_low tN_diag_low-TCR tN_diag_low-TVR
Leading jet pT [GeV] > 400 [200, 360] > 400
mT [GeV] > 150 > 110
∆mα

T [GeV] > 40 < 0

mlep
t̃1

[GeV] < 600 –

Selection tN_diag_high tN_diag_high-TCR tN_diag_high-TVR
Leading jet pT [GeV] > 400 [200, 440] > 440
Emiss

T [GeV] > 400 > 350
mT2 [GeV] < 360 –

∆mdyn
T [GeV] > 60 < 30

mdyn
χ̃0

1
[GeV] [220, 595] –

Table 11. Event selections defining the tN_diag_low and tN_diag_high TCR and TVR relative
to their respective signal regions.

8.2 Control and validation regions for compressed t̃1 → t+ χ̃0
1

The definitions of the control and validation regions for the compressed two-body decays rely
on dedicated discriminating variables introduced in section 6.4. The dominant background
process in both tN_diag_low and tN_diag_high is tt̄ production. Each of these regions has
its own dedicated TCR. The TCRs build upon the same Njet, Nb-jet, mT and hard-lepton
preselection as the SRs. In both TCRs the selection on the pT of the leading jet is lower
than in the SR, and is chosen to be in the range 200–360GeV for tN_diag_low and in the
range 200–440GeV for tN_diag_high. In the TCR associated with tN_diag_low, ∆mα

T
is required to be below zero to avoid signal contamination. In addition, to increase the
number of events, the selection on mlep

t̃1
is removed and the selection on mT is lowered to

110GeV. The TCR associated with tN_diag_high requires ∆mdyn
T below 30GeV to ensure

orthogonality with the SR and limit signal contamination. To increase the number of events
in the TCR associated with tN_diag_high, the Emiss

T selection is lowered to 350GeV and
selections on mdyn

χ̃0
1

and mT2 are removed.
The top background normalisation in the two-body compressed region is validated using

one VR for each of the regions tN_diag_low and tN_diag_high. The TVR corresponding
to tN_diag_low is identical to the TCR except for the leading jet pT, required to be above
400GeV. The TVR associated with tN_diag_high is identical to the TCR, but requires
the leading jet pT to be larger than 440GeV. Table 11 summarises the definitions of the
TCR and TVR for tN_diag_low and tN_diag_high relative to the SR definitions.

Figure 6 compares data and prediction in CRs and VRs for several variables used in
the tN_diag_low and tN_diag_high SRs. Good agreement is observed between data and
prediction, within uncertainties.
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Figure 6. Selected kinematic distributions in tN_diag_low and tN_diag_high TCRs and TVRs:
(a) mlep

t̃1
in the tN_diag_low TCR, (b) leading jet pT in the tN_diag_low TVR, (c) ∆mdyn

T in the
tN_diag_high TCR, (d) mdyn

χ̃0
1

in the tN_diag_high TVR. The distributions shown are post-fit, i.e.
each background is scaled by a normalisation factor obtained from a background-only likelihood
fit to the CRs (see table 14). The hatched area around the total SM prediction and the hatched
band in the Data/SM ratio include all statistical and systematic uncertainties. The last (first) bin
contains overflows (underflows).
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Figure 7. Selected distributions in the bWN CR and VR: (a) mb+` in the TCR, (b) mT in the
TVR. The distributions shown are post-fit, i.e. each background is scaled by a normalisation factor
obtained from a background-only likelihood fit to the CRs (see table 14). The hatched area around
the total SM prediction and the hatched band in the Data/SM ratio include all statistical and
systematic uncertainties. The last (first) bin contains overflows (underflows).

8.3 Control and validation regions for t̃1 → bWχ̃0
1

More than 80% of the bWN SR yield consists of dileptonic tt̄ events, while other background
components range between 2% and 5% of the SR yield. Therefore, the t̃1 → bWχ̃0

1 SR
requires only a TCR. In addition to the hard-lepton preselection, the bWN SR requires
NNbWN > 0.9 and mT > 100GeV. To prevent overlap with the signal region, the TCR
requires a lower interval of the output score, namely NNbWN ∈ [0.4, 0.6]. To preserve the
same background composition as the signal region, the selection on mT is tightened to
150GeV.

The TVR for the t̃1 → bWχ̃0
1 signal is designed by selecting NNbWN ∈ [0.6, 0.65], in

between the NNbWN ranges used for the CR and the SR. In addition, mT > 150GeV
is required to enhance the contribution of semileptonic tt̄ events, representative of the
background in the SR. The selections that define the TCR and TVR for bWN are summarised
in table 6. Figure 7 compares data and prediction in the CR and VR associated with bWN.
Good agreement is observed between data and prediction, within uncertainties.

8.4 Control and validation regions for t̃1 → bff ′χ̃0
1

In the signal region bffN_softb the largest background isW+jets followed by approximately
equal amounts of dileptonic and semileptonic tt̄. A W+jets control region, WCR, is built
upon the same selections as the SR, but to enhance the fraction of W+jets events, p`T/Emiss

T
is required to be in the interval [0.16, 0.32] while the lepton charge is required to be positive.
A tt̄ control region, TCR, is designed to have approximately equal amounts of the two types
of tt̄ backgrounds. The TCR builds on the same selections as bffN_softb, but it requires
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Selection bffN_softb bffN_softb-TCR (-TVR) bffN_softb-WCR (-WVR)
Nb-jet = 0 ≥ 1 =0
Lepton charge – < 0 > 0
p`T/E

miss
T < 0.04 ∈ [0.12, 0.25] (∈ [0.08, 0.12]) ∈ [0.16, 0.32] (∈ [0.08, 0.16])

Selection bffN_btag bffN_btag-TCR (-TVR) bffN_btag-WCR (-WVR)
b-jet pT [GeV] < 50 > 100 (∈ [50, 100]) –
mT [GeV] > 90 > 110 >90
p`T/E

miss
T < 0.05 > 0.05 > 0.05

∆φ(pb-jet
T , ~p miss

T ) [rad] < 1.5 < 1.5 > 2.3 (∈ [1.5, 2.3])
Lepton charge – – > 0

Table 12. Event selections defining the CRs and VRs in bffN_softb and bffN_btag relative to
their respective signal regions.

the presence of at least one b-tagged jet in order to increase the fraction of tt̄ and to ensure
orthogonality with the bffN_softb SR. The TCR also requires p`T/Emiss

T to be in the
interval [0.12, 0.25] and that the lepton charge be negative for orthogonality with the WCR.

The validation region TVR associated with bffN_softb is defined with the same
selections as the TCR, except for the ratio p`T/Emiss

T , which is required to be in the interval
[0.08, 0.12]. The WVR for bffN_softb has the same selections as the WCR, except p`T/Emiss

T
is required to be in the interval [0.08, 0.16]. Table 12 shows the selection differences between
the bffN_softb SR and the associated CRs and VRs.

The soft b-tagging efficiency and mis-tag rate depend on the track multiplicity,
kinematics of the b-hadrons, and the b-hadron fragmentation. Two highly populated
soft b-tagging regions enriched in tt̄ and W+jets are defined, where it is found that the
track multiplicity differs between data and MC simulations. In each region a weight is
defined as a function of the track multiplicity to reweight the MC simulation to the data.
After reweighting, good agreement is found between the data and the simulation in a range
of secondary vertex variables such as vertex mass, vertex momentum, vertex distance to
the primary vertex and vertex track multiplicity. The ‘after-to-before-reweighting’ ratios of
efficiencies and mis-tag rates define scale factors that are derived separately for Sherpa and
Pythia 8. The largest discrepancy after reweighting is found in the W+jets region and
is of the order of 20%. A corresponding 20% systematic uncertainty in the soft b-tagging
scale factors is introduced.

In the signal region bffN_btag, the dominant background process is dileptonic tt̄,
representing almost half of all background events, followed by W+jets. To ensure
orthogonality with the SR and limit signal contamination, the TCR control region has the
same selections as the SR, but requires the leading b-tagged jet pT to be above 100GeV,
mT > 110GeV and p`T/Emiss

T > 0.05. Compared with the SR, the WCR removes the upper
bound on the leading b-tagged jet pT, requires ∆φ(pb-jet

T , ~p miss
T ) > 2.3, p`T/Emiss

T > 0.05 and
a positive lepton charge.

The TVR associated with the bffN_btag signal region has the same selections as TCR
but the b-tagged jet pT is required to be in the interval [50, 100] GeV, and is thus between
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Figure 8. Selected kinematic distributions in bffN_softb CRs and VRs: (a) lepton pT in the
TCR, (b) transverse component of the total track momentum attached to the secondary vertex, SV
pT, in the TVR, (c) p`T/Emiss

T in the WCR, (d) distance from the primary vertex to the secondary
vertex in the transverse plane, SV Lxy, in the WVR. The distributions shown are post-fit, i.e. each
background is scaled by a normalisation factor obtained from a background-only likelihood fit to
the CRs (see table 14). The hatched area around the total SM prediction and the hatched band in
the Data/SM ratio include all statistical and systematic uncertainties. The last (first) bin contains
overflows (underflows).

the signal region and control region. The WVR has the same selections as the WCR except
for the angle ∆φ(pb-jet

T , ~p miss
T ), which is required to be in the intermediate range between

the WCR and the SR, namely the interval [1.5, 2.3].

Figures 8 and 9 compare data and predictions in the bffN_softb and bffN_btag CRs
and VRs. Good agreement is observed between data and prediction, within uncertainties.
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Figure 9. Selected kinematic distributions in bffN_btag CRs and VRs: (a) CT2 in the TCR, (b)
mT in the TVR, (c) p`T/Emiss

T in the WCR, (d) Emiss
T in the WVR. The distributions shown are

post-fit, i.e. each background is scaled by a normalisation factor obtained from a background-only
likelihood fit to the CRs (see table 14). The hatched area around the total SM prediction and the
hatched band in the Data/SM ratio include all statistical and systematic uncertainties. The last
(first) bin contains overflows (underflows).

9 Systematic uncertainties

The systematic uncertainties in the background estimates arise from multiple experimental
and theoretical sources and can enter the SR background yield either via direct predictions
from theoretical cross-sections or from uncertainties in the extrapolation from CRs to SRs.
The sources of systematic uncertainties are grouped into categories whose labels are defined
in parentheses in the paragraphs below. Their effect on the background predictions in the SRs
is summarised in table 13. The systematic uncertainties are included as nuisance parameters
constrained by Gaussian probability distributions and profiled in the likelihood fits.
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Experimental uncertainties arise from imperfect knowledge of the jet energy scale
(JES), jet energy resolution (JER) [113], scale and resolution of the Emiss

T soft term (Emiss
T

experimental) [123], as well as the modelling of the b-tagging or soft b-tagging efficiencies
and mis-tag rates [117] (b-tagging experimental). Other experimental uncertainties arise
from the modelling of the lepton energy scales, energy resolutions, reconstruction and
identification efficiencies (Leptons experimental). There is also an experimental uncertainty
arising from the reweighting of the simulation as a function of the number of interactions
per bunch crossing in data and the additional cuts applied to jets to ensure they arise from
the hard-scatter primary vertex (Pile-up).

Backgrounds such as dibosons and Z+jets, derived directly from a MC prediction
and a theoretical cross-section, have theoretical systematic uncertainties (Theory) arising
from theoretical cross-section calculations, including those related to parton distribution
functions and factorisation and normalisation scales. The systematic uncertainty on the
integrated luminosity is also included in this category. As shown in table 9, the single-top,
tt̄+ Z and W+jets backgrounds are also predicted directly from MC simulations for some
SRs, in which case the theory uncertainties apply also to those processes.

When the yield from a background such as tt̄, single-top, tt̄+V orW+jets is normalised
using a CR, modelling uncertainties affect the extrapolation from the control to the signal
region, but not the overall normalisation. In each of these cases, the background has a
normalisation systematic uncertainty (Normalisation) from the fit, arising from the statistical
power of the CR for the given background and a modelling uncertainty (Modelling) that
affects the extrapolation factor from the CR to the SR.

The uncertainties in the modelling of the tt̄ background include effects related to the
MC event generator, the hadronisation modelling and the amount of initial- and final-state
radiation [86]. The MC generator uncertainty is estimated by taking the full difference in
event yields between Powheg-Box v2+Pythia 8 and MadGraph5_aMC@NLO v2.6.0
+Pythia 8. Events generated with Powheg-Box v2 are showered and subsequently
hadronised with either Pythia 8 or Herwig 7.0 in order to estimate the effect from
modelling of the hadronisation. The systematic uncertainty from the amount of initial- and
final-state radiation is derived by comparing Powheg-Box results obtained with different
shower radiation, NLO radiation and modified factorisation and renormalisation scales.

The single-top Wt process modelling uncertainty is derived from the size of the
interference between tt̄ and Wt using the tt̄, Wt and WWbb samples generated with
MadGraph. It is obtained by comparing Wt with the difference between WWbb and
tt̄. The Wt sample generated with MadGraph is found to be in good agreement with
the nominal samples generated with Powheg-Box v2+Pythia 8. For the tN_med and
tN_high SRs where STCR is used, the Wt modelling uncertainty enters via the ratio of
the number of Wt events in the signal region to the number in the STCR. Given the
potentially large modelling uncertainty in the interference between tt̄ and Wt, the modelling
uncertainty is also evaluated for the DM SR by comparing the predicted single-top yield
from Wt with the difference between WWbb and tt̄.

The modelling uncertainties considered for tt̄ + Z are the renormalisation and
factorisation scales, and the amount of initial- and final-state radiation, obtained by
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SR Uncertainty [%] tN_med tN_high tN_diag_low tN_diag_high bWN bffN_btag bffN_softb DM

tt̄ normalisation 4.4 2.7 12.3 15.8 7.8 6.6 3.7 3.0
tt̄+ Z normalisation 9.0 6.8 – – – – – 8.5
W+jets normalisation 3.0 4.8 – – – 5.5 11.1 –
Wt normalisation 2.8 3.4 – – – – – –
tt̄ modelling 3.0 9.1 18.4 29.3 17.6 3.1 3.3 4.1
tt̄+ Z modelling 7.7 7.1 – – – – – 7.4
W+jets modelling 2.3 3.8 – – – 4.3 9.7 –
Wt modelling 0.5 0.8 – – – – – 6.4
JER 10.9 5.1 4.1 5.0 6.1 1.8 7.6 6.5
Emiss

T experimental 0.7 0.4 1.0 0.2 0.9 2.4 3.4 0.1
b-tagging experimental 1.7 3.6 1.3 0.9 1.6 1.9 3.2 3.1
JES 6.0 2.5 4.7 4.1 2.7 6.1 11.7 2.4
Leptons experimental 1.0 1.6 1.3 0.3 0.1 2.3 4.9 0.6
Pile-up 1.1 1.2 1.2 0.3 0.8 1.0 2.1 1.1
Theory 0.9 1.3 1.4 0.5 4.8 3.8 3.7 0.7
MC statistics 4.1 6.6 5.8 3.5 3.1 4.9 17.2 3.2
Total 19 17 24 33 20 12 27 15

Table 13. Summary of the dominant systematic uncertainties as a percentage of the total predicted
background yields in the SRs, obtained from the background-only fits described in section 10.

considering the variation of the same parameters used for the tt̄ initial- and final-state
radiation systematic uncertainties. The W+jets modelling uncertainties include generator
modelling, derived by considering an alternativeW+jets sample generated with MadGraph
as well as modified factorisation, renormalisation, resummation and parton matching scales.

Most of the SRs are binned in one or two variables in order to enhance sensitivity to a
wider range of models for exclusion limits. In this situation the normalisation factors to go
from the CR to the SR are rederived specifically for each bin of the SR. The modelling
systematic uncertainties are also rederived following the scheme above but applied to the
normalisation factor from the CR to each specific bin of the SR.

The SUSY signal cross-section uncertainty is taken from an envelope of cross-section
predictions using different PDF sets and factorisation and renormalisation scales as described
in ref. [134]. The uncertainty in the DM production cross-section is derived from the scale
variations and PDF choices. Dedicated uncertainties in the SUSY and DM signal acceptance
due to the modelling of additional radiation, factorisation, renormalisation and parton
matching scales are considered. The total systematic uncertainty for the SUSY models
varies between 9% and 35%, increasing at higher stop mass and at lower values of ∆m

t̃1,χ̃
0
1
.

For the spin-0 mediator signals the total systematic uncertainty is between 15% and 18%.
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Figure 10. The upper panel shows the comparison between the observed data (nobs) and the
predicted SM background (nexp) in all VRs and SRs. The background predictions are obtained using
the background-only fit, and the hatched area around the SM prediction includes all uncertainties.
The bottom panel shows the Z significance of the observed number of events given the SM expectation.

10 Results

To determine the SM background yields in the SRs, a background-only likelihood fit is
performed for each analysis. The fit does not use the signal region data, but only the
dedicated CRs to normalise the backgrounds.

The number of observed events and the predicted number of SM background events
from the background-only fits in all VRs and SRs are shown in figure 10 together with the
Z significance of the observation. The SRs are not mutually exclusive and are therefore not
statistically independent. In all SRs, the distributions indicate good agreement between
the data and the SM background estimate. The largest excess over the background-only
hypothesis is 1.9σ observed in the tN_high SR.

The number of observed events together with the predicted number of SM background
events in all SRs are summarised in table 14, showing the breakdown of the various
backgrounds that contribute to the SRs. The table also lists the results for the fit
parameters that control the normalisation of the main backgrounds (normalisation factors,
NFs),6 together with the associated fit uncertainties including the theoretical modelling
uncertainties. To quantify the level of agreement of the SM background-only hypothesis
with the observations in the SRs, a profile-likelihood-ratio test [135] is performed. The
resulting p-values (p0) are also presented in the table together with the Z significances. For
SRs with an observed number of events below the SM prediction, the p0 values are capped
at 0.5. Model-independent upper limits on beyond-the-SM contributions are derived for

6The tt̄ NFs in the tN_diag_low, bffN_btag, and bffN_softb SRs are applied to semileptonic and
dileptonic tt̄ events while all other SRs apply the tt̄ NFs to the dileptonic component only.
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tN_med tN_high tN_diag_low tN_diag_high bWN bffN_btag bffN_softb DM

Observed 21 17 21 11 35 14 10 56

Total SM 21± 4 9.5± 1.6 15± 4 10.1± 3.4 44± 9 11.3± 1.4 8.7± 2.3 56± 8

tt̄ 7.2± 1.2 2.0± 1.0 13.0± 2.8 9.6± 2.6 38± 9 6.9± 1.1 2.2± 0.6 14± 4

tt̄V 8.3± 2.5 3.5± 1.0 0.55± 0.17 0.12± 0.04 1.1± 1.1 0.21± 0.12 0.06± 0.04 29± 6

Single top 0.4+0.6
−0.4 0.27+0.34

−0.27 1.24± 0.27 0.26± 0.06 1.7± 1.7 0.8± 0.5 0.22± 0.08 7± 4

W+jets 2.5± 2.3 2.3± 1.0 0.41± 0.13 0.080± 0.020 1.3± 0.6 1.9± 0.8 4.8± 2.1 2.56± 0.24

Multiboson 1.49± 0.21 1.06± 0.16 0.070± 0.020 0.020± 0.010 1.22± 0.30 1.07± 0.35 0.89± 0.32 1.31± 0.18

Other 0.78± 0.06 0.320± 0.024 – – – 0.40± 0.13 0.52± 0.19 2.15± 0.16

tt̄ NF 0.98+0.14
−0.12 0.90± 0.12 0.88+0.13

−0.12 0.73+0.14
−0.13 1.06± 0.10 0.80+0.09

−0.08 0.68± 0.10 1.12+0.15
−0.13

tt̄V NF 0.95+0.22
−0.20 0.92± 0.17 – – – – – 1.18+0.20

−0.18

Single top NF 0.11+0.26
−0.11 0.12+0.22

−0.12 – – – – – –

W+jets NF 0.96+0.25
−0.23 0.86± 0.17 – – – 0.83± 0.28 1.04+0.22

−0.20 -

p0 (Z) 0.49 (0.03) 0.01 (2.20) 0.17 (0.95) 0.31 (0.50) 0.50 (0.00) 0.20 (0.84) 0.26 (0.64) 0.50 (0.00)

N limit
non-SM exp. 12.4+5.4

−2.6 9.8+2.8
−1.8 14.1+4.8

−3.3 9.7+3.7
−2.1 21.8+7.6

−7.9 8.6+3.6
−1.2 8.9+3.8

−2.0 27.4+7.6
−5.0

N limit
non-SM obs. 12.9 16.2 17.7 10.9 15.3 11.7 10.5 28.2

Table 14. The number of observed events in the various SRs together with the expected numbers of
background events and their uncertainties as predicted by the background-only fits, the normalisation
factors for the background predictions obtained in the fit, the probabilities (represented by p0 and
Z values) that the observed numbers of events are compatible with the background-only hypothesis,
and the expected (N limit

non-SM exp.) and observed (N limit
non-SM obs.) 95% CL upper limits on the number

of beyond-SM events.

each SR. A generic signal model is assumed that contributes only to the SR and for which
neither experimental nor theoretical systematic uncertainties except for the luminosity
uncertainty are considered. All limits are calculated using the CLs prescription [136]. The
NFs are compatible with unity in most cases. One exception is for the single-top NFs in the
tN_med and tN_high SRs. The single-top NFs are significantly below unity when using the
DR scheme for the treatment of the interference between the Wt and tt̄ processes. When
changing to the DS scheme, the NFs become larger than unity but the predicted number of
single-top events in the signal regions after the fit does not change significantly. This is
explained by the fact that the DS and DR schemes give the same SR to STCR event yield
ratio, within uncertainties. The tt̄ NFs in tN_diag_high, bffN_btag and bffN_softb are
below unity, which could potentially point to some mismodelling in this extreme region
of phase-space. But good agreement is seen in the tt̄ VRs, giving confidence in the tt̄
background estimates.

Figures 11 and 12 show comparisons between the observed data and the SM background
prediction with all SR selections applied except the requirement on the plotted variable.
The expected distributions from representative signal benchmark models are overlaid.
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Figure 11. Kinematic distributions in the (a) tN_med, (b) tN_high, (c) tN_diag_low and (d)
tN_diag_high SRs. The full event selection in the corresponding signal region is applied, except
for the requirement (indicated by an arrow) that is imposed on the variable being plotted. The
distributions shown are post-fit, i.e. each background is scaled by a normalisation factor obtained from
a background-only likelihood fit to the CRs (see table 14). In addition to the background prediction,
a signal model is shown on each plot. The hatched area around the total SM prediction includes
statistical and experimental uncertainties. The last (first) bin contains overflows (underflows).

11 Interpretations

No significant excess is observed, and exclusion limits based on profile-likelihood fits are set
for the stop pair production models and the spin-0 mediator models. Exclusion limits at 95%
confidence level (CL) are obtained by selecting the signal region with the lowest expected
CLs value for each signal model and the exclusion contours are derived by interpolating in
the CLs value. The signal uncertainties and potential signal contributions to all regions are
taken into account, and all uncertainties except those in the theoretical signal cross-section
are included in the fit. In all exclusion plots, the ±1σexp uncertainty band indicates how
much the expected limit is affected by the systematic and statistical uncertainties included
in the fit. The ±1σSUSY

theory uncertainty lines around the observed limit illustrate the change
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Figure 12. Kinematic distributions in the (a) bffN_btag, (b) bffN_softb, (c) bWN and (d) DM SRs.
The full event selection in the corresponding signal region is applied, except for the requirement
(indicated by an arrow) that is imposed on the variable being plotted. In the DM SR, the signal
is normalised under the assumption of the coupling strength g=1.0. The distributions shown are
post-fit, i.e. each background is scaled by a normalisation factor obtained from a background-only
likelihood fit to the CRs (see table 14). In addition to the background prediction, a signal model
is shown on each plot. The hatched area around the total SM prediction includes statistical and
experimental uncertainties. The last (first) bin contains overflows (underflows).

in the observed limit as the nominal signal cross-section is scaled up and down by the
theoretical cross-section uncertainty.

Figures 13 and 14 show the expected and observed exclusion contours as a function
of the stop mass, the neutralino mass and the mass difference between the stop and the
neutralino, for the t̃1 → t+ χ̃0

1, t̃1 → bWχ̃0
1 and t̃1 → bff ′χ̃

0
1 scenarios. In models with a

massless neutralino, stop masses up to 1200GeV are excluded at 95% CL. In the diagonal
region, where the mass difference between the stop and the neutralino coincides with the
mass of the top quark, stop masses up to 600GeV are excluded, which covers the previously
unexcluded diagonal region between 210GeV and 250GeV in stop mass. In the three-body
(four-body) region, stop masses up to 710GeV (640GeV) are excluded for a neutralino mass
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Figure 13. Expected and observed 95% CL excluded regions in the plane of mχ̃0
1
and mt̃1 for

direct stop pair production assuming either a t̃1 → t + χ̃0
1, t̃1 → bWχ̃0

1 or t̃1 → bff ′χ̃
0
1 decay

with a branching ratio of 100%. The excluded regions from previous publications [29–31, 137] are
shown by the shaded area and include additional topologies. The diagonal dashed lines indicate the
kinematical border of the stop decay modes.

of approximately 580GeV. The small excess observed in tN_high does not appear because
the exclusion limits are obtained from the shape-fit in the tN_med signal region (table 4).
The Emiss

T,⊥ requirement applied in tN_med but not in tN_high removes most of the excess.
The shape-fit is designed to have better expected sensitivity than the single-bin SRs over
the whole t̃1 → t+ χ̃0

1 parameter space.
Figure 15 shows the upper limit on the ratio of the production cross-section for the spin-

0 mediator model to the theoretical cross-section. Limits are shown under the hypothesis of
a scalar or pseudoscalar mediator for a fixed DM candidate mass. Scalar and pseudoscalar
mediator masses up to approximately 200GeV are excluded at 95% CL, assuming a 1GeV
dark-matter particle mass and a common coupling of g = 1 to SM and dark-matter particles.
With the common coupling reduced to g = 0.8, mediator masses up to approximately
100GeV are excluded. Models with a mediator mass of 10GeV and a dark-matter particle
mass of 1GeV are excluded down to a coupling of approximately g = 0.7.
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shown by the shaded area and include additional topologies. The horizontal dashed lines indicate
the kinematical border of the stop decay modes.
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Figure 15. Upper limit on the ratio of the production cross-section for the spin-0 mediator model
to the theoretical cross-section under the hypothesis of (a) a scalar or (b) a pseudoscalar mediator.
The limit is shown as a function of the mediator mass for a fixed mass of the DM candidate of
1GeV. The coupling of the mediator to SM and DM particles is assumed to be g = 1.
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12 Conclusion

This paper presents searches for direct stop pair production covering various regions of SUSY
phase space and searches for a spin-0 mediator decaying into pair-produced dark-matter
particles. The searches use the final state with one isolated lepton, jets, and Emiss

T .
The analysis uses 139 fb−1 of pp collision data collected with the ATLAS detector at the

LHC at a centre-of-mass energy of
√
s = 13TeV. The largest excess over the background-

only hypothesis is 1.9σ in the tN_high signal region. As no significant deviation from
the Standard Model expectation is observed, exclusion limits at 95% confidence level are
derived for the models considered. Stops are excluded up to 1200GeV (710GeV) in the
two-body (three-body) decay scenario, extended from about 1000GeV (400–600GeV) in
previous results. The introduction of ML techniques contributes to the significantly improved
sensitivity in the challenging three-body decay scenario. In the four-body scenario, the
exclusion of stops is extended from about 400GeV in earlier results to up to 640GeV for a
stop-neutralino mass difference of 60GeV. The introduction of the soft b-tagging algorithm
contributes to the significantly improved sensitivity at small mass differences between
the stop and the lightest neutralino. Scalar and pseudoscalar dark-matter mediators are
excluded up to 200GeV for a common coupling of g = 1 to Standard Model and dark-matter
particles, from 100GeV in earlier results. The introduction of a shape-fit in the DM signal
region contributes to this improvement.
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Mohamed Premier, Oujda;(f)Faculté des sciences, Université Mohammed V, Rabat; Morocco

36 CERN, Geneva; Switzerland
37 Enrico Fermi Institute, University of Chicago, Chicago IL; United States of America
38 LPC, Université Clermont Auvergne, CNRS/IN2P3, Clermont-Ferrand; France
39 Nevis Laboratory, Columbia University, Irvington NY; United States of America
40 Niels Bohr Institute, University of Copenhagen, Copenhagen; Denmark
41 (a)Dipartimento di Fisica, Università della Calabria, Rende;(b)INFN Gruppo Collegato di Cosenza,

Laboratori Nazionali di Frascati; Italy
42 Physics Department, Southern Methodist University, Dallas TX; United States of America
43 Physics Department, University of Texas at Dallas, Richardson TX; United States of America
44 National Centre for Scientific Research “Demokritos”, Agia Paraskevi; Greece
45 (a)Department of Physics, Stockholm University;(b)Oskar Klein Centre, Stockholm; Sweden
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46 Deutsches Elektronen-Synchrotron DESY, Hamburg and Zeuthen; Germany
47 Lehrstuhl für Experimentelle Physik IV, Technische Universität Dortmund, Dortmund; Germany
48 Institut für Kern- und Teilchenphysik, Technische Universität Dresden, Dresden; Germany
49 Department of Physics, Duke University, Durham NC; United States of America
50 SUPA - School of Physics and Astronomy, University of Edinburgh, Edinburgh; United Kingdom
51 INFN e Laboratori Nazionali di Frascati, Frascati; Italy
52 Physikalisches Institut, Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg, Freiburg; Germany
53 II. Physikalisches Institut, Georg-August-Universität Göttingen, Göttingen; Germany
54 Département de Physique Nucléaire et Corpusculaire, Université de Genève, Genève; Switzerland
55 (a)Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Genova, Genova;(b)INFN Sezione di Genova; Italy
56 II. Physikalisches Institut, Justus-Liebig-Universität Giessen, Giessen; Germany
57 SUPA - School of Physics and Astronomy, University of Glasgow, Glasgow; United Kingdom
58 LPSC, Université Grenoble Alpes, CNRS/IN2P3, Grenoble INP, Grenoble; France
59 Laboratory for Particle Physics and Cosmology, Harvard University, Cambridge MA; United States

of America
60 (a)Department of Modern Physics and State Key Laboratory of Particle Detection and Electronics,

University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei;(b)Institute of Frontier and Interdisciplinary
Science and Key Laboratory of Particle Physics and Particle Irradiation (MOE), Shandong
University, Qingdao;(c)School of Physics and Astronomy, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Key
Laboratory for Particle Astrophysics and Cosmology (MOE), SKLPPC, Shanghai;(d)Tsung-Dao Lee
Institute, Shanghai; China

61 (a)Kirchhoff-Institut für Physik, Ruprecht-Karls-Universität Heidelberg, Heidelberg;(b)Physikalisches
Institut, Ruprecht-Karls-Universität Heidelberg, Heidelberg; Germany

62 Faculty of Applied Information Science, Hiroshima Institute of Technology, Hiroshima; Japan
63 (a)Department of Physics, Chinese University of Hong Kong, Shatin, N.T., Hong

Kong;(b)Department of Physics, University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong;(c)Department of Physics and
Institute for Advanced Study, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, Clear Water Bay,
Kowloon, Hong Kong; China

64 Department of Physics, National Tsing Hua University, Hsinchu; Taiwan
65 IJCLab, Université Paris-Saclay, CNRS/IN2P3, 91405, Orsay; France
66 Department of Physics, Indiana University, Bloomington IN; United States of America
67 (a)INFN Gruppo Collegato di Udine, Sezione di Trieste, Udine;(b)ICTP, Trieste;(c)Dipartimento

Politecnico di Ingegneria e Architettura, Università di Udine, Udine; Italy
68 (a)INFN Sezione di Lecce;(b)Dipartimento di Matematica e Fisica, Università del Salento, Lecce; Italy
69 (a)INFN Sezione di Milano;(b)Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Milano, Milano; Italy
70 (a)INFN Sezione di Napoli;(b)Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Napoli, Napoli; Italy
71 (a)INFN Sezione di Pavia;(b)Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Pavia, Pavia; Italy
72 (a)INFN Sezione di Pisa;(b)Dipartimento di Fisica E. Fermi, Università di Pisa, Pisa; Italy
73 (a)INFN Sezione di Roma;(b)Dipartimento di Fisica, Sapienza Università di Roma, Roma; Italy
74 (a)INFN Sezione di Roma Tor Vergata;(b)Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Roma Tor Vergata,

Roma; Italy
75 (a)INFN Sezione di Roma Tre;(b)Dipartimento di Matematica e Fisica, Università Roma Tre, Roma;

Italy
76 (a)INFN-TIFPA;(b)Università degli Studi di Trento, Trento; Italy
77 Institut für Astro- und Teilchenphysik, Leopold-Franzens-Universität, Innsbruck; Austria
78 University of Iowa, Iowa City IA; United States of America
79 Department of Physics and Astronomy, Iowa State University, Ames IA; United States of America
80 Joint Institute for Nuclear Research, Dubna; Russia
81 (a)Departamento de Engenharia Elétrica, Universidade Federal de Juiz de Fora (UFJF), Juiz de

Fora;(b)Universidade Federal do Rio De Janeiro COPPE/EE/IF, Rio de Janeiro;(c)Instituto de
Física, Universidade de São Paulo, São Paulo; Brazil

82 KEK, High Energy Accelerator Research Organization, Tsukuba; Japan
83 Graduate School of Science, Kobe University, Kobe; Japan
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84 (a)AGH University of Science and Technology, Faculty of Physics and Applied Computer Science,
Krakow;(b)Marian Smoluchowski Institute of Physics, Jagiellonian University, Krakow; Poland

85 Institute of Nuclear Physics Polish Academy of Sciences, Krakow; Poland
86 Faculty of Science, Kyoto University, Kyoto; Japan
87 Kyoto University of Education, Kyoto; Japan
88 Research Center for Advanced Particle Physics and Department of Physics, Kyushu University,

Fukuoka; Japan
89 Instituto de Física La Plata, Universidad Nacional de La Plata and CONICET, La Plata; Argentina
90 Physics Department, Lancaster University, Lancaster; United Kingdom
91 Oliver Lodge Laboratory, University of Liverpool, Liverpool; United Kingdom
92 Department of Experimental Particle Physics, Jožef Stefan Institute and Department of Physics,

University of Ljubljana, Ljubljana; Slovenia
93 School of Physics and Astronomy, Queen Mary University of London, London; United Kingdom
94 Department of Physics, Royal Holloway University of London, Egham; United Kingdom
95 Department of Physics and Astronomy, University College London, London; United Kingdom
96 Louisiana Tech University, Ruston LA; United States of America
97 Fysiska institutionen, Lunds universitet, Lund; Sweden
98 Centre de Calcul de l’Institut National de Physique Nucléaire et de Physique des Particules (IN2P3),

Villeurbanne; France
99 Departamento de Física Teorica C-15 and CIAFF, Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, Madrid; Spain

100 Institut für Physik, Universität Mainz, Mainz; Germany
101 School of Physics and Astronomy, University of Manchester, Manchester; United Kingdom
102 CPPM, Aix-Marseille Université, CNRS/IN2P3, Marseille; France
103 Department of Physics, University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA; United States of America
104 Department of Physics, McGill University, Montreal QC; Canada
105 School of Physics, University of Melbourne, Victoria; Australia
106 Department of Physics, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor MI; United States of America
107 Department of Physics and Astronomy, Michigan State University, East Lansing MI; United States

of America
108 B.I. Stepanov Institute of Physics, National Academy of Sciences of Belarus, Minsk; Belarus
109 Research Institute for Nuclear Problems of Byelorussian State University, Minsk; Belarus
110 Group of Particle Physics, University of Montreal, Montreal QC; Canada
111 P.N. Lebedev Physical Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow; Russia
112 National Research Nuclear University MEPhI, Moscow; Russia
113 D.V. Skobeltsyn Institute of Nuclear Physics, M.V. Lomonosov Moscow State University, Moscow;

Russia
114 Fakultät für Physik, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität München, München; Germany
115 Max-Planck-Institut für Physik (Werner-Heisenberg-Institut), München; Germany
116 Nagasaki Institute of Applied Science, Nagasaki; Japan
117 Graduate School of Science and Kobayashi-Maskawa Institute, Nagoya University, Nagoya; Japan
118 Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of New Mexico, Albuquerque NM; United States of

America
119 Institute for Mathematics, Astrophysics and Particle Physics, Radboud University/Nikhef, Nijmegen;

Netherlands
120 Nikhef National Institute for Subatomic Physics and University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam;

Netherlands
121 Department of Physics, Northern Illinois University, DeKalb IL; United States of America
122 (a)Budker Institute of Nuclear Physics and NSU, SB RAS, Novosibirsk;(b)Novosibirsk State

University Novosibirsk; Russia
123 Institute for High Energy Physics of the National Research Centre Kurchatov Institute, Protvino;

Russia
124 Institute for Theoretical and Experimental Physics named by A.I. Alikhanov of National Research

Centre “Kurchatov Institute”, Moscow; Russia
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125 Department of Physics, New York University, New York NY; United States of America
126 Ochanomizu University, Otsuka, Bunkyo-ku, Tokyo; Japan
127 Ohio State University, Columbus OH; United States of America
128 Homer L. Dodge Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Oklahoma, Norman OK;

United States of America
129 Department of Physics, Oklahoma State University, Stillwater OK; United States of America
130 Palacký University, RCPTM, Joint Laboratory of Optics, Olomouc; Czech Republic
131 Institute for Fundamental Science, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR; United States of America
132 Graduate School of Science, Osaka University, Osaka; Japan
133 Department of Physics, University of Oslo, Oslo; Norway
134 Department of Physics, Oxford University, Oxford; United Kingdom
135 LPNHE, Sorbonne Université, Université de Paris, CNRS/IN2P3, Paris; France
136 Department of Physics, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia PA; United States of America
137 Konstantinov Nuclear Physics Institute of National Research Centre “Kurchatov Institute”, PNPI, St.

Petersburg; Russia
138 Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh PA; United States of

America
139 (a)Laboratório de Instrumentação e Física Experimental de Partículas - LIP, Lisboa;(b)Departamento

de Física, Faculdade de Ciências, Universidade de Lisboa, Lisboa;(c)Departamento de Física,
Universidade de Coimbra, Coimbra;(d)Centro de Física Nuclear da Universidade de Lisboa,
Lisboa;(e)Departamento de Física, Universidade do Minho, Braga;(f)Departamento de Física Teórica
y del Cosmos, Universidad de Granada, Granada (Spain);(g)Dep Física and CEFITEC of Faculdade
de Ciências e Tecnologia, Universidade Nova de Lisboa, Caparica;(h)Instituto Superior Técnico,
Universidade de Lisboa, Lisboa; Portugal

140 Institute of Physics of the Czech Academy of Sciences, Prague; Czech Republic
141 Czech Technical University in Prague, Prague; Czech Republic
142 Charles University, Faculty of Mathematics and Physics, Prague; Czech Republic
143 Particle Physics Department, Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, Didcot; United Kingdom
144 IRFU, CEA, Université Paris-Saclay, Gif-sur-Yvette; France
145 Santa Cruz Institute for Particle Physics, University of California Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz CA;

United States of America
146 (a)Departamento de Física, Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile, Santiago;(b)Universidad Andres

Bello, Department of Physics, Santiago;(c)Instituto de Alta Investigación, Universidad de
Tarapacá;(d)Departamento de Física, Universidad Técnica Federico Santa María, Valparaíso; Chile

147 Universidade Federal de São João del Rei (UFSJ), São João del Rei; Brazil
148 Department of Physics, University of Washington, Seattle WA; United States of America
149 Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Sheffield, Sheffield; United Kingdom
150 Department of Physics, Shinshu University, Nagano; Japan
151 Department Physik, Universität Siegen, Siegen; Germany
152 Department of Physics, Simon Fraser University, Burnaby BC; Canada
153 SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory, Stanford CA; United States of America
154 Physics Department, Royal Institute of Technology, Stockholm; Sweden
155 Departments of Physics and Astronomy, Stony Brook University, Stony Brook NY; United States of

America
156 Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Sussex, Brighton; United Kingdom
157 School of Physics, University of Sydney, Sydney; Australia
158 Institute of Physics, Academia Sinica, Taipei; Taiwan
159 (a)E. Andronikashvili Institute of Physics, Iv. Javakhishvili Tbilisi State University, Tbilisi;(b)High

Energy Physics Institute, Tbilisi State University, Tbilisi; Georgia
160 Department of Physics, Technion, Israel Institute of Technology, Haifa; Israel
161 Raymond and Beverly Sackler School of Physics and Astronomy, Tel Aviv University, Tel Aviv; Israel
162 Department of Physics, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, Thessaloniki; Greece
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163 International Center for Elementary Particle Physics and Department of Physics, University of
Tokyo, Tokyo; Japan

164 Graduate School of Science and Technology, Tokyo Metropolitan University, Tokyo; Japan
165 Department of Physics, Tokyo Institute of Technology, Tokyo; Japan
166 Tomsk State University, Tomsk; Russia
167 Department of Physics, University of Toronto, Toronto ON; Canada
168 (a)TRIUMF, Vancouver BC;(b)Department of Physics and Astronomy, York University, Toronto ON;

Canada
169 Division of Physics and Tomonaga Center for the History of the Universe, Faculty of Pure and

Applied Sciences, University of Tsukuba, Tsukuba; Japan
170 Department of Physics and Astronomy, Tufts University, Medford MA; United States of America
171 Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of California Irvine, Irvine CA; United States of

America
172 Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Uppsala, Uppsala; Sweden
173 Department of Physics, University of Illinois, Urbana IL; United States of America
174 Instituto de Física Corpuscular (IFIC), Centro Mixto Universidad de Valencia - CSIC, Valencia;

Spain
175 Department of Physics, University of British Columbia, Vancouver BC; Canada
176 Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Victoria, Victoria BC; Canada
177 Fakultät für Physik und Astronomie, Julius-Maximilians-Universität Würzburg, Würzburg; Germany
178 Department of Physics, University of Warwick, Coventry; United Kingdom
179 Waseda University, Tokyo; Japan
180 Department of Particle Physics and Astrophysics, Weizmann Institute of Science, Rehovot; Israel
181 Department of Physics, University of Wisconsin, Madison WI; United States of America
182 Fakultät für Mathematik und Naturwissenschaften, Fachgruppe Physik, Bergische Universität

Wuppertal, Wuppertal; Germany
183 Department of Physics, Yale University, New Haven CT; United States of America

a Also at Borough of Manhattan Community College, City University of New York, New York NY;
United States of America

b Also at Centro Studi e Ricerche Enrico Fermi; Italy
c Also at CERN, Geneva; Switzerland
d Also at CPPM, Aix-Marseille Université, CNRS/IN2P3, Marseille; France
e Also at Département de Physique Nucléaire et Corpusculaire, Université de Genève, Genève;
Switzerland

f Also at Departament de Fisica de la Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona, Barcelona; Spain
g Also at Department of Financial and Management Engineering, University of the Aegean, Chios;
Greece

h Also at Department of Physics and Astronomy, Michigan State University, East Lansing MI; United
States of America

i Also at Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Louisville, Louisville, KY; United
States of America

j Also at Department of Physics, Ben Gurion University of the Negev, Beer Sheva; Israel
k Also at Department of Physics, California State University, East Bay; United States of America
l Also at Department of Physics, California State University, Fresno; United States of America

m Also at Department of Physics, California State University, Sacramento; United States of America
n Also at Department of Physics, King’s College London, London; United Kingdom
o Also at Department of Physics, St. Petersburg State Polytechnical University, St. Petersburg; Russia
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Search for Higgs boson pair production in the two bottom quarks plus two
photons final state in pp collisions at

ffiffi
s

p
= 13 TeV with the ATLAS detector

G. Aad et al.
*

(ATLAS Collaboration)

(Received 23 December 2021; accepted 1 August 2022; published 6 September 2022)

Searches are performed for nonresonant and resonant di-Higgs boson production in the bb̄γγ final state.
The dataset used corresponds to an integrated luminosity of 139 fb−1 of proton–proton collisions at a center-
of-mass energy of 13 TeV recorded by the ATLAS detector at the CERN Large Hadron Collider. No excess
above the expected background is found and upper limits on the di-Higgs boson production cross sections
are set. A 95% confidence-level upper limit of 4.2 times the cross section predicted by the StandardModel is
set on pp → HH nonresonant production, where the expected limit is 5.7 times the Standard Model
predicted value. The expected constraints are obtained for a background hypothesis excluding pp → HH
production. The observed (expected) constraints on the Higgs boson trilinear coupling modifier κλ are
determined to be ½−1.5; 6.7� ð½−2.4; 7.7�Þ at 95% confidence level, where the expected constraints on κλ are
obtained excluding pp → HH production from the background hypothesis. For resonant production of a
new hypothetical scalar particle X (X → HH → bb̄γγ), limits on the cross section for pp → X → HH are
presented in the narrow-width approximation as a function ofmX in the range 251 GeV ≤ mX ≤ 1000 GeV.
The observed (expected) limits on the cross section for pp → X → HH range from 640 fb to 44 fb (391 fb
to 46 fb) over the considered mass range.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.106.052001

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the discovery of the Higgs boson in 2012 [1,2], one
of the priorities of the ATLAS and CMS Collaborations has
been to better understand the properties of the Brout-Englert-
Higgs mechanism [3–8]. The Higgs boson self-coupling
provides information about the structure of the Higgs
potential. It is possible to directly probe the self-coupling
of the Higgs boson by studying Higgs boson pair (HH)
production. Furthermore, any deviation of the Higgs boson
pair production rate from the Standard Model (SM) pre-
diction would point to new physics beyond the Standard
Model (BSM) and may be within the sensitivity reach of the
proton–proton (pp) collision data collected at

ffiffiffi
s

p ¼ 13
TeV during Run 2 of the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [9].
At leading order (LO), the production of Higgs boson

pairs via gluon–gluon fusion (ggF) proceeds through the
two diagrams shown in Fig. 1. These diagrams interfere
destructively, leading to a small-production cross section
[10–12]. For 13 TeV pp collisions and a Higgs boson mass
mH ¼ 125.09 GeV [13], the ggF cross section, calculated at

next-to-next-to-leading-order (NNLO) accuracy in the finite
top-quark mass approximation (FTapprox), is σHHðggFÞ¼
31.02þ2.2%

−5.0%ðScaleÞþ4%
−18%ðmtopÞ�3.0%ðαsþPDFÞ fb [14–17],

where “Scale” represents the uncertainty due to the finite
order of the quantum chromodynamics (QCD) calculation,
“mtop” the uncertainty related to the top-quark mass scheme
[17,18] which is added linearly to the Scale uncertainty, and
“αs þ PDF” the effect of uncertainties in the strong coupling
constant and parton distribution functions.
The di-Higgs vector-boson fusion (VBF) production

cross section, calculated at next-to-next-to-next-to-leading
order (N3LO) for mH ¼ 125.09 GeV, is σHHðVBFÞ ¼
1.72þ0.03%

−0.04%ðScaleÞ � 2.1%ðαs þ PDFÞ fb [14], which is
one order of magnitude lower than the cross section of
the ggF process. The VBF production mode provides the
analysis with additional sensitivity to the Higgs trilinear
coupling, as shown in Fig. 2. Both the ggF and VBF
production modes of Higgs boson pairs are considered as
signal modes in this paper. The other production modes
have lower cross sections [19] and are neglected.
Nonresonant enhancements to the Higgs boson pair

cross section can originate either from loop corrections
involving new particles, such as light, colored scalars [20],
or from non-SM couplings between the Higgs boson and
other SM particles. The nonresonant production cross
section can also be altered by the trilinear self-coupling,
λHHH, being different from the SM prediction, as discussed

*Full author list given at the end of the article.
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in Refs. [21,22]. Such an effect can be captured by a scale
factor κλ defined as κλ ¼ λHHH=λSMHHH, where λSMHHH is the
SM value of the parameter.
In addition to the nonresonant enhancements, searching

for resonant production of Higgs boson pairs is well
motivated. Figure 3 shows a ggF production diagram
possible in BSM theories predicting the existence of heavy
scalar particles that can decay into a pair of Higgs bosons.
Such theories include models with two Higgs doublets
[23], such as the minimal supersymmetric extension of the
SM [24], twin Higgs models [25], and composite Higgs
models [26], adding a second complex scalar doublet to the
Higgs sector. Alternatively, the Randall-Sundrum model of
warped extra dimensions [27] predicts spin-0 radions that
could couple to a Higgs boson pair.

This paper presents a search for di-Higgs production in
the bb̄γγ final state, including dedicated assessments of
nonresonant and resonant contributions. The analysis con-
siders the full Run 2 dataset of 139 fb−1 at 13 TeV. For both
the nonresonant and resonant HH searches, the analysis
employs a multivariate method designed to reject back-
ground processes, and the statistical results are obtained
from a fit of the diphoton invariant mass, mγγ . For the
nonresonant search, data are divided into different catego-
ries based on the four-body invariant mass to target different
κλ ranges. The resonant search focuses on probing the
existence of a narrow-width scalar particle X in the mass
range 251 < mX < 1000 GeV decaying into a pair of Higgs
bosons. The selection criteria depend on the mass of the
probed scalar particle. The main background processes are
diphoton-plus-jets production and processes where a Higgs
boson is produced and decays into a pair of photons. In the
context of the resonant search, nonresonant HH production
is considered as a background.
Previous results from the ATLAS Collaboration were

obtained in this channel with an integrated luminosity of
36 fb−1 of data at 13 TeV collected during Run 2, and they
were found to be consistent with SM expectations within
uncertainties [28]. The search for nonresonant enhance-
ments of Higgs boson pair production set an observed
(expected) 95% confidence level (C.L.) upper limit on the
HH cross section of 0.73 (0.93) pb, corresponding to 22

FIG. 2. The VBF production of Higgs boson pairs via (a) the HHVV vertex, (b) the trilinear coupling, and (c) the VVH production
mode. In the figure, κλ denotes the Higgs boson trilinear coupling modifier.

FIG. 1. The Feynman diagrams for the dominant gluon–gluon fusion production processes. In the Standard Model, the (a) trilinear
coupling process, and (b) the box diagram, and the destructive interference between the two processes, contribute to the total cross
section. In the figure, κλ represents the Higgs boson trilinear coupling modifier. The quark content in the diagram is dominated by the
top-quark contribution due to the large top-quark Yukawa coupling to the Higgs boson.

FIG. 3. Gluon–gluon fusion production of a heavy resonance
decaying into a Higgs boson pair.
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(28) times the SM prediction. The Higgs trilinear coupling
was constrained to the range −8.2 < κλ < 13.2 at 95% C.L.
(−8.3 < κλ < 13.2 expected). A previous combination of
searches for HH pair production performed by the ATLAS
Collaboration with up to 36 fb−1 of 13 TeV data provided
constraints of −5.0 < κλ < 12.0 at 95% C.L. [29]. A search
for enhancements due to the decay of a narrow-width scalar
particle was performed in this channel as well, and results
were given as a function of the resonance mass, mX. The
observed (expected) limits were between 1.1 pb and 0.12 pb
over the range 260 GeV < mX < 1000 GeV. A combina-
tion of searches by the ATLAS Collaboration with up to
36 fb−1 of 13 TeV data for a narrow-width scalar resonance
decaying into aHH pair was performed and provided upper
limits between 851 fb and 4.6 fb over the range 260 GeV <
mX < 3000 GeV [29]. The CMS Collaboration also set
observed (expected) upper limits of 7.7 (5.2) times the SM
prediction at 95% C.L. on nonresonant enhancements of
Higgs boson pair production in the bb̄γγ final state with
137 fb−1 of 13 TeV data [30]. In the same final state, the
CMS Collaboration set 95% C.L. upper limits on the
production cross section of a narrow-width scalar particle
between 4.2 pb and 0.23 pb over the range 260 < mX <
900 GeV with 35.9 fb−1 of 13 TeV data [31].

II. THE ATLAS DETECTOR

The ATLAS detector [32] at the LHC covers nearly the
entire solid angle around the collision point.1 It consists
of an inner tracking detector surrounded by a thin
superconducting solenoid, electromagnetic and hadron
calorimeters, and a muon spectrometer incorporating three
large superconducting air-core toroidal magnets.
The inner-detector system (ID) is immersed in a 2 Taxial

magnetic field and provides charged-particle tracking in the
range jηj < 2.5. The high-granularity silicon pixel detector
covers the vertex region and typically provides four
measurements per track, the first hit normally being in
the insertable B-layer installed before Run 2 [33,34]. It is
followed by the silicon microstrip tracker, which usually
provides eight measurements per track. These silicon
detectors are complemented by the transition radiation
tracker (TRT), which enables radially extended track
reconstruction up to jηj ¼ 2.0. The TRT also provides
electron identification information.

The calorimeter system covers the pseudorapidity range
jηj < 4.9. Within the region jηj < 3.2, electromagnetic
calorimetry is provided by barrel and end cap high-
granularity lead/liquid-argon (LAr) calorimeters, with
an additional thin LAr presampler covering jηj < 1.8 to
correct for energy loss in material upstream of the
calorimeters. Hadron calorimetry is provided by the
steel/scintillator-tile calorimeter, segmented into three
barrel structures within jηj < 1.7, and two copper/LAr
hadron end cap calorimeters. The solid angle coverage is
completed with forward copper/LAr and tungsten/LAr
calorimeter modules optimized for electromagnetic and
hadronic energy measurements respectively.
The muon spectrometer (MS) comprises separate trigger

and high-precision tracking chambers measuring the deflec-
tion of muons in a magnetic field generated by the super-
conducting air-core toroidal magnets. The field integral of
the toroids ranges between 2.0 Tm and 6.0 Tm across most
of the detector. A set of precision chambers covers the
region jηj < 2.7 with three layers of monitored drift tubes,
complemented by cathode-strip chambers in the forward
region, where the background is highest. The muon trigger
system covers the range jηj < 2.4 with resistive-plate
chambers in the barrel and thin-gap chambers in the end
cap regions.
Interesting events are selected by the first-level trigger

system implemented in custom hardware, followed by
selections made by algorithms implemented in software
in the high-level trigger [35]. The first-level trigger accepts
events from the 40 MHz bunch crossings at a rate below
100 kHz, which the high-level trigger reduces in order to
record events at rate of about 1 kHz. An extensive software
suite [36] is used in the reconstruction and analysis of real
and simulated data, in detector operations, and in the trigger
and data acquisition systems of the experiment.

III. DATA AND SIMULATION SAMPLES

This analysis uses pp collision data collected by the
ATLAS experiment from 2015 to 2018 with proton beams
colliding at a center-of-mass energy of

ffiffiffi
s

p ¼ 13 TeV.
After data quality requirements [37] the full dataset
represents an integrated luminosity of 139.0� 2.4 fb−1

[38,39]. The mean number of inelastic pp interactions per
bunch crossing is 34.2 [40].
Monte Carlo (MC) simulations are available for the signal

as well as most background processes as detailed in the rest
of this section. The reducible backgrounds from final states
with jets wrongly identified as photons (γ–jet and dijet
backgrounds) are, however, estimated using a data-driven
technique detailed in Sec. IV C.
Events from ggF nonresonant HH production were

generated at next-to-leading-order accuracy in QCD with
finite top-quark mass in both the real and virtual corrections
(NLO FT) [11], using the POWHEG BOX v2 [41] generator in
the finite top-quark mass approximation [42,43] with the

1ATLAS uses a right-handed coordinate system with its origin
at the nominal interaction point (IP) in the center of the detector
and the z-axis along the beam pipe. The x-axis points from the IP
to the center of the LHC ring, and the y-axis points upwards.
Cylindrical coordinates ðr;ϕÞ are used in the transverse plane, ϕ
being the azimuthal angle around the z-axis. The pseudorapidity
is defined in terms of the polar angle θ as η ¼ − ln tanðθ=2Þ. The
rapidity y is defined in terms of the energy, the momentum and
the polar angle θ: y ¼ 1

2
lnðEþp·cos θ

E−p·cos θÞ. The angular distance is

measured in units of ΔR≡ ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
ðΔηÞ2 þ ðΔϕÞ2

p
.
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PDF4LHC 15 parton distribution function (PDF) set [44]. The
PYTHIA 8.244 generator was used for parton showering,
hadronization and underlying-event simulation. HERWIG

7.1.6 was used as an alternative generator to calculate the
theory uncertainty from the parton shower. Samples were
generated for coupling modifier values κλ ¼ 1 and 10.
For ggF nonresonant HH production, a reweighting

method based on the di-Higgs invariant mass mHH is used
to provide predictions on the cross section at different κλ
values, starting from the existing κλ ¼ 1 sample. The
reweighting method derives the scale factors as a function
of κλ in bins of mHH by performing a linear combination of
samples generated at different κλ values [45]. Histograms of
the truth mHH distribution are produced for each κλ sample
and the distributions of the other relevant kinematic
variables are obtained applying an event-per-event weight
based on the ratio between the binned mHH distribution for
the targeted κλ by the binned mHH distribution for the SM
(κλ ¼ 1) sample.
This method was validated by comparing the event

yields and the distributions of the relevant Higgs boson
kinematic variables, including the mγγ variable, of the
sample generated with κλ ¼ 10 to the sample generated
with κλ ¼ 1 and reweighted to κλ ¼ 10. Good agreement is
obtained in all categories. A systematic uncertainty in the
range of 3%–4% is associated with the reweighting
process, based on the maximum differences of signal yields
observed in this validation. For each κλ value, the inclusive
cross section is normalized according to Ref. [46]. A fit
with a second order polynomial to the MC prediction is
performed in each analysis category, in order to parametrize
the event yields as a function of κλ.
For VBF nonresonant HH production, MadGraph5_

aMC@NLO 2.6.0 [47] was used to generate events at LO
[47,48]. The NNPDF3.0NLO PDF set [49] was used in the
matrix element, interfaced to PYTHIA 8.244. The cross section
of the VBF HH process is evaluated at N3LO in QCD
[50–52], as outlined in Sec. I. Since samples were generated
at LO for four values of the coupling modifier, κλ ¼ 0, 1, 2
and 10, the N3LO-to-LO cross section ratio at the SM value
is calculated and this factor is applied to the VBF HH cross
section. These samples are used to derive a parametrization
of the signal yields in the signal region as a function of κλ by
fitting a second-order polynomial to the MC predictions in
each analysis category, as described in Sec. IVB 2.
The production of a heavy spin-0 resonance X via ggF

and its decay into a pair of Higgs bosons, pp → X → HH,
was simulated using MadGraph5_aMC@NLO 2.6.1 [47] at LO
accuracy with the NNPDF2.3LO PDF set. The event generator
was interfaced with HERWIG7.1.3 [53,54] to model the
parton shower, hadronization, and underlying event. No
specific theoretical model for the phenomenology of the
new particle is assumed in the process generation. The mass
of X was varied between 251 GeV and 1000 GeV in the
simulation, while its width was set to 10 MeV. In total 25

mX mass hypotheses have been generated, corresponding to
mX ¼ 251, 260, 270, 280, 290, 300, 312.5, 325, 337.5,
350, 375, 400, 425, 450, 475, 500, 550, 600, 650, 700, 750,
800, 850, 900, 1000 GeV. The interference with nonreso-
nant Higgs boson pair production was neglected.
Production of single Higgs bosons via ggF, VBF, WH,

ZH (qq → ZH and gg → ZH), tt̄H, tH (tHq and tHW),
and bbH was modeled using the same set of MC samples as
described in Ref. [55]. For single Higgs boson production,
as well as both nonresonant and resonant di-Higgs pro-
duction, a Higgs boson mass of 125.09 GeV was assumed
[13]. The analysis assumes a branching ratio of 0.227% for
the Higgs boson decay into two photons and a branching
ratio of 58.2% for the Higgs boson decay into two b-quarks
[56,57]. The inclusive cross sections of these processes are
normalized to the most precise available theoretical val-
ues [56].
The γγ þ jets process was simulated with the SHERPA

2.2.4 [58] generator. QCD NLO-accurate matrix elements
for up to one parton, and LO-accurate matrix elements for
up to three partons, were calculated with the Comix [59]
and OPENLOOPS [60–62] libraries. These were calculated in
the five-flavor scheme including b-quarks in the massless
approximation and merged with the SHERPA parton shower
[63] using the MEPS@NLO prescription [64,65] with a
dynamic merging cut [66] of 10 GeV. Within the parton
shower, b-quarks were then treated as being massive.
Finally, events from tt̄γγ processes were produced with
MadGraph5_aMC@NLO in the four-flavor scheme [47]. The
simulation samples used in the analysis are listed in Table I.
Different pileup conditions from additional interactions

the same and neighboring bunch crossings were simulated
by overlaying the hard-scattering event with inelastic pp
events generated by PYTHIA8.186 using the NNPDF2.3LO PDF
set and the A3 tune [85]. Differences between the simulated
and observed distributions of the number of interactions per
bunch crossing are corrected for by applying pileup scale
factors to simulated events. A full simulation of the ATLAS
detector [86] based on GEANT4 [87] was used to reproduce
the detector response to single-Higgs-boson processes. The
continuum background and signal samples were processed
by AtlFastII [88], a fast simulation of the ATLAS detector
response which was shown to be able to accurately simulate
diphoton events.

IV. OBJECT AND EVENT SELECTIONS

A. Object selection

Photons are reconstructed from topologically connected
clusters [89] of energy deposits in the electromagnetic
calorimeter in the region jηj < 2.37. The transition region
between the barrel and end cap electromagnetic calorim-
eters, 1.37 < jηj < 1.52, is excluded. Photon candidates
matched to conversion vertices or tracks that are consistent
with originating from photon conversions are classified as
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converted photons. Those without a matched conversion
vertex or track are classified as unconverted photons.
The calibration of the photon energy is based on a

multivariate regression algorithm trained with MC samples,
where the input variables are corrected with data-driven
techniques. The calibrated energy is finally corrected by
applying scale factors derived from Z → eþe− events [90].
The photon direction is reconstructed using the longitudinal
(i.e., shower-depth) segmentation of the calorimeters and
constrained to be compatible with the luminous region of
the proton-beam collisions. Additionally, information
about the position of the conversion vertex and about
the tracks associated with the conversion vertex is consid-
ered in the case of converted photons.
Events are required to have at least one reconstructed

collision vertex, defined as a vertex associated with at least
two tracks with transverse momentum (pT) larger than
0.5 GeV. The primary vertex is selected from the recon-
structed collision vertices using a neural-network algorithm
[91] based on the extrapolated photon trajectories and the
tracks associated with each candidate vertex.
Photon identification is based on the lateral shower

profile of the energy deposits in the first and second
electromagnetic calorimeter layers and on the energy
leakage fraction in the hadronic calorimeter. It reduces
the misidentification of hadronic jets containing large
neutral components, primarily π0 particles, which decay
into a pair of highly collimated photons. “Tight” identi-
fication criteria, which are tuned for converted and uncon-
verted photons separately, are applied [90].
To further improve the rejection of misidentified pho-

tons, two isolation variables are defined to quantify the
activity around a photon. Calorimeter-based isolation Eiso

T
is defined as the sum of the transverse energy of topological
clusters within a cone of size ΔR ¼ 0.2 around the photon,
correcting for the energy of the photon candidate itself as

well as for an average expected pileup contribution. Track-
based isolation piso

T is defined as the scalar sum of the
transverse momenta of all tracks with pT > 1 GeV that
originate from the primary vertex and are within a cone of
ΔR ¼ 0.2 around the photon. Isolated photons must have
Eiso
T < 0.065 · ET and piso

T < 0.05 · ET (the “loose” work-
ing point [90]), where ET is the transverse energy of the
photon. For isolated photons with transverse momenta
between 30 GeVand 250 GeV, the identification efficiency
for unconverted and converted photons ranges from 84% to
98% [90].
Electrons are reconstructed from energy deposits mea-

sured in the electromagnetic calorimeter which are matched
to ID tracks [90]. They are required to satisfy jηj < 2.47,
excluding the calorimeter transition region 1.37 < jηj <
1.52, and have a transverse momentum pT > 10 GeV.
Electrons are required to satisfy a “medium” identification
criterion based on the use of shower shape, track-cluster
matching and TRT parameters in a likelihood-based algo-
rithm [90]. Muons are reconstructed from high-quality tracks
found in the MS [92]. A matching of these tracks to ID
tracks is required in the region jηj < 2.5. Muons are required
to have jηj < 2.7 and pT > 10 GeV, and to satisfy a
“medium” identification criterion [93]. Both the electrons
and muons are matched to the primary vertex via require-
ments on the tracks’ longitudinal and transverse impact
parameters, jz0j and jd0j, respectively. These requirements
are jz0j sin θ < 0.5 mm (where θ is the polar angle of the
track) for electrons and muons and jd0j=σd0 < 5ð3Þ for
electrons (muons).
Reconstructed jets are based on particle-flow objects built

from noise-suppressed positive-energy topological clusters
in the calorimeter and reconstructed tracks [94]. The anti-kt
algorithm [95,96] with a radius parameter of R ¼ 0.4 is
used. They are required to have rapidity jyj < 4.4 and

TABLE I. Summary of nominal Higgs boson pair signal samples and single-Higgs-boson background samples, split by production
mode, and continuum background samples. The generator used in the simulation, the PDF set, and set of tuned parameters (tune) are also
provided.

Process Generator PDF set Showering Tune

Nonresonant ggF HH POWHEG BOXv2+FT [41,42,43] PDFLHC [44] PYTHIA8.2 [67] A14 [68]
Nonresonant VBF HH MadGraph5_aMC@NLO [47] NNPDF3.0NLO [69] PYTHIA8.2 A14

Resonant ggF HH MadGraph5_aMC@NLO NNPDF2.3LO HERWIG7.1.3 [53,54] H7.1—Default [70]

ggF H NNLOPS [71–73] [74,75] PDFLHC PYTHIA8.2 AZNLO [76]
VBF H POWHEG BOXv2 [41,72,77–83] PDFLHC PYTHIA8.2 AZNLO
WH POWHEG BOXv2 PDFLHC PYTHIA8.2 AZNLO
qq → ZH POWHEG BOXv2 PDFLHC PYTHIA8.2 AZNLO
gg → ZH POWHEG BOXv2 PDFLHC PYTHIA8.2 AZNLO
tt̄H POWHEG BOXv2 [78–80,83,84] NNPDF3.0NLO PYTHIA8.2 A14
bbH POWHEG BOXv2 NNPDF3.0NLO PYTHIA8.2 A14
tHq MadGraph5_aMC@NLO NNPDF3.0NLO PYTHIA8.2 A14
tHW MadGraph5_aMC@NLO NNPDF3.0NLO PYTHIA8.2 A14
γγ þ jets SHERPA 2.2.4 [58] NNPDF3.0NNLO SHERPA 2.2.4 � � �
tt̄γγ MadGraph5_aMC@NLO NNPDF2.3LO PYTHIA8.2 � � �
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pT > 25 GeV. To further suppress jets produced in con-
current pp interactions, each jet within the tracking accep-
tance of jηj < 2.4, and with pT < 60 GeV, is required to
satisfy the “tight” jet-vertex tagger [97] criteria used to
identify the jet as originating from the selected primary
vertex of the event.
The flavor of jets is determined using a deep-learning

neural network, DL1r. The DL1r b-tagging is based on
distinctive features of b-hadron decays in terms of the
impact parameters of the tracks and the displaced vertices
reconstructed in the inner detector [98]. The inputs of the
DL1r network also include discriminating variables con-
structed by a recurrent neural network (RNNIP) [99],
which exploits the spatial and kinematic correlations
between tracks originating from the same b-hadron. For
high-pT jets, this approach is found to give better
performance [100] than a previously used multivariate
technique [101]. Operating points are defined by a single
selection value on the discriminant output distribution and
are chosen to provide a specific b-jet efficiency for an
inclusive tt̄MC sample. The b-tagging requirements result
in an efficiency of 77% for jets containing b-hadrons
(b-tagged jets), and the misidentification rate is 1=130
(1=4.9) for light-flavor (charm) jets [98]. Scale factors are
applied to the simulated events to correct for differences in
b-tagging efficiency between data and simulation. These
scale factors are measured as a function of jet pT using a
likelihood-based method in a sample highly enriched in tt̄
events [98]. Only jets with jηj < 2.5 are considered for
flavor-tagging.
The energy of b-tagged jets is corrected for the possible

contribution of muons from semileptonic b-hadron decays.
In addition, the undetected energy of the neutrinos and out-
of-cone effects are corrected for with scale factors derived
as a function of the b-jet pT from a tt̄MC sample. The two
corrections together improve the resolution of the invariant
mass of the two jets with the highest b-tagging score (mbb̄)
by about 20%. The procedure closely follows the one used
in Ref. [102].
An overlap removal procedure is applied to avoid

multiple usage of the same detector signals in the same
event. Photons are prioritized in this analysis, requiring the
removal of electrons, muons and jets within ΔR ¼ 0.4 of a
selected photon. Next, jets within ΔR ¼ 0.2 of electrons
are removed. In the last step, electrons and muons within
ΔR ¼ 0.4 of any jet are removed.
The missing transverse momentum Emiss

T in an event is
calculated as the magnitude of the negative vectorial sum of
the transverse momenta of all selected and calibrated
physics objects that can be matched to the primary vertex.
A component called the “soft term” is calculated from the
residual tracks that originate from the primary vertex but
are not associated with any other object and is added to the
Emiss
T calculation [103].

B. Event selection

Both the nonresonant and resonant HH searches
employ multivariate analysis techniques to select events.
Events are selected if they satisfy a common set of
preselection requirements; they are then required to fulfill
different requirements for the nonresonant search and
the resonant search. Both analyses employ a fit of the
diphoton invariant mass distribution to extract the HH
signal contribution.

1. Common preselection

For both the nonresonant and resonant analyses, events
are selected using diphoton triggers requiring two recon-
structed photon candidates with minimum transverse
energies of 35 GeV for the leading photon and 25 GeV
for the subleading photon, where leading (subleading)
refers to the photon candidate with the highest (second-
highest) transverse energy [104]. The triggers used in
2015 and 2016 required both photons to satisfy a Loose
photon identification criterion, while the Medium criterion
[90] was adopted in 2017–2018 to cope with the increased
pp interaction rate. Once the full diphoton event selection
described in this section is applied, the average trigger
efficiency for H → γγ events is found to be greater than
99% for the 2015–2016 data-taking period, and greater
than 98% for the 2017–2018 data-taking period.
On top of the trigger requirements, events are selected if:
(i) At least two photons satisfy the object selection

criteria detailed in Sec. IVA.
(ii) The diphoton invariant mass, built with the

two leading photons, satisfies 105 GeV < mγγ <
160 GeV.

(iii) The leading (subleading) photon pT is larger than
35% (25%) of the mass of the diphoton system.

(iv) Exactly two b-tagged jets are present. In order to
remain statistically independent of the ATLAS
search for HH → bb̄bb̄ [105], any event with more
than two b-jets passing the 77% efficient working
point is rejected.

(v) No electrons or muons are present.
(vi) Fewer than six central (jηj < 2.5) jets are present.

This helps to reject tt̄H events where the top quarks
decay hadronically.

The acceptance times efficiency of the common prese-
lection for the SM ggFHH simulation sample is 14% and it
is 8.5% (14%) for a resonant scalar particle with mX ¼
300 GeV (mX ¼ 500 GeV). Multivariate techniques are
then used to target the nonresonant ggF production mode or
the resonant production mode of Higgs boson pairs. For
both the nonresonant and resonant analyses, the resulting
categories, each based on a boosted decision tree (BDT),
must have at least nine continuum background events in the
data sideband region. This guarantees that the final selec-
tion on the data sideband retains enough events to perform a
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fit to the distribution of the diphoton invariant mass, mγγ .
The data sideband region is defined as the range
105 GeV < mγγ < 160 GeV, excluding 120 GeV < mγγ

< 130 GeV.
The invariant mass of the diphoton plus b-tagged jets

system, m�
bb̄γγ

, is defined as m�
bb̄γγ

¼ mbb̄γγ −mbb̄ −mγγ þ
250 GeV (where 250 GeV is about twice the Higgs boson
mass value and mbb̄ is the invariant mass of the two jets
with the highest b-tagging score). It is used to implement
selection criteria for both the nonresonant and resonant
analyses. Figure 4 shows that, compared with mbb̄γγ , the
m�

bb̄γγ
variable improves the four-object mass resolution,

particularly for resonant signal particles decaying into a
pair of Higgs bosons, due to detector resolution effects
canceling out.

2. Nonresonant selection

Following the preselection, events are divided into two
regions using the value of the m�

bb̄γγ
variable. A high-mass

region, with m�
bb̄γγ

> 350 GeV, targets the SM signal

(κλ ¼ 1), while a low-mass region, with m�
bb̄γγ

< 350

GeV, is used to retain sensitivity for BSM signals
(κλ ¼ 10). The dependence of m�

bb̄γγ
on κλ can be seen

in Fig. 5.
In each mass region, a dedicated BDT is trained using

XGBoost [106] to discriminate between a benchmark HH
signal and a combination of γγ, tt̄H, ggH, and ZH
simulated backgrounds. In the high-mass region, the SM
HH sample is used as signal, while in the low-mass region,
the κλ ¼ 10 sample is used as signal.
The BDT input variables are summarized in Table II.

Identical variable sets are used for high-mass and low-mass
categories. The BDT combines several input variables that
exploit the different kinematic properties of signal and
background events, as well as the b-tagging information.
Observables based on the kinematic properties of the
reconstructed photons, such as the leading and subleading
photon’s angular information, and the transverse momen-
tum of the diphoton system divided by its invariant mass,
are combined with jet-based information. The “single
topness” variable (χWt) is also used. It is defined as

χWt ¼ min

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi�
mj1j2 −mW

mW

�
2

þ
�
mj1j2j3 −mt

mt

�
2

s
; ð1Þ

where the minimum is taken over all combinations of three
jets in the event (with no requirements on b-tagging status),
mW ¼ 80 GeV, and mt ¼ 173 GeV. Among the input
variables in Table II, mbb̄ and HT show the highest
discriminating power against the γγ þ jets continuum
background. Particular care was taken to ensure that the
BDT event selection does not lead to biases in the mγγ

background distribution. Variables which have a strong

FIG. 4. Reconstructed four-body mass for mX ¼ 300 GeV and
mX ¼ 500 GeV resonant signal benchmarks, for the SM HH
production processes and for the γγ þ jets background. Dashed
lines represent the distribution ofmbb̄γγ while solid lines represent
the distribution of m�

bb̄γγ
, defined in Sec. IV B 1. Distributions are

normalized to unit area.
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FIG. 5. The m�
bb̄γγ

distributions after the common preselection for (a) nonresonant ggF HH and (b) VBF HH signals with several κλ
values. The value of m�

bb̄γγ
¼ 350 GeV is chosen as the boundary between categories targeting the SM and BSM κλ signals.
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correlation with the diphoton invariant mass are avoided in
the training in order to prevent the BDT event selection
from biasing the mγγ background distribution. To this end,
the transverse momentum values of the photons are divided
by mγγ before being used as BDT input variables. A check
for potential biases in the mγγ background distribution is
described in Sec. V B. The BDT score distributions in the
low-mass and high-mass regions are shown in Fig. 6 for
events passing the common preselection. In each mass
region, two categories based on the BDT score are defined.
The boundaries of the categories are chosen by maximizing
the combined number-counting significance [107] using
signal and background yields in the mass window
120 GeV < mγγ < 130 GeV in the chosen categories.
The four resulting BDT categories are defined in Table III.

3. Resonant selection

The resonant search uses a multivariate analysis based on
a BDT technique. A potential limitation of a BDT-based

selection is the low number of background events for higher
resonance masses. To overcome this limitation, BDTs are
trained jointly for all resonance masses hypotheses and
background. The signal events corresponding to the differ-
ent mass hypotheses are combined. The signal events are
reweighted event-by-event to match the m�

bb̄γγ
distribution

of the background events, such that the training is inde-
pendent of the resonant signal mass hypothesis, but it still
retains information of the correlation with the rest of the
event variables. The procedure allows to reduce the
fluctuations of the BDT performance between nearby mass
points. It was checked that the procedure provides similar
or better performance than employing separated BDT
trainings for each individual signal mass hypothesis.
Using the TMVA toolkit [108], two BDTs are trained to

better separate the signal from backgrounds of different
nature; the γγ and tt̄γγ backgrounds (BDTγγ) and the single-
Higgs-boson background (BDTSingleH), where the ZH and
tt̄H processes produce the dominant resonant backgrounds.
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FIG. 6. The BDT distribution of the di-Higgs ggF signal for two different values of kλ and the main backgrounds in the (a) low-mass
region and (b) high-mass region. Distributions are normalized to unit area. The dashed lines denote the category boundaries. Events with
a BDT score below 0.881 in the low-mass region or below 0.857 in the high-mass region are discarded.

TABLE II. Variables used in the BDT for the nonresonant analysis. All vectors in the event are rotated so that the leading photon ϕ is
equal to zero, while their relative azimuthal angular differences are kept unchanged.

Variable Definition

Photon-related kinematic variables
pT=mγγ Transverse momentum of each of the two photons divided by the diphoton invariant mass mγγ

η and ϕ Pseudorapidity and azimuthal angle of the leading and subleading photon

Jet-related kinematic variables
b-tag status Tightest fixed b-tag working point (60%, 70%, or 77%) that the jet passes
pT, η and ϕ Transverse momentum, pseudorapidity and azimuthal angle of the two jets with the highest b-tagging score
pT

bb̄, ηbb̄ and ϕbb̄ Transverse momentum, pseudorapidity and azimuthal angle of the b-tagged jets system
mbb̄ Invariant mass of the two jets with the highest b-tagging score
HT Scalar sum of the pT of the jets in the event
Single topness For the definition, see Eq. (1)

Missing transverse momentum variables
Emiss
T and ϕmiss Missing transverse momentum and its azimuthal angle
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The nonresonantHH process is not included in the training
of the BDTs. A complete list of the variables used for the
BDT training is given in Table IV. The Emiss

T information is
used in the training because it is useful in rejecting the
single-Higgs-boson background (tt̄H in particular) and the
tt̄γγ background.
The combined BDT score of an event is obtained by

combining the two BDT scores in quadrature, as shown in
Eq. (2),

BDTtot ¼
1ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

C2
1 þC2

2

p
×

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
C2
1

�
BDTγγ þ 1

2

�
2

þC2
2

�
BDTSingleH þ 1

2

�
2

s
:

ð2Þ

The two coefficients C1 and C2 (C2 ¼ 1 − C1) and
BDTtot take values in the range [0, 1]. Only events passing
a minimum requirement on the value of BDTtot are
considered in the analysis. To reduce the effect of limited
statistics of the Monte Carlo samples in the determination
the minimum value required for BDTtot, and of the C1 and

C2 coefficients, a two-stage procedure is used. The values
of the C1 and C2 as well as the BDT cut value are scanned
twice in order to maximize the significance. This two-stage
optimization procedure first finds the maximum signifi-
cance that can be achieved for each resonance mass point
independently, leading to different coefficient values and
BDTtot requirement values for the various mass points. A
second scan is done to select all coefficients providing a
significance within 5% of the maximum value, for each of
the resonance mass values. From those possible combina-
tions a common C1 coefficient is sought (resulting in
C1 ¼ 0.65) across all the resonances so that the selection
will have common coefficients for all resonance mass
points, but different BDTtot values. For each of the
resonance mass hypotheses, a requirement is set on the
m�

bb̄γγ
value to select events within �2σ of the expected

mean value for signal events (where σ is the standard
deviation parameter of the Crystal Ball function that best
fits the m�

bb̄γγ
distribution). In the case of the 900 GeV and

1000 GeV mass hypotheses, the requirement is relaxed to
�4σ to increase the number of events used for the signal
extraction. The BDTtot distributions are shown in Fig. 7 for
two signal hypotheses (mX ¼ 300 GeV and 500 GeV).

TABLE III. Definition of the categories used in the HH nonresonant search. Before entering the BDT-based
categories, events are required to satisfy the common preselection.

Category Selection criteria

High mass BDT tight m�
bb̄γγ

≥ 350 GeV, BDT score ∈ ½0.967; 1�
High mass BDT loose m�

bb̄γγ
≥ 350 GeV, BDT score ∈ ½0.857; 0.967�

Low mass BDT tight m�
bb̄γγ

< 350 GeV, BDT score ∈ ½0.966; 1�
Low mass BDT loose m�

bb̄γγ
< 350 GeV, BDT score ∈ ½0.881; 0.966�

TABLE IV. Variables used in the BDT for the resonant analysis. For variables depending on b-tagged jets, only jets b-tagged using the
77% working point are considered as described in Sec. IVA.

Variable Definition

Photon-related kinematic variables
pγγ
T , y

γγ Transverse momentum and rapidity of the diphoton system
Δϕγγ and ΔRγγ Azimuthal angle and ΔR between the two photons

Jet-related kinematic variables
mbb̄, p

bb̄
T and ybb̄ Invariant mass, transverse momentum and rapidity of the b-tagged jets system

Δϕbb̄ and ΔRbb̄ Azimuthal angle and ΔR between the two b-tagged jets
Njets and Nb-jets Number of jets and number of b-tagged jets
HT Scalar sum of the pT of the jets in the event

Diphotonþ dijet-related kinematic variables
m�

bb̄γγ
Invariant mass of the diphoton plus b-tagged jets system

Δyγγ;bb̄, Δϕγγ;bb̄ and ΔRγγ;bb̄ Distance in rapidity, azimuthal angle and ΔR between the diphoton and the b-tagged jets system

Missing transverse momentum variables
Emiss
T Missing transverse momentum
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C. Comparison of data and predictions

The analysis selection described in Sec. IV B requires
two “tight” photons and this region is mainly composed of
γγ, γ–jet, and dijet events, where either one or two jets are
misidentified as photons. The fractional contribution of
each component can be estimated using a data-driven
approach [109] based on the photon identification and
isolation distributions from genuine and misidentified
photons. After the common preselection, ð85� 3Þ% of
sideband events are genuine diphoton events, with the
remaining ð15� 4Þ% consisting of γ–jet events and a
negligible number of dijet events. The uncertainties in the
above fractions include both the statistical and systematic
uncertainties, where the systematic uncertainty is esti-
mated by using different photon identification criteria. In
the BDT-based categories, the proportion of genuine
diphoton events increases but the method suffers from a
low event count for both the nonresonant and reso-
nant cases.
Figure 8 shows the level of agreement between data and

the background prediction for the mγγ and m�
bb̄γγ

distribu-
tions, after the common preselection. The continuum
background is scaled by the γγ, γ–jet, and dijet fractions
and normalized to the data sideband. The γγ þ jets con-
tinuum background is further divided according to the
flavors of the two jets (for example bb̄ or other jets). This
decomposition is taken directly from the proportions
predicted by the SHERPA event generator, as described in
Sec. III, and it is shown for illustration. Figures 9 and 10
show the mγγ distribution after the nonresonant and
resonant BDT categorization and for two benchmark mass
points mX ¼ 300 GeV and mX ¼ 500 GeV. The figures
illustrate the signal and background composition. The
background distributions shown in these figures are not

directly used to model the background processes in the
analysis workflow explained in Sec. V.

V. SIGNAL AND BACKGROUND
PARAMETRIZATION

The signal and backgrounds are extracted by fitting
analytic functions to the diphoton invariant mass distribu-
tion in the range 105 < mγγ < 160 GeV in both the
resonant and nonresonant HH searches.

A. H → γγ parametrization

For the di-Higgs signal and single-Higgs-boson back-
ground distributions, the parameterized forms are deter-
mined through fits to simulated samples and the expected
normalizations are obtained from their theoretical cross
sections multiplied by the product of the acceptance times
efficiency from the simulation. The diphoton invariant mass
distribution shapes are modeled with a double-sided
Crystal Ball function [91,110], which is characterized by
a Gaussian core and asymmetric power-law tails. This
function allows the modeling of event distributions in
which non-Gaussian tails can arise from experimental
effects, such as photon-energy mismeasurements.
The shape parameters are determined by fitting the

diphoton mass distribution in simulation for each category.
The width of the fitted function is largely insensitive to the
specific signal processes considered in the analysis, with
maximum variations of approximately 10%. For the non-
resonant search, the parameterized form of mγγ is obtained
from the simulation of the ggF and VBF HH processes
with κλ ¼ 1, described in Sec. III. No significant depend-
ence of the functional form on κλ was found. For the
resonant search, the functional form is obtained from the
simulation of the heavy-resonance signals. Table V shows
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FIG. 7. The BDTtot score for the benchmark signals ((a) mX ¼ 300 GeV and (b) mX ¼ 500 GeV) and for the main backgrounds.
Distributions are normalized to unit area. The dashed lines denote the event selection thresholds. Events with a BDTtot score below 0.85
for mX ¼ 300 GeV or below 0.75 for mX ¼ 500 GeV are discarded.
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the resolution parameter of the double-sided Crystal Ball
functional form fit to the mγγ distribution for simulated
Higgs boson pair events in the nonresonant categories and
for two different mass hypotheses for a heavy resonant
signal. For both searches, the chosen functional forms are
found to model both the single Higgs and di-Higgs boson
events well. As no statistically significant bias is observed

in injection tests between the input and fitted signals, the
same parametrized functions are used for both the single
Higgs and di-Higgs boson processes.

B. Background parametrization

The continuum diphoton background is modeled using a
functional form chosen by fitting a highly populated MC
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for events satisfying the common preselection criteria. The data-derived fractions of
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FIG. 9. Distributions ofmγγ in all signal categories for the nonresonantHH search: (a) high mass BDT tight, (b) high mass BDT loose,
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background template. Given the high γγ purity quoted in
Sec. IV C, the background template is constructed in each
category from the γγ þ jets simulation which is normalized
to the data sideband in the mass windows of 105 GeV–
120 GeV and 130 GeV–160 GeV in the mγγ spectrum.
The potential bias associated with the choice of a specific

analytic function to model the continuum background is
estimated for each category as prescribed in Refs. [91,111].
It is obtained as the signal event yield extracted from a
signal-plus-background fit to the background-only diphoton
invariant mass distribution in the range 105 GeV < mγγ <
160 GeV. This bias is also called the “spurious signal”. The
number of fitted signal events is computed for Higgs boson
masses in intervals of 1 GeV from 121 GeV to 129 GeV.
The bias is taken as the largest number of fitted spurious
signal events in this 8 GeV mass window. Of the different
analytic functions that are tested, the one with the smallest
number of parameters is chosen from the functions with a
spurious signal smaller than 20% of the data’s statistical
uncertainty plus two times the MC statistical uncertainty.

In each category of the nonresonant search and in all the
analysis regions defined in the resonant HH search, an
exponential function expða ·mγγÞ is found to be the best
choice since it has the smallest number of degrees of
freedom and yields a consistently small bias. Wald tests
[112] on data show that the data do not prefer a higher-
degree functional form to the exponential form. The bias is
found to be at most 40% (60%) of the expected error on the
fitted signal yield originating from the data statistics for the
nonresonant (resonant) search. The difference in shape
between the simulated events and the exponential form
measured in the sidebands is found to have a negligible
impact on the spurious signal. To study the impact on the
spurious signal from the difference in shape between the
MC background template and the data sideband, the MC
template is reweighted to data using a linear function ofmγγ

derived from the MC-data difference. The spurious signal
value evaluated from the reweighted MC template is found
to be compatible with the nominal one used as the
systematic uncertainty.

VI. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES

The sensitivity of the analysis is limited by the
statistical precision. The assessment of the systematic
uncertainties is described below and their impact on the
results is discussed in Sec. VII D. The uncertainty in the
integrated luminosity of the full Run 2 dataset is 1.7%
[39], obtained using the LUCID-2 detector [38] for the
primary luminosity measurements.
The continuum background processes of the analysis are

estimated from data and are subject to uncertainties related
to the potential bias arising from the chosen background
model, as described in Sec. V B. The background functional
form bias is assessed as an additional uncertainty in the total
number of signal events in each category. For the single
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FIG. 10. Distributions of mγγ for the selections used for the resonance mass points (a) mX ¼ 300 GeV and (b) mX ¼ 500 GeV for the
resonant search. The data-derived fractions of nonresonant γγ, γ–jet or jet–γ, and dijet background are applied and the total background
is normalized to the data sideband. The scalar resonance signal is scaled to a total production cross section σðpp → X → HHÞ ¼ 370 fb
for mX ¼ 300 GeV or σðpp → X → HHÞ ¼ 67 fb for mX ¼ 500 GeV, corresponding to the expected exclusion limits presented in
Sec. VII C.

TABLE V. The resolution parameter of the double-sided
Crystal Ball functional form and the corresponding statistical
uncertainty are obtained from the fit to the mγγ distribution for
simulated Higgs boson pair events for the nonresonant categories
and for two different mass hypotheses for a heavy-resonance
signal.

Category σDSCB [GeV]

High mass BDT tight 1.33� 0.01
High mass BDT loose 1.47� 0.02
Low mass BDT tight 1.50� 0.06
Low mass BDT loose 1.64� 0.03

Resonant mX ¼ 300 GeV 1.78� 0.02
Resonant mX ¼ 500 GeV 1.46� 0.01
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Higgs boson and di-Higgs boson production processes, both
of which are estimated using simulation, experimental and
theoretical systematic uncertainties are propagated through
the full analysis procedure, as described in the following.
The efficiency of the diphoton trigger used to select events

is evaluated in simulation and data using a bootstrap method
and radiative Z decays [113]. The difference between data
and MC is taken as a systematic uncertainty. In the diphoton
invariant mass range of 105 < mγγ < 160 GeV, the trigger
efficiency uncertainty affects the acceptance by 1% in each
category. The uncertainty in the vertex selection efficiency is
assessed by comparing the efficiency of finding photon-
pointing vertices in Z → eþe− events in data with that in
simulation [114]. The resulting uncertainty is found to have
a negligible effect on the signal selection efficiency.
The systematic uncertainties from the photon identifi-

cation and isolation efficiencies are estimated following the
prescriptions in Ref. [90]. They are evaluated by varying
the correction factors for photon selection efficiencies in
simulation by the corresponding uncertainties and affect the
diphoton selection efficiency. The experimental uncertain-
ties in the photon-energy scale and resolution are obtained
from Ref. [90].
The jet-energy scale and resolution uncertainties [115]

affect the mbb̄ distribution, while flavor-tagging uncertain-
ties affect the acceptance of the analysis categories. The
experimental uncertainties in jet energy scale and resolu-
tion are propagated to the Emiss

T calculation. In addition, the
uncertainties in the scale and resolution of the Emiss

T soft
term are evaluated by using the method described in
Ref. [103]. The flavor-tagging uncertainties for b- and c-
jets are estimated in tt̄ events [98,116], while the mis-
identification uncertainty of light-flavor jets is determined
using dijet events [117]. Additional uncertainties from the
b-jet momentum correction accounting for the presence of
muons and neutrinos are found to be negligible.
For single Higgs boson and SM HH production, the

effects of theoretical scale uncertainties due to missing
higher-order corrections on the production rates are esti-
mated by varying the factorization and renormalization
scales up and down from their nominal values by a factor
of two, recalculating the cross section in each case, and
taking the largest deviation from the nominal cross section
as the uncertainty. The uncertainties in SM HH ggF
production arising from the choice of renormalization
scheme and scale of the top-quark mass and their combi-
nation with those from factorization and renormalization
scale variations are based on Ref. [17]. The uncertainties in
the cross sections, including effects of PDFþ αs uncertain-
ties, and the uncertainties in the H → γγ and H → bb̄
branching fractions, are taken from Refs. [14,56]. The
uncertainty in the value of the Higgs boson mass is
considered [13]. An additional 100% uncertainty is assigned
to the single-Higgs-boson ggF and VBF production modes

and to Higgs boson production in association with a W
boson. This is motivated by studies of heavy-flavor pro-
duction in association with top-quark pairs [118,119] and of
W boson production in association with b-jets [120]. No
additional heavy-flavor uncertainty is assigned to the single-
Higgs-boson tt̄H and ZH production modes, where the
dominant heavy-flavor production is already accounted for
in the LO process. For all samples, the uncertainty related to
the choice of parton showering model is evaluated by
comparing the predictions of the nominal MC samples
and alternative samples using a different parton showering
model. In addition, for the nonresonant HH production
processes, a systematic uncertainty is assigned to the κλ
reweighting, as discussed in Sec. III.
In the resonant search, the systematic uncertainty sources

considered are the same as for the nonresonant case, except
that uncertainties due to the finite order of the QCD
calculations are not assigned to the resonant signal cross
section. In this search the SMHH production processes are
considered as background.

VII. RESULTS

The statistical framework used to derive the results for
both the nonresonant and resonant searches is described in
the following.

A. Statistical framework

For both the nonresonant and resonant searches, the
results of the analysis are obtained from a maximum-
likelihood fit of the mγγ distribution in the range
105 GeV < mγγ < 160 GeV, performed simultaneously
over all relevant categories described in Sec. IV B. The
likelihood function is defined in Eq. (3),

L ¼
Y
c

�
PoisðncjNcðθÞÞ ·

Ync
i¼1

fcðmi
γγ; θÞ ·GðθÞ

�
; ð3Þ

where for each event i in a category c, nc is the observed
number of events,Nc is the expected number of events, fc is
the value of the probability density function, θ are nuisance
parameters, and GðθÞ are constraint pdfs for the nuisance
parameters.
The expected number of events Nc, defined in Eq. (4), is

the sum of the expected yields from di-Higgs boson
production processes, single Higgs boson production, the
nonresonant background, as well as the spurious-signal
uncertainty,

NcðθÞ ¼ μ · NHH;cðθyieldHH Þ þ Nres
bkg;cðθyieldres Þ

þ NSS;c · θSS;c þ Nnonres
bkg;c ; ð4Þ
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where μ is the signal strength, θSS;c represent the nuisance
parameters associated with the background function bias
and θyield represent the nuisance parameters affecting the
event yield, as detailed in Sec. VI. Correlation of the
nuisance parameters across different signal and background
components, as well as categories, is taken into account. In
the case of the nonresonant search, Nres

bkg;c ¼ NH;c, while in
the case of the resonant analysis Nres

bkg;c ¼ NH;c þ NSMHH;c.
The probability density function fc represents the shape

information. The sum of the double-sided Crystal Ball
functions modeling the HH production processes, single
Higgs boson production, and the spurious signal, and of the
analytic function modeling the nonresonant background as
described in Sec. V B, is shown in Eq. (5),

fcðmγγ; θÞ ¼ ½μ · NHH;cðθyieldHH Þ · fHH;cðmγγ; θ
shape
HH Þ

þ Nres
bkg;cðθyieldres Þ · fresbkg;cðmγγ; θ

shape
res Þ

þ NSS;c · θ
SS;c
HH · fHH;cðmγγ; θ

shape
HH Þ

þ Nnonres
bkg;c · fnonresbkg;c ðmγγ; θ

shape
nonresÞ�=NcðθyieldnonresÞ;

ð5Þ
where θshape represent nuisance parameters related to the
shape variations of the functional forms. When a nuisance

parameter is related to shape and yield variations at the
same time, the two effects are correlated.
The nominal yields of the resonant background processes

are initially set to values from simulation. The likelihood
function includes all the nuisance parameters that describe
the systematic uncertainties. The signal strength is a free
parameter in the fit. The measurement of the parameter of
interest is carried out using a statistical test based on the
profile likelihood ratio [107], as shown in Eq. (6),

ΛðμÞ ¼ Lðμ; ˆ̂θðμÞÞ
Lðμ̂; θ̂Þ ; ð6Þ

where μ and θ are respectively the parameter of interest
and the nuisance parameters. In the numerator, the
nuisance parameters are set to their profiled values
ˆ̂θðμÞ, which maximize the likelihood function for a fixed
value of the parameter of interest μ. In the denominator,
the parameter of interest and the nuisance parameters are
set to the values μ̂ and θ̂, respectively, which jointly
maximize the likelihood.
In the absence of signal, exclusion limits are set on Higgs

boson pair production in the bb̄γγ final state. The limits for
both nonresonant and resonant production are calculated

110 120 130 140 150 160
 [GeV]γγm

2

4

6

8

E
ve

nt
s 

/  
2.

5 
G

eV

Data

Continuum Background

Total Background

ATLAS
-1 = 13 TeV, 139 fbs

γγbb→HH
High mass BDT tight

(a) High mass BDT tight

110 120 130 140 150 160
 [GeV]γγm

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

E
ve

nt
s 

/  
2.

5 
G

eV

Data

Continuum Background

Total Background

ATLAS
-1 = 13 TeV, 139 fbs

γγbb→HH
High mass BDT loose

(b) High mass BDT loose

110 120 130 140 150 160
 [GeV]γγm

2

4

6

8

10

E
ve

nt
s 

/  
2.

5 
G

eV

Data

Continuum Background

Total Background

ATLAS
-1 = 13 TeV, 139 fbs

γγbb→HH
Low mass BDT tight

(c) Low mass BDT tight

110 120 130 140 150 160
 [GeV]γγm

5

10

15

20

25

E
ve

nt
s 

/  
2.

5 
G

eV

Data

Continuum Background

Total Background

ATLAS
-1 = 13 TeV, 139 fbs

γγbb→HH
Low mass BDT loose

(d) Low mass BDT loose

FIG. 11. Data are compared with the background-only fit for the four categories of the nonresonant search: (a) high mass BDT tight,
(b) high mass BDT loose, (c) low mass BDT tight, and (d) low mass BDT loose. Both the continuum background and the background
from single Higgs boson production are considered. The data points in the Figure are the same as shown in Fig. 9.
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using the CLS method [121], with the profile-likelihood-
ratio-based test statistic q̃μ, defined in Eq. (7) [107],

q̃μ ¼

8>>><
>>>:

−2 ln Λðμ; ˆ̂θðμÞÞ
Λð0; ˆ̂θð0ÞÞ

μ̂ < 0;

−2 ln Λðμ; ˆ̂θðμÞÞ
Λðμ̂;θ̂ðμÞÞ 0 ≤ μ̂ ≤ μ;

0 μ̂ > μ:

ð7Þ

The asymptotic approximation [107] is used for the test-
statistic distribution. The inaccuracy of the asymptotic
approximation is checked with pseudoexperiment studies
for the key results reported in this paper.

B. Nonresonant search results

Figure 11 shows the background fits to the data. No
significant excess over the SM background expectations is
found, as summarized in Table VI. The statistical analysis
sets a 95% C.L. upper limit on the nonresonant HH
production cross section at 130 fb, while 180 fb is expected.
An observed (expected) upper limit at 95% C.L. on the
signal strength of 4.2 (5.7) times the SM prediction is
obtained. The expected constraints are obtained for a
background hypothesis excluding pp → HH production.
For the upper limits on the cross section, all theoretical
uncertainties are included, except those related to the signal
cross section itself, while constraints on the signal strength
are computed including uncertainties in the predicted signal
cross section. A check of the results that quantifies the
upper limits by using pseudoexperiments is performed and

the increase of the limit value relative to the asymptotic
approximation is found to be less than 8% for both the
observed and expected upper limits. A check of the
expected upper limits using prefit values for the nuisance
parameters associated with the systematic uncertainties is

TABLE VI. The number of data events observed in the 120 GeV < mγγ < 130 GeV window, the number of HH signal events
expected for κλ ¼ 1 and for κλ ¼ 10, and events expected for single Higgs boson production (estimated using MC simulation), as well as
for continuum background. For the single Higgs boson, “Rest” includes the following production modes: VBF, WH, tHq, and tHW.
The values are obtained from a fit of the Asimov dataset [107] generated under the SM signal-plus-background hypothesis, κλ ¼ 1. The
continuum background component of the Asimov dataset is obtained from the fit of the data sideband. The uncertainties in HH signals
and single Higgs boson background include the systematic uncertainties discussed in Sec. VI. The uncertainty in the continuum
background is given by the sum in quadrature of the statistical uncertainty from the fit to the data and the spurious-signal uncertainty.

High mass High mass Low mass Low mass
BDT tight BDT loose BDT tight BDT loose

Continuum background 4.9þ1.1
−1.3 9.5þ1.5

−1.7 3.7þ0.9
−1.1 24.9þ2.3

−2.5

Single Higgs boson background 0.67þ0.29
−0.13 1.6þ0.6

−0.2 0.23þ0.09
−0.03 1.40þ0.33

−0.16
ggFþ bbH 0.26þ0.28

−0.16 0.4þ0.5
−0.2 0.07þ0.08

−0.04 0.27þ0.27
−0.16

tt̄H 0.19þ0.03
−0.03 0.49þ0.09

−0.07 0.107þ0.022
−0.017 0.75þ0.13

−0.11
ZH 0.142þ0.035

−0.025 0.48þ0.09
−0.07 0.040þ0.020

−0.014 0.27þ0.06
−0.04

Rest 0.074þ0.032
−0.014 0.16þ0.07

−0.03 0.012þ0.008
−0.004 0.111þ0.030

−0.012

SM HHðκλ ¼ 1Þ signal 0.87þ0.10
−0.18 0.37þ0.04

−0.07 0.049þ0.006
−0.010 0.078þ0.008

−0.015
ggF 0.86þ0.10

−0.18 0.35þ0.04
−0.07 0.046þ0.006

−0.010 0.072þ0.008
−0.015

VBF ð12.6þ1.3
−1.2 Þ × 10−3 ð16.1þ1.4

−1.2 Þ × 10−3 ð3.2þ0.4
−0.4 Þ × 10−3 ð6.9þ0.5

−0.6 Þ × 10−3

Alternative HHðκλ ¼ 10Þ signal 6.5þ1.0
−0.8 3.6þ0.6

−0.4 4.5þ0.7
−0.6 8.5þ1.3

−1.0

Data 2 17 5 14

FIG. 12. Observed and expected limits at 95% C.L. on the cross
section of nonresonant Higgs boson pair production as a function
of the Higgs boson self-coupling modifier κλ ¼ λHHH=λSMHHH. The
expected constraints on κλ are obtained with a background
hypothesis excluding pp → HH production. The� 1σ and
�2σ variations about the expected limit due to statistical and
systematic uncertainties are also shown. The theory prediction
curve represents the scenario where all parameters and couplings
are set to their SMvalues except for κλ. The uncertainty band of the
theory prediction curve shows the cross section uncertainty.
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performed and an increase of 4% relative to the nominal
result is found. The difference is dominated by the con-
tribution from the spurious signal.
Upper limits on theHH production cross section are also

computed as a function of κλ, as shown in Fig. 12. For this
purpose, single-Higgs-boson production cross sections and
Higgs boson decay branching ratios are assumed to have
SM values, and the coupling strength between the Higgs
boson and other particles are also set to their SM values
[55]. The theory uncertainties related to the signal cross
section are not included.

The expected constraints on κλ at 95% C.L., as obtained
with a background hypothesis excluding pp → HH pro-
duction, are ½−2.4; 7.7�, whereas the observed constraints
are ½−1.5; 6.7� at 95% C.L. The inclusion of the VBF HH
production mode tightens the constraints by about 5%
relative to an alternative fit considering only the ggF
production mode.
An alternative statistical analysis consists in determining

the best-fit value of the κλ coupling modifier. The best-fit
value of κλ and its uncertainty are obtained by means of a
negative log-likelihood scan. The coupling strengths of the
Higgs boson to fermions and gauge bosons are set to their
SM values. The values of the negative log-likelihood ratio,
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FIG. 13. Values of the negative log-profile-likelihood ratio
(−2 lnΛ) as a function of κλ evaluated for the combination of
all the categories of the nonresonant search. The coupling of the
Higgs boson to fermions and gauge bosons is set to SM values in
the profile likelihood calculation. The expected result corresponds
to a Asimov dataset [107] generated under the SM signal-plus-
background hypothesis, κλ ¼ 1. All systematic uncertainties,
including the theoretical uncertainties in the di-Higgs boson
production cross section, are included. The intersections of the
solid curves and the horizontal dashed lines indicate the 1σ and 2σ
confidence level intervals.

110 120 130 140 150 160
 [GeV]γγm

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

E
ve

nt
s 

/  
2.

5 
G

eV

Data

Continuum Background

Total Background

ATLAS
-1 = 13 TeV, 139 fbs

γγbb→HH
300 GeV Resonance

(a)

110 120 130 140 150 160
 [GeV]γγm

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

E
ve

nt
s 

/  
2.

5 
G

eV

Data

Continuum Background

Total Background

ATLAS
-1 = 13 TeV, 139 fbs

γγbb→HH
500 GeV Resonance

(b)

FIG. 14. Data are compared with the background-only fit for the resonant search for the (a) mX ¼ 300 GeV and (b) mX ¼ 500 GeV
mass hypotheses. The continuum background, as well as the background from single Higgs boson production and from SM HH
production, is considered. The data points in the Figure are the same as shown in Fig. 10.

TABLE VII. The number of events observed in the 120 < mγγ <
130 GeV window in data, the number of events expected for scalar
resonance signals of masses mX ¼ 300 GeV and mX ¼ 500 GeV
assuming a total production cross section σðpp → X → HHÞ
equal to the observed exclusion limits of Fig. 15, and events
expected for SM HH and single Higgs boson production (esti-
mated using MC simulation), as well as for continuum back-
ground. The values are obtained from a fit of the Asimov dataset
[107] generated under the signal-plus-background hypothesis. The
continuum background component of the Asimov dataset is
obtained from the fit of the data sideband. The uncertainties in
the resonant signals and the SM HH and single-Higgs-boson
backgrounds include the systematic uncertainties discussed in
Sec. VI. The uncertainty in the continuum background is given
by the sum in quadrature of the statistical uncertainty from the fit to
the data and the spurious-signal uncertainty.

mX ¼ 300 GeV mX ¼ 500 GeV

Continuum background 5.5þ1.3
−1.5 1.6þ0.6

−0.9
Single Higgs boson
background 0.34þ0.14

−0.07 0.40þ0.18
−0.08

SM HH background 0.021þ0.005
−0.009 0.20þ0.09

−0.09

X → HH signal 6.1þ0.9
−0.8 6.1þ0.8

−0.6

Data 6 4
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−2 lnΛðμÞ, as a function of κλ are shown in Fig. 13. The
Asimov dataset [107] is generated under the SM signal-
plus-background hypothesis, κλ ¼ 1. All systematic uncer-
tainties, including those of the theoretical prediction of the
HH production cross section, are included. The best-fit
value corresponds to κλ ¼ 2.8þ2.0

−2.2 ( þ3.8
−4.3 ) for the 1σ (2σ)

confidence interval. The expected value corresponds to
κλ ¼ 1.0þ5.5

−2.4 ( þ7.3
−4.2 ) for the 1σ (2σ) confidence interval. The

second minimum in the expected likelihood scan curve
corresponds to a similar fitted signal yield with respect to

the κλ point at the first minimum, which is a consequence of
a higher cross section, but lower acceptance and worse
signal-to-background separation. The mHH distribution has
a different shape at each of the two minima, as shown
in Fig. 5.

C. Resonant search results

Figure 14 shows the fit to the data of the resonant search
for two benchmark values of the mass mX of a hypothetical
scalar particle. No significant excess over the SM back-
ground expectations is found, as shown in Table VII.
Figure 15 shows the observed and expected upper limits
at 95% C.L. on the production cross section of a narrow-
width scalar resonance. The observed (expected) upper
limits vary between 640–44 fb (391–46 fb) in the range
251 GeV ≤ mX ≤ 1000 GeV. A check on the upper limits
using pseudoexperiments is performed. For the expected
limits, the results based on the pseudo-experiments are
found to be up to 10% higher compared with those derived
based on the asymptotic approximation. As for the observed
limits, the pseudoexperiments yield typically 10% higher
results compared with the asymptotic approximation in
most of the mX range explored, and the difference increases
to 15% for the mX ¼ 700 GeV signal hypothesis.

D. Impact of systematic uncertainties

The dominant systematic uncertainties are listed in
Table VIII for both the nonresonant and resonant searches.
The main uncertainties are related to the choice of func-
tional form for the continuum background (spurious
signal), to the parton showering model, and to the photon
energy resolution.
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FIG. 15. Observed and expected limits at 95% C.L. on the
production cross section of a narrow-width scalar resonance X as
a function of the mass mX of the hypothetical scalar particle. The
black solid line represents the observed upper limits. The dashed
line represents the expected upper limits. The �1σ and �2σ
variations about the expected limit due to statistical and system-
atic uncertainties are also shown.

TABLE VIII. Breakdown of the dominant systematic uncertainties. The impact of the uncertainties corresponds to
the relative variation of the expected upper limit on the cross section when reevaluating the profile likelihood ratio
after fixing the nuisance parameter in question to its best-fit value, while all remaining nuisance parameters remain
free to float. The impact is shown in %. Only systematic uncertainties with an impact of at least 0.2% are shown.
Uncertainties of the “Normþ Shape” type affect both the normalization and the parameters of the functional form.
The rest of the uncertainties affect only the yields.

Relative impact of the systematic uncertainties [%]

Source Type Nonresonant analysis Resonant analysis
HH mX ¼ 300 GeV

Experimental

Photon energy resolution Norm:þ Shape 0.4 0.6
Jet energy scale and resolution Normalization <0.2 0.3

Flavor tagging Normalization <0.2 0.2

Theoretical

Factorization and renormalization scale Normalization 0.3 <0.2
Parton showering model Norm:þ Shape 0.6 2.6
Heavy-flavor content Normalization 0.3 <0.2

BðH → γγ; bb̄) Normalization 0.2 <0.2

Spurious signal Normalization 3.0 3.3
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VIII. CONCLUSIONS

Searches for nonresonant and resonant Higgs boson pair
production are performed in the bb̄γγ final state using
139 fb−1 of 13 TeV pp collision data collected with the
ATLAS detector at the LHC. No significant excess above the
Standard Model background expectation is observed. A
95% C.L. upper limit of 130 fb is set on the pp → HH
nonresonant production cross section, where the expected
limit is 180 fb. The observed (expected) limit corresponds to
4.2 (5.7) times the cross section predicted by the Standard
Model. Constraints on theHiggs boson self-coupling are also
derived and limits of −1.5 < κλ < 6.7 are obtained, where
−2.4 < κλ < 7.7 is expected.The expected constraints on the
HH nonresonant production cross section and on κλ are
obtainedwith a backgroundhypothesis excludingpp → HH
production. For resonant production of a scalar particle
X → HH → bb̄γγ, upper limits on the production cross
section are obtained for the narrow-width hypothesis as a
function of mX. The observed (expected) upper limits are in
the range 640–44 fb (391–46 fb) for 251GeV≤mX≤
1000GeV. Compared to the previous ATLAS result based
on 36 fb−1 of 13 TeVpp collisions, the present analysis uses
a dataset about four times larger, incorporates a categorization
based onm�

bb̄γγ
andmultivariate event selections, and expands

the analyzed mass range of the resonance search to lower
values. The results improve upon the previous ATLAS limits
on theHH → bb̄γγ production cross section by up to a factor
of five, and the allowed κλ range shrinks by about a factor of
two. For the resonant search, the expected limit on the cross
section improves by a factor of two to three depending on the
mX value. Of those improvements, a factor of two arises from
the increase in integrated luminosity, while the additional
improvement can be attributed to the use of multivariate
techniques, more precise object reconstruction and calibra-
tion and, for the nonresonant search, the categorization based
on m�

bb̄γγ
. The present analysis also sets constraints that are

tighter than those from a combination of ATLAS searches for
HH production in up to 36 fb−1 of 13 TeV data.
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M. Boonekamp,140 C. D. Booth,91 A. G. Borbély,55 H. M. Borecka-Bielska,107 L. S. Borgna,92 G. Borissov,87

D. Bortoletto,130 D. Boscherini,21b M. Bosman,12 J. D. Bossio Sola,101 K. Bouaouda,33a J. Boudreau,134

E. V. Bouhova-Thacker,87 D. Boumediene,36 R. Bouquet,131 A. Boveia,123 J. Boyd,34 D. Boye,27 I. R. Boyko,77

A. J. Bozson,91 J. Bracinik,19 N. Brahimi,58d,58c G. Brandt,177 O. Brandt,30 F. Braren,44 B. Brau,100 J. E. Brau,127

W. D. Breaden Madden,55 K. Brendlinger,44 R. Brener,175 L. Brenner,34 R. Brenner,167 S. Bressler,175 B. Brickwedde,97

D. L. Briglin,19 D. Britton,55 D. Britzger,112 I. Brock,22 R. Brock,104 G. Brooijmans,37 W. K. Brooks,142d E. Brost,27

P. A. Bruckman de Renstrom,82 B. Brüers,44 D. Bruncko,26b A. Bruni,21b G. Bruni,21b M. Bruschi,21b N. Bruscino,70a,70b

L. Bryngemark,149 T. Buanes,15 Q. Buat,151 P. Buchholz,147 A. G. Buckley,55 I. A. Budagov,77 M. K. Bugge,129

O. Bulekov,109 B. A. Bullard,57 T. J. Burch,117 S. Burdin,88 C. D. Burgard,44 A. M. Burger,125 B. Burghgrave,7 J. T. P. Burr,44

C. D. Burton,10 J. C. Burzynski,100 V. Büscher,97 P. J. Bussey,55 J. M. Butler,23 C. M. Buttar,55 J. M. Butterworth,92

W. Buttinger,139 C. J. Buxo Vazquez,104 A. R. Buzykaev,118b,118a G. Cabras,21b S. Cabrera Urbán,169 D. Caforio,54 H. Cai,134

V. M.M. Cairo,149 O. Cakir,3a N. Calace,34 P. Calafiura,16 G. Calderini,131 P. Calfayan,63 G. Callea,55 L. P. Caloba,78b

A. Caltabiano,71a,71b S. Calvente Lopez,96 D. Calvet,36 S. Calvet,36 T. P. Calvet,99 M. Calvetti,69a,69b R. Camacho Toro,131

S. Camarda,34 D. Camarero Munoz,96 P. Camarri,71a,71b M. T. Camerlingo,72a,72b D. Cameron,129 C. Camincher,171

M. Campanelli,92 A. Camplani,38 V. Canale,67a,67b A. Canesse,101 M. Cano Bret,75 J. Cantero,125 Y. Cao,168 M. Capua,39b,39a

A. Carbone,66a,66b R. Cardarelli,71a F. Cardillo,169 G. Carducci,39b,39a T. Carli,34 G. Carlino,67a B. T. Carlson,134

E. M. Carlson,171,163a L. Carminati,66a,66b M. Carnesale,70a,70b R. M. D. Carney,149 S. Caron,115 E. Carquin,142d S. Carrá,44

G. Carratta,21b,21a J. W. S. Carter,162 T. M. Carter,48 D. Casadei,31c M. P. Casado,12,j A. F. Casha,162 E. G. Castiglia,178

F. L. Castillo,59a L. Castillo Garcia,12 V. Castillo Gimenez,169 N. F. Castro,135a,135e A. Catinaccio,34 J. R. Catmore,129

A. Cattai,34 V. Cavaliere,27 N. Cavalli,21b,21a V. Cavasinni,69a,69b E. Celebi,11b F. Celli,130 K. Cerny,126 A. S. Cerqueira,78a

A. Cerri,152 L. Cerrito,71a,71b F. Cerutti,16 A. Cervelli,21b S. A. Cetin,11b Z. Chadi,33a D. Chakraborty,117 M. Chala,135f

J. Chan,176 W. S. Chan,116 W. Y. Chan,88 J. D. Chapman,30 B. Chargeishvili,155b D. G. Charlton,19 T. P. Charman,90

M. Chatterjee,18 C. C. Chau,32 S. Chekanov,5 S. V. Chekulaev,163a G. A. Chelkov,77,k A. Chen,103 B. Chen,157 C. Chen,58a

C. H. Chen,76 H. Chen,13c H. Chen,27 J. Chen,58a J. Chen,37 J. Chen,24 S. Chen,132 S. J. Chen,13c X. Chen,58c X. Chen,13b

Y. Chen,58a Y-H. Chen,44 C. L. Cheng,176 H. C. Cheng,60a H. J. Cheng,13a A. Cheplakov,77 E. Cheremushkina,44

R. Cherkaoui El Moursli,33e E. Cheu,6 K. Cheung,61 L. Chevalier,140 V. Chiarella,49 G. Chiarelli,69a G. Chiodini,65a

A. S. Chisholm,19 A. Chitan,25b I. Chiu,159 Y. H. Chiu,171 M. V. Chizhov,77,l K. Choi,10 A. R. Chomont,70a,70b Y. Chou,100

E. Y. S. Chow,116 L. D. Christopher,31f M. C. Chu,60a X. Chu,13a,13d J. Chudoba,136 J. J. Chwastowski,82 D. Cieri,112

K. M. Ciesla,82 V. Cindro,89 I. A. Cioară,25b A. Ciocio,16 F. Cirotto,67a,67b Z. H. Citron,175,m M. Citterio,66a

D. A. Ciubotaru,25b B. M. Ciungu,162 A. Clark,52 P. J. Clark,48 J. M. Clavijo Columbie,44 S. E. Clawson,98 C. Clement,43a,43b

L. Clissa,21b,21a Y. Coadou,99 M. Cobal,64a,64c A. Coccaro,53b J. Cochran,76 R. F. Coelho Barrue,135a

R. Coelho Lopes De Sa,100 S. Coelli,66a H. Cohen,157 A. E. C. Coimbra,34 B. Cole,37 J. Collot,56 P. Conde Muiño,135a,135h

S. H. Connell,31c I. A. Connelly,55 E. I. Conroy,130 F. Conventi,67a,n H. G. Cooke,19 A. M. Cooper-Sarkar,130 F. Cormier,170

L. D. Corpe,34 M. Corradi,70a,70b E. E. Corrigan,94 F. Corriveau,101,o M. J. Costa,169 F. Costanza,4 D. Costanzo,145

B. M. Cote,123 G. Cowan,91 J. W. Cowley,30 J. Crane,98 K. Cranmer,121 R. A. Creager,132 S. Crépé-Renaudin,56
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nAlso at Università di Napoli Parthenope, Napoli, Italy.
oAlso at Institute of Particle Physics (IPP), Canada.
pAlso at Bruno Kessler Foundation, Trento, Italy.
qAlso at Department of Physics, St. Petersburg State Polytechnical University, St. Petersburg, Russia.
rAlso at Borough of Manhattan Community College, City University of New York, New York, New York, USA.
sAlso at Department of Physics, California State University, Fresno, USA.
tAlso at Department of Financial and Management Engineering, University of the Aegean, Chios, Greece.
uAlso at Centro Studi e Ricerche Enrico Fermi, Italy.

G. AAD et al. PHYS. REV. D 106, 052001 (2022)

052001-34



vAlso at Department of Physics, California State University, East Bay, USA.
wAlso at Institucio Catalana de Recerca i Estudis Avancats, ICREA, Barcelona, Spain.
xAlso at Graduate School of Science, Osaka University, Osaka, Japan.
yAlso at Physikalisches Institut, Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg, Freiburg, Germany.
zAlso at University of Chinese Academy of Sciences (UCAS), Beijing, China.
aaAlso at Yeditepe University, Physics Department, Istanbul, Turkey.
bbAlso at Institute of Theoretical Physics, Ilia State University, Tbilisi, Georgia.
ccAlso at CERN, Geneva, Switzerland.
ddAlso at Joint Institute for Nuclear Research, Dubna, Russia.
eeAlso at Hellenic Open University, Patras, Greece.
ffAlso at Center for High Energy Physics, Peking University, China.
ggAlso at The City College of New York, New York, New York, USA.
hhAlso at Department of Physics, California State University, Sacramento, USA.
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This note presents interpretations of searches for Higgs boson pair (��) production in the
11̄WW and 11̄g+g− final states, and of their combination, in the framework of Higgs Effective
Field Theory (HEFT). The searches make use of 139 fb−1 of proton-proton collision data
recorded with the ATLAS detector at a centre-of-mass energy of

√
B = 13 TeV at the LHC.

Upper limits on the �� production cross-section are set for seven HEFT benchmark models
at 95% confidence level, with observed (expected) limits ranging from 50.4 (46.0) fb to 135.1
(135.1) fb. Exclusion limits are also set on two HEFT coupling parameters associated with
the couplings of a Higgs boson pair with two gluons, 266ℎℎ, and with a top-quark pair, 2CCℎℎ.
Values of these parameters are excluded outside the observed (expected) ranges of [−0.3, 0.4]
([−0.3, 0.3]) and [−0.2, 0.6] ([−0.2, 0.6]), respectively, at 95% confidence level.
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1 Introduction

The Higgs boson (�), a cornerstone of the Standard Model (SM), was discovered by the ATLAS and CMS
collaborations in 2012 [1, 2]. Numerous measurements of its spin and couplings have been performed [3–5]
since its discovery, showing consistency with SM predictions. The trilinear Higgs boson self-coupling,
_��� , provides direct access to the shape of the Higgs potential, and its measurement is a primary
physics goal of the LHC and its forthcoming upgrade, the high-luminosity LHC. Modifications to the
Higgs boson self-coupling can occur through physics phenomena beyond the SM (BSM), which can lead
to an enhancement of the rate of Higgs boson pair production (��) and modifications of the kinematic
properties of the process.

Effective Field Theories (EFT) provide a generic approach to parametrise the effects of BSM physics at the
high-energy scale in terms of effective couplings at the low-energy scale. Two different EFT formalisms
are widely used: the SMEFT [6] and the Higgs EFT (HEFT) [7, 8]. This note focuses on the HEFT
framework, where the Lagrangian is organised following the guidance of chiral perturbation theory [9]
and where the low-energy dynamics of electroweak symmetry breaking are described using a non-linear
realisation of (* (2) ×* (1). In this formalism, anomalous Higgs boson couplings are expected to be the
dominant source of new physics in the electroweak sector. Unlike in SMEFT, they are defined such to
treat separately the couplings to the single Higgs boson and to a Higgs boson pair, making it more suitable
for a simplified �� interpretation. Deviations from SM predictions can potentially be observed in ��
production and can subsequently be interpreted in the HEFT framework.

In the SM, �� production via gluon-gluon fusion (ggF) is the dominant production process accounting for
over 90% of the total production rate. At leading order (LO), it is described by the Feynman diagrams
shown in Figure 1. The two diagrams interfere destructively, resulting in an �� production cross-section
of fSM

ggF = 31.05 fb ± 3% (PDF+UB)+6%
−23% (Scale + <top) [10–18], around three orders of magnitude smaller

than the single Higgs boson production process.

g
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Figure 1: HEFT coupling parameters in SM-like leading-order Feynman diagrams for Higgs boson pair production
through gluon-gluon fusion.

In the HEFT Lagrangian, ggF �� production is described at LO with 5 operators and their corresponding
Wilson coefficients: 2ℎℎℎ, 2CCℎ, 266ℎ, 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ. The 2ℎℎℎ = _���/_SM��� and 2CCℎ = _CC�/_SMCC�
coefficients represent the coupling modifiers for the Higgs boson self-coupling and top-quark Yukawa
coupling (_CC� ). The remaining Wilson coefficients affect respectively the 66�, 66�� and CC�� vertex
interactions and introduce the three BSM LO Feynman diagrams for ggF �� production shown in Figure 2.
The HEFT Lagrangian reduces to the SM Lagrangian for 2ℎℎℎ = 2CCℎ = 1 and 2CCℎℎ = 266ℎ = 266ℎℎ = 0,
when the Higgs boson self-coupling and top-quark Yukawa coupling have SM values and none of the BSM
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production modes are present. Higgs boson pair production is the most promising process to measure the
Higgs boson self-coupling because it gives access to 2ℎℎℎ at tree level. Furthermore, the �� process gives
unique access to the two other Wilson coefficients, 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ. On the contrary, single Higgs boson
processes have better sensitivity to the remaining two coefficients, 266ℎ and 2CCℎ. The HEFT formalism
allows to interpret general searches in different BSM scenarios by simultaneously varying multiple Wilson
coefficients.

g

g H

H

H

cggh chhh

g

g H

H

cgghh

g

g H

H

ctthh

Figure 2: HEFT coupling parameters in BSM leading-order Feynman diagrams for Higgs boson pair production
through gluon-gluon fusion.

Since several LO Feynman diagrams with different mass dependencies contribute to �� production,
variations of the HEFT Wilson coefficients change their relative contributions and interference, thereby
modifying the resulting invariant mass spectrum, <�� .

Cluster analysis [19] is used to define groups of different HEFT models according to their impact on the
shape of the <�� distribution. At next-to-leading order (NLO), 7 HEFT benchmark (BM) models [20],
defined in Table 1, describe representative shape features of the <�� distribution, and can be used to
explore multiple BSM scenarios. This largely reduces the number of signal points to probe while providing
a wide variety of characteristic shapes of the <�� distribution. Experimental constraints on the 5 HEFT
couplings can rule out the existence of individual benchmark models defined by a given set of coupling
values. However, many other combinations of the coupling values can give rise to similar <�� shapes as
in the benchmarks. Hence, the study of benchmark models still provides valuable new constraints on BSM
physics.

Table 1: Values of the HEFT Wilson coefficients in the SM and in seven BSM benchmark models.

Benchmark model 2ℎℎℎ 2CCℎ 266ℎ 266ℎℎ 2CCℎℎ

SM 1 1 0 0 0
BM 1 3.94 0.94 1/2 1/3 −1/3
BM 2 6.84 0.61 0.0 −1/3 1/3
BM 3 2.21 1.05 1/2 1/2 −1/3
BM 4 2.79 0.61 −1/2 1/6 1/3
BM 5 3.95 1.17 1/6 −1/2 −1/3
BM 6 5.68 0.83 −1/2 1/3 1/3
BM 7 −0.10 0.94 1/6 −1/6 1

The �� searches performed with the ATLAS Run 2 data in the 11̄WW [21] and 11̄gg [22] final states
and their combination [23] produce constraints on the �� production cross-section and on 2ℎℎℎ. The
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observed (expected) allowed range of 2ℎℎℎ values at 95% confidence level (CL) from the combination of
both channels is −1.0 < 2ℎℎℎ < 6.6 (−1.2 < 2ℎℎℎ < 7.2), assuming all other couplings have their SM
values. In this note, a more general interpretation of these �� searches is performed, based on the HEFT
framework. Upper limits on the ggF �� cross-sections are presented for the 7 benchmark models of <��
shapes, and constraints on the 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ couplings are set one at a time, assuming SM values for all
other couplings.

2 Data and simulation samples

The searches documented in this note use 139 fb−1 of ?? collision data at
√
B = 13 TeV collected by the

ATLAS experiment during the LHC Run 2 data-taking period from 2015 to 2018. The primary luminosity
measurement is made by the LUCID-2 detector [24].

Both 11̄WW and 11̄g+g− search channels use a consistent set of signal Monte Carlo (MC) samples. SM
non-resonant �� production via ggF is simulated at NLO precision and considering finite top-quark mass
effects using the Powheg Box v2 generator [25–29] and the PDF4LHC15 parton distribution function
(PDF) set [30]. Pythia 8.244 [31] is used for the parton shower and hadronisation simulation, utilising the
NNPDF2.3lo [32] PDF set and the A14 tune [33]. It is prohibitively computationally expensive to simulate
all of the possible variations of the Wilson coefficients described by EFTs. Instead, the <�� distribution
in different BSM scenarios described by HEFT can be obtained by a reweighting procedure based on the
SM �� sample. As derived in Ref. [34], the NLO differential cross-section for the �� production via
gluon-gluon fusion, df��/d<�� , is parametrised in terms of coupling combinations as follows:

df��
d<��

= Poly(A, 2ℎℎℎ, 2CCℎ, 2CCℎℎ, 266ℎ, 266ℎℎ |<�� )

= �12
4
CCℎ + �22

2
CCℎℎ + (�32

2
CCℎ + �42

2
66ℎ) · 2

2
ℎℎℎ + �52

2
66ℎℎ + (�62CCℎℎ + �72CCℎ2ℎℎℎ) · 22

ℎℎℎ

+ (�82CCℎ2ℎℎℎ + �9266ℎ2ℎℎℎ) · 2CCℎℎ + �102CCℎℎ266ℎℎ + (�11266ℎ2ℎℎℎ + �12266ℎℎ) · 22
CCℎ

+ (�132ℎℎℎ266ℎ + �14266ℎℎ) · 2CCℎ2ℎℎℎ + �15266ℎ266ℎℎ2ℎℎℎ + �162
3
CCℎ266ℎ

+ �172CCℎ2CCℎℎ266ℎ + �182CCℎ2
2
66ℎ2ℎℎℎ + �192CCℎ266ℎ266ℎℎ + �202

2
CCℎ2

2
66ℎ

+ �212CCℎℎ2
2
66ℎ + �222

3
66ℎ2ℎℎℎ + �232

2
66ℎ266ℎℎ, (1)

where the differential coefficients �8 are evaluated exclusively in the 240 GeV < <�� < 1040 GeV range
in bins of 20GeV. The binned <�� distribution from simulated SM �� events can be reweighted to any
point in the HEFT space using the event weights defined as:

F(<�� ) =
df��/d<��
dfSM

��
/d<��

=
Poly(A|<�� )

PolySM(A|<�� )
. (2)

The reweighting procedure using F(<�� ) changes both the <�� shape and the overall normalisation
with respect to the simulated SM �� sample. To remove the normalisation effect, normalised weights

4



Fnorm(<�� ) are defined as

Fnorm(<�� ) = F(<�� ) ·
fSM
��

f��
=

Poly(A|<�� )
PolySM(A|<�� )

· Poly
SM(A)

Poly(A) , (3)

where inclusive �8 coefficients, derived from the full �� phase space, are used to cancel the cross-section
contribution from F(<�� ).

In this note, the BSM processes are reweighted from simulated SM �� events using the event-per-event
weight Fnorm(<�� ). Events with <�� > 1040 GeV are reweighted using the weight corresponding
to the highest available <�� bin with a central value of 1030 GeV. Systematic uncertainties stemming
from reweighting are derived directly from events without detector response simulation (particle level)
to account for possible discrepancies between the reweighted distributions and simulated distributions.
The particle level <�� distribution for the SM �� production and the modified <�� distributions in
different HEFT benchmark models are shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Particle level <�� distributions for SM �� production and the HEFT benchmark models. All distributions
are normalised to unity.

TheSMvector-boson-fusion (VBF)�� process is simulated at LOwithMadGraph5_aMC@NLO2.60 [35]
using the NNPDF3.0nlo PDF set interfaced with Pythia 8.244. In this note, the SM VBF �� process is
treated as a background to all ggF �� signal configurations. Due to the small contribution of the VBF ��
process to the total background, the 2ℎℎℎ dependence of this process is neglected and 2ℎℎℎ is therefore
kept at its SM value of 1 in such simulated events and when evaluating the final results. The impact of
varying the VBF process with 2ℎℎℎ is found to change the expected limits in the combination by less than
2.4% for all benchmark models, while removing the VBF �� process altogether results in a change of less
than 0.2%. The values of the 5 HEFT couplings in the simulation of the remaining SM backgrounds are
also kept fixed at their SM value.

The single Higgs boson processes are simulated consistently for both the 11̄WW and 11̄g+g− channels
using Powheg Box v2 with the NNPDF3.0nlo PDF set. Parton showering, hadronisation and underlying
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event for single Higgs boson ggF and VBF processes are simulated using Pythia 8.212 with the AZNLO
tune [36] and the CTEQ6L1 PDF set [37], while for the CC̄� process, Pythia 8.230 with the A14 tune
and the NNPDF2.3lo PDF set is used. In the 11̄WW channel, the C� and 11̄� production modes are also
considered, as described in Ref. [38]. A combination of MC simulation and a data-driven method are used
together to estimate the WW+jets background. The MC sample for the WW+jets process is generated using
Sherpa 2.2.4 [39].

In the 11̄g+g− channel, the pair production of top quarks (CC̄) and single top quark production in the C-,
B- and ,C-channels are simulated using Powheg Box v2 and the NNPDF3.0nlo PDF set. The parton
shower and hadronisation are performed using Pythia 8.230 with the NNPDF2.3lo PDF set using the
A14 tune. The ++jets, diboson and CC̄/ processes are simulated using Sherpa 2.2.1, while the CC̄,
process is simulated with Sherpa 2.2.8; the NNPDF3.0nnlo PDF set with dedicated process-specific
parton shower tunes developed by the Sherpa authors is used for parton shower and hadronisation. The
background contributions from quark- and gluon-initiated jets identified as hadronically decaying g-leptons
are estimated with a data-driven method.

3 Individual search channels

3.1 NN → bb̄$$

Despite the small branching fraction of the �� → 11̄WW final state, the search benefits from an excellent
di-photon mass resolution, clean di-photon triggers and relatively small backgrounds. The analysis
described in Ref. [21] uses the full Run 2 dataset of 139 fb−1 and selects events with exactly two photons
with |[ | < 2.37, excluding the transition region of 1.37 < |[ | < 1.52 between the barrel and the endcap
electromagnetic calorimeters. The invariant mass of the two leading photons, <WW , must satisfy the
requirement of 105 GeV < <WW < 160 GeV, and the transverse momenta of the leading and sub-leading
photons must be greater than 0.35 and 0.25 times <WW , respectively. Events are also required to contain
two 1-tagged jets, which are identified with the DL1r algorithm [40, 41], using the 77% efficiency working
point. CC̄� processes with hadronic top-quark decays are rejected by requiring fewer than six central
(|[ | < 2.5) jets, while CC̄� processes with semi-leptonic top-quark decays are suppressed by rejecting events
with electrons or muons. The events are classified in two, respectively low-mass and high-mass, regions
according to the modified four-body mass of the di-photon plus 1-tagged jets system, <∗

11̄WW
, defined as

<∗
11̄WW

= <11̄WW −<11̄ −<WW +250 GeV, where<11̄WW is the four-body mass and<11̄ is the invariant mass
of the two 1-jets. A Boosted Decision Tree (BDT) algorithm is employed for further event classification
to discriminate the SM �� signal in the high-mass region, and signals with 2ℎℎℎ > 1 in the low-mass
region, from the corresponding background processes. In each signal region, two classes of events are
defined based on the BDT discriminant, resulting in four categories: High-Mass Tight, High-Mass Loose,
Low-Mass Tight and Low-Mass Loose.

The final statistical results are then obtained from a simultaneous unbinned maximum likelihood fit to the
observed <WW distribution across the four categories. The dominant continuum di-photon background,
coming from WW, W-jet and jet-jet event production, is modelled by an exponential function directly fitted to
the data. The �� signal and single Higgs boson background components are modelled by a double-sided
Crystal Ball function [42, 43]. No significant dependence of the <WW distribution on the HEFT parameters
is found, and therefore the SM �� signal template is used for all HEFT signals. The signal reweighting
is applied to model the dependence of the overall signal efficiency on the HEFT parameters in the four
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categories. Table 2 shows the signal efficiency of the individual HEFT benchmark models. The �� signal
efficiency dependence on the 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ coupling parameters is shown in Figure 4.

Table 2: Efficiency of the �� signal selection for the SM and HEFT benchmark models within the 11̄WW signal
regions, where LM and HM refer to the low- and high-mass regions, respectively, and Loose/Tight refer to the
selection criteria on the BDT discriminant.

Acceptance × Efficiency [%] HM Loose LM Loose HM Tight LM Tight Total

SM 3.2 0.6 7.7 0.4 11.9
BM 1 1.3 2.9 3.8 1.5 9.5
BM 2 1.8 2.2 4.5 1.2 9.7
BM 3 2.2 1.3 8.3 0.6 12.4
BM 4 2.9 0.7 8.6 0.4 12.6
BM 5 3.1 0.3 9.8 0.1 13.3
BM 6 2.6 1.2 7.0 0.7 11.5
BM 7 3.1 0.3 10.8 0.2 14.4

1.2 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.8 1.2
cgghh

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

A
cc

e
p

ta
n

ce
 ×

 E
ff

ic
ie

n
cy

 [
%

]

ATLAS Simulation Preliminary

s =  13 TeV, 139 fb 1

HH bb

HM Tight

HM Loose

LM Tight

LM Loose

(a)

1.2 0.8 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.8 1.2

ctthh

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

A
cc

e
p

ta
n

ce
 ×

 E
ff

ic
ie

n
cy

 [
%

]

HM Tight

HM Loose

LM Tight

LM Loose

ATLAS Simulation Preliminary

s =  13 TeV, 139 fb 1

HH bb

(b)

Figure 4: Efficiency of the �� signal selection for the 266ℎℎ (a) and 2CCℎℎ (b) scans within the 11̄WW signal regions,
where LM and HM refer to the low- and high-mass regions, respectively, and Loose/Tight refer to the selection
criteria on the BDT discriminant.

3.2 NN → bb̄3+3−

The 11̄g+g− search channel benefits from a sizeable branching fraction and a moderate background. The
analysis described in Ref. [22] uses the complete Run 2 dataset of 139 fb−1 and splits events into categories
containing one lepton (electron or muon) and one hadronically decaying g-lepton (11̄glepghad), and events
containing two hadronically decaying g-leptons (11̄ghadghad). The 11̄glepghad category uses a combination
of single-lepton triggers (SLT) and lepton + tau triggers (LTT), while the 11̄ghadghad category utilises the
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single-tau and di-tau triggers. In both categories, priority is given to the single-lepton/tau triggers when the
?T of the corresponding offline object is above the ?T threshold of that trigger.

The 11̄glepghad events are required to have exactly one lepton and exactly one hadronically decaying g-lepton
of opposite charge to the lepton. The 11̄ghadghad events require exactly two hadronically decaying g-leptons
with opposite charge, and events with electrons or muons are vetoed. Both categories require two 1-tagged
jets (DL1r at the 77% efficiency working point) and the invariant mass of the gg system (calculated using
the Missing Mass Calculator [44]) to be greater than 60GeV. Events passing these selection criteria form
the 11̄glepghad and 11̄ghadghad signal regions. The 11̄glepghad category is further split into SLT and LTT
signal regions according to the trigger fired in the event.

The dominant SM backgrounds for the 11̄g+g− channel arise from top-quark,,//+jets, diboson, single
Higgs boson and multi-jet production processes. The simulated estimates for the CC̄ and /+heavy-flavor jets
processes are each normalised to data in a dedicated control region. For both the 11̄glepghad and 11̄ghadghad
categories, fake factors for quark- and gluon-initiated jets misidentified as a hadronically decaying g-lepton
are estimated from data. For the 11̄glepghad category, fake factors are derived for the CC̄ and multi-jet
processes, and then combined to give an overall estimation of the jet-to-ghad misidentification rate.

A multivariate (MVA) classifier is trained to separate the SM �� signal from the backgrounds in each of
the signal regions. For the 11̄glepghad category, a deep neural network (NN) is trained in each of the signal
regions using 11 (8) kinematic and angular input variables for SLT (LTT) events. A BDT classifier is
trained for 11̄ghadghad events using 5 kinematic and angular input variables. The final results are obtained
through a fit to the multivariate classifier outputs in the signal regions, shown in Figures 5 and 6. The
signal reweighting described in Section 2 is used to model the signal acceptance and the MVA output
distributions for the different HEFT coupling configurations. Table 3 shows the signal efficiency obtained
for the individual HEFT benchmark models. The signal efficiency for the 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ scans is shown
in Figure 7.
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Figure 5: Distributions of the 11̄glepghad SLT (a), 11̄glepghad LTT (b) MVA discriminant for the data, the SM
backgrounds and a selection of reweighted HEFT benchmark signals.
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Figure 6: Distributions of the 11̄ghadghad MVA discriminant for the data, the SM backgrounds and a selection of
reweighted HEFT benchmark signals.

Table 3: Efficiency of the �� signal selection for the SM and HEFT benchmark models within the 11̄g+g− signal
regions.

Acceptance × Efficiency [%] 11̄glepghad (SLT) 11̄glepghad (LTT) 11̄ghadghad Total

SM 4.1 1.0 4.1 9.2
BM 1 3.2 0.7 2.7 6.6
BM 2 3.3 0.8 2.9 7.0
BM 3 4.7 0.9 4.9 10.5
BM 4 4.6 1.0 4.7 10.3
BM 5 5.0 1.0 5.3 11.3
BM 6 4.0 0.9 4.0 8.9
BM 7 5.5 1.0 5.9 12.4
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Figure 7: Efficiency of the �� signal selection for the 266ℎℎ (a) and 2CCℎℎ (b) scans within the 11̄g+g− signal regions.
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4 Systematic uncertainties

Uncertainties on the SM backgrounds are evaluated considering the data-taking conditions, the reconstruc-
tion and modelling of physics objects, and theoretical uncertainties of the simulation. These are described
for the �� → 11̄WW and �� → 11̄g+g− searches in Ref. [21] and Ref. [22], respectively. In addition, for
both search channels, uncertainties on the signal event yields from the reweighting procedure described in
Section 2 must be considered. For this purpose, �� samples with 100 000 events are simulated for the
7 HEFT benchmark models and the SM �� process with the Powheg Box v2 generator [45] interfaced
with Pythia 8.244 for parton showering and hadronisation. The reweighting uncertainty for each HEFT
benchmark model is estimated as the difference in signal yields of the simulated benchmark sample and
the reweighted sample. In all channels, the MVA is not applied when calculating the HEFT reweighting
uncertainty due to the use of particle level samples for the evaluation of this uncertainty. The effect of
the reweighting on the MVA shapes has been studied for each channel and signal region at reconstruction
level for 2ℎℎℎ = 10 and is found to be negligible. The uncertainties for each channel are summarised in
Table 4. Furthermore, the acceptance uncertainties related to the choice of the strong coupling constant,
U( , the renormalisation and factorisation scales and the choice of PDF sets and parton shower model are
evaluated for each �� signal configuration. Each signal acceptance uncertainty is taken as the envelope
between the given signal hypothesis and the SM �� signal. In the case of the 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ couplings,
the corresponding uncertainties are evaluated by comparing the simulated and reweighted samples with the
coefficient values −0.5, 0.5 and 1.0, while all the other Wilson coefficients are fixed to their SM values.
The envelope of the three sets of differences is defined as the uncertainty for the final fit of parameters. The
uncertainties due to the choice of U( , renormalisation and factorisation scales, the PDF sets are found to be
below 5% in the 11̄WW channel and below 3% in the 11̄g+g− channel. The uncertainty due to the choice of
the parton showering algorithm ranges from 2 to 15% in the 11̄WW channel while in the 11̄g+g− channel it
ranges from 4 to 8%. The HEFT reweighting uncertainties are summarised in Table 5.

Table 4: Signal normalisation uncertainty due to the reweighting procedure, for each of the HEFT benchmarks. In the
11̄WW channel, the uncertainties presented are applied in both the Tight and Loose categories, separately for the low-
and high-mass regions.

Channel 11̄WW 11̄g+g−

Region LM HM 11̄glepghad (SLT) 11̄glepghad (LTT) 11̄ghadghad

BM 1 4.9% 0.4% 14.6% 8.3% 3.8%
BM 2 2.4% 4.2% 12.6% 5.5% 3.7%
BM 3 6.1% 4.7% 9.9% 14.1% 14.8%
BM 4 5.3% 1.4% 2.1% 8.5% 2.5%
BM 5 10.8% 2.5% 8.4% 16.9% 10.0%
BM 6 2.8% 1.3% 3.3% 13.7% 2.8%
BM 7 0.3% 2.3% 1.0% 11.6% 5.9%

Following Ref. [23], in the statistical combination of the �� → 11̄WW and �� → 11̄g+g− searches,
uncertainties related to the data-taking conditions, such as the uncertainties on the integrated luminosity and
pile-up modelling, are treated as fully correlated across both channels. Systematic uncertainties related to
the reconstruction and calibration of shared physics objects, such as jets and 1-jets, are treated as correlated
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Table 5: Normalisation uncertainties due to the reweighting procedure, for the 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ scans. In the 11̄WW
channel, the uncertainties presented are applied in both the Tight and Loose categories, separately for the low- and
high-mass regions.

Channel 11̄WW 11̄g+g−

Region LM HM 11̄glepghad (SLT) 11̄glepghad (LTT) 11̄ghadghad

266ℎℎ 9.8% 6.2% 10.5% 11.2% 21.6%
2CCℎℎ 8.7% 1.6% 4.2% 10.1% 5.3%

where possible. Theoretical modelling uncertainties on both the signal and background processes, such
as the QCD scale and the PDFs, are correlated where possible. Finally, HEFT reweighting uncertainties
are also correlated between the two analyses. When setting exclusion limits, the dominant systematic
uncertainties, which affect most the statistical combination of the 11̄WW and 11̄g+g− search channels, are
found to be the modelling of top-quark backgrounds and the modelling of additional heavy-flavor jet
radiation in single Higgs boson production processes.

5 Results

An interpretation of the �� searches in the 11̄WW and 11̄gg channels, and their combination, within the
HEFT framework is performed, using a statistical framework based on the profile likelihood ratio [46].
Upper limits are set on the ggF �� production cross-section following the CLB prescription [47], using the
asymptotic approximation. The limits on fggF(��) are presented for the 7 HEFT benchmark models,
and constaints are set separately on the 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ couplings, assuming that all other couplings
take their SM values. The contribution from SM VBF �� events is treated as a background in all limit
computations.

5.1 NN → bb̄$$

The upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section for the different HEFT benchmarks derived
in the �� → 11̄WW channel are shown in Figure 8, and listed in Table 6. The most stringent observed
(expected) upper limits are set for BM 7 at 88.9 fb (126.3 fb); the least stringent limits are set for BM 1 at
189.3 fb (293.0 fb). The expected limits are obtained assuming no ggF �� production. Figure 9 shows the
upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section as a function of the 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ HEFT Wilson
coefficients. The observed (expected) 95% CL intervals on 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ are −0.4 < 266ℎℎ < 0.5
(−0.5 < 266ℎℎ < 0.7), and −0.3 < 2CCℎℎ < 0.8 (−0.4 < 2CCℎℎ < 0.9), respectively.
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Figure 8: Observed and expected upper limits at 95% CL on fggF (��) for the seven HEFT benchmarks and the SM,
obtained from the �� → 11̄WW analysis. The expected limits are obtained assuming no ggF �� production.

Table 6: Observed and expected upper limits at 95% CL on fggF (��) for the seven HEFT benchmarks and the SM,
obtained from the �� → 11̄WW analysis. The expected cross-section limits assume no ggF �� production.

Upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section [fb]

Benchmark Obs. −2f −1f Exp. +1f +2f
SM 127.7 92.1 123.6 171.6 253.7 380.4
BM 1 189.3 157.3 211.2 293.0 429.2 632.5
BM 2 183.2 143.7 192.9 267.7 393.5 584.4
BM 3 109.8 87.6 117.6 163.2 242.2 366.4
BM 4 111.2 83.6 112.2 155.8 230.7 347.2
BM 5 97.8 73.9 99.2 137.7 204.2 308.3
BM 6 134.4 101.4 136.1 188.9 279.2 418.5
BM 7 88.9 67.8 91.0 126.3 187.4 283.1
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Figure 9: Upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section as a function of the 266ℎℎ (a) and 2CCℎℎ (b) HEFT
Wilson coefficients, obtained from the �� → 11̄WW analysis. The expected limits are obtained assuming no ggF
�� production. The theory prediction curve in red presents the scenario where all Wilson coefficients are set to their
SM values except for the one under study.
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5.2 NN → bb̄3+3−

The observed (expected) upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section for the different HEFT
benchmarks derived in the �� → 11̄g+g− channel are shown in Figure 10 and Table 7. The most stringent
(expected) upper limits are set for BM 7 at 65.9 fb (51.2 fb). The least stringent limits are set for BM 2, at
203.0 fb (163.7 fb). The expected limits are obtained assuming no ggF �� production. Figure 11 shows
the upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section as a function of the 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ HEFTWilson
coefficients. The observed (expected) 95% CL intervals on 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ are −0.4 < 266ℎℎ < 0.4
(−0.4 < 266ℎℎ < 0.4) and −0.3 < 2CCℎℎ < 0.7 (−0.2 < 2CCℎℎ < 0.6), respectively.
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HH bb +
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Figure 10: Observed and expected upper limits at 95% CL on fggF (��) for the seven HEFT benchmarks and the
SM, obtained from the �� → 11̄g+g− analysis. The expected limits are obtained assuming no ggF �� production.

Table 7: Observed and expected upper limit at 95% CL on fggF (��) for the seven HEFT benchmarks and the SM,
obtained from the �� → 11̄g+g− analysis. The expected cross-section limits assume no ggF �� production.

Upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section [fb]

Benchmark Obs. −2f −1f Exp. +1f +2f
SM 130.9 59.1 79.3 110.1 156.9 221.4
BM 1 195.8 80.8 108.4 150.5 216.9 312.0
BM 2 203.1 87.9 118.0 163.7 235.0 335.5
BM 3 82.8 33.8 45.3 62.9 92.1 136.3
BM 4 94.6 40.5 54.4 75.4 107.9 153.0
BM 5 78.5 33.1 44.4 61.6 89.1 129.1
BM 6 126.1 54.7 73.4 101.8 145.6 206.4
BM 7 65.9 27.5 36.9 51.2 73.5 104.8
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Figure 11: Upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section as a function of the 266ℎℎ (a) and 2CCℎℎ (b) Wilson
coefficients, obtained from the �� → 11̄g+g− analysis. The expected limits are obtained assuming no ggF ��
production. The theory prediction curve in red presents the situation where all Wilson coefficients are set to their SM
values except for one under study.

5.3 Combination

The upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section for the combination of the �� → 11̄WW and
�� → 11̄g+g− searches for the HEFT benchmarks are shown on Figure 12 and Table 8. The most stringent
limits are set for BM 7 with an observed (expected) limit of 50.4 fb (46.0 fb) while the least stringent limits
are set for BM 2 with an observed (expected) limit of 135.1 fb (135.1 fb). The expected limits are obtained
assuming no ggF �� production. The combined upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section
as a function of 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ are shown in Figure 13 and Table 9. The observed (expected) 95% CL
intervals on 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ are −0.3 < 266ℎℎ < 0.4 (−0.3 < 266ℎℎ < 0.3) and −0.2 < 2CCℎℎ < 0.6
(−0.2 < 2CCℎℎ < 0.6), respectively.
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Figure 12: Observed and expected upper limits at 95% CL on fggF (��) for the seven HEFT benchmarks and the
SM, obtained from the combination of the �� → 11̄g+g− and �� → 11̄WW analyses. The expected limits are
obtained assuming no ggF �� production.

Table 8: Observed and expected upper limits at 95% CL on fggF (��) for the seven HEFT benchmarks and the SM,
obtained from �� → 11̄WW, �� → 11̄g+g−, and their combination. The expected cross-section limits assume no
ggF �� production.

Upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section [fb]

11̄WW 11̄g+g− Combination
Benchmark Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. −2f −1f Exp. +1f +2f

SM 127.7 171.6 130.9 110.1 88.1 47.8 64.2 89.1 126.9 178.8
BM 1 189.3 293.0 195.8 150.5 135.0 69.9 93.8 130.2 186.3 264.7
BM 2 183.2 267.7 203.1 163.7 135.1 72.5 97.4 135.1 193.1 273.8
BM 3 109.8 163.2 82.8 62.9 62.9 30.6 41.0 56.9 82.7 120.8
BM 4 111.2 155.8 94.6 75.4 69.2 35.2 47.2 65.6 93.5 132.0
BM 5 97.8 137.7 78.5 61.6 58.4 29.1 39.1 54.3 78.1 111.9
BM 6 134.4 188.9 126.1 101.8 89.1 46.4 62.3 86.5 123.3 174.0
BM 7 88.9 126.3 65.9 51.2 50.4 24.7 33.2 46.0 65.8 93.3

Table 9: Allowed ranges at 95% CL for the 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ HEFT coupling coefficients, obtained from the
�� → 11̄WW and �� → 11̄g+g− analyses, and their combination.

11̄WW 11̄g+g− Combination
Wilson coefficient Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.

266ℎℎ [−0.4, 0.5] [−0.5, 0.7] [−0.4, 0.4] [−0.4, 0.4] [−0.3, 0.4] [−0.3, 0.3]
2CCℎℎ [−0.3, 0.8] [−0.4, 0.9] [−0.3, 0.7] [−0.2, 0.6] [−0.2, 0.6] [−0.2, 0.6]
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Figure 13: Upper limits at 95% CL on the ggF �� cross-section as a function of the 266ℎℎ (a) and 2CCℎℎ (b) HEFT
Wilson coefficients, obtained from the combination of the �� → 11̄WW and �� → 11̄g+g− analyses. The expected
limits are obtained assuming no ggF �� production. The theory prediction curve in red presents the situation where
all Wilson coefficients are set to their SM values except for the one under study.
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6 Conclusions

Exclusion limits on HEFT benchmark models with different <�� shapes and on the individual HEFT
coupling parameters 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ are presented, using searches for �� production in the 11̄WW and
11̄g+g− decay channels and their combination. These searches are performed with 139 fb−1 of ?? collision
Run 2 data recorded with the ATLAS detector at a centre-of-mass energy of

√
B = 13 TeV at the LHC.

Using the statistical combination of the �� → 11̄WW and �� → 11̄g+g− search channels, upper limits at
95% CL are set on the �� production cross-section in the gluon-gluon fusion production mode for the
seven HEFT benchmark models defined in Ref. [20]. The contribution from VBF �� events is treated as
a background and is found to be neligible. The observed (expected) limits range from 50.4 (46.0) fb in
benchmark model 7 to 135.1 (135.1) fb in benchmark model 2. Limits are also set on the HEFT Wilson
coefficients 266ℎℎ and 2CCℎℎ. Values outside the observed (expected) ranges of [−0.3, 0.4] ([−0.3, 0.3])
and [−0.2, 0.6] ([−0.2, 0.6]), respectively, are excluded at 95% CL for one coupling at a time, assuming
that the other coefficients have their SM values.
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   All the searches for beyond Standard Model physics presented in this
thesis contain beauty  quarks from the decay of Higgs bosons or top
quarks. These particles are detected using the so-called b-tagging
algorithms which are trained using simulated events and therefore need
to be calibrated in data. A search for the supersymmetric partner of the
top quark and two searches for beyond the Standard Model Higgs
bosons are presented. The nature of these beyond the Standard Model
particles is strongly influenced by the breaking of the supersymmetry or
electroweak symmetry, respectively. Hence the title, The Beauty in
Broken Symmetries, nicely encompasses the work that is presented in
this thesis.


	Tom sida

