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Abstract

The Standard Model Higgs boson with a mass of 125 GeV is predicted to have a
decay width of 4.1 MeV. Direct measurements of the Higgs width using on-shell
Higgs boson production are limited by the experimental resolution, which is about 1
GeV in the diphoton and four-lepton final states. This thesis presents a constraint
on the Higgs boson width obtained from the diphoton invariant mass distribution
in on-shell Higgs decays, using the interference between the amplitudes of the
gluon-gluon fusion to Higgs resonance, with subsequent diphoton decay, and the
continuum QCD gluon-gluon to diphoton process. The study was performed using
proton-proton collision data at a center-of-mass energy of 13 TeV, collected by the
CMS experiment during LHC Run 2, corresponding to an integrated luminosity of
137 inverse femtobarns. The observed (expected) upper limit on the Higgs boson
width is 92 MeV (138 MeV) at the 95% confidence level.
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Introduction

The most important goal of experimental particle physics is to uncover how
matter and the fundamental forces behave at the smallest and most ener-
getic scales of nature. Within this field, the Standard Model (SM) of particle
physics provides a theoretical description of all known elementary particles
and of three of the four fundamental interactions: electromagnetic, weak,
and strong. Over the past several decades, the SM has undergone extensive
and precise experimental validation. Despite its success, however, both ex-
perimental evidence and theoretical considerations point to the fact that the
SM is an incomplete picture of the physical world. It fails, for instance, to
account for the observed asymmetry between matter and antimatter, the ex-
istence and nature of dark matter, the origin of neutrino masses and fermion
generations, and the emergence of its several free parameters.

One of the pillars of modern particle physics is the Large Hadron Collider
(LHC) at CERN (European Organization for Nuclear Research), which is cur-
rently the most powerful and complex particle accelerator ever built. Among
the LHC’s four main experiments, the Compact Muon Solenoid (CMS) de-
tector serves as a general-purpose apparatus designed to reconstruct and
study the particles emerging from high-energy proton–proton collisions. The
CMS physics program focuses on two main goals: the precision study of the
Standard Model, particularly the Higgs sector, and the exploration of possi-
ble phenomena that could reveal physics beyond the SM. The Higgs boson,
being linked to several of the SM’s fundamental parameters, represents an
especially sensitive probe for such new effects.

Since the discovery of the Higgs boson in 2012, the CMS collaborations
have performed increasingly precise measurements of its properties to assess
their consistency with the SM predictions. Because of its numerous couplings
to Standard Model particles, the Higgs boson provides an ideal testing ground
for possible deviations that might indicate new physics.
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Over the first two data-taking periods of the LHC, between 2011 and
2018, several of the Higgs boson’s properties have been accurately determined
using CMS data. In particular, its mass has been precisely measured in the
two original discovery channels, H → ZZ∗ and H → γγ. Nonetheless, one
of the remaining open experimental challenges is the determination of the
Higgs boson’s total decay width, which is directly related to its lifetime.
The Standard Model predicts this quantity to be approximately 4.1 MeV;
any measurable deviation from this value could hint at physics beyond the
Standard Model, either through altered Higgs couplings to known particles
or via interactions with undiscovered ones.

The present thesis focuses on the measurement of the Higgs boson’s total
decay width in the H → γγ decay channel. The analysis exploits a novel
technique based on quantum interferometry, an approach first discussed in
theoretical works published around 2012. Although the diphoton final state
provides a clean and well-reconstructed signature, the measurement remains
challenging because the intrinsic Higgs width is roughly three orders of mag-
nitude smaller than the detector’s mass resolution, which is about 1.5 GeV.
The method relies on the quantum interference between the resonant Higgs
production and the non-resonant diphoton continuum background. When
two processes share the same initial and final states, interference occurs and
induces small distortions in the diphoton invariant-mass spectrum. The mag-
nitude of these distortions carries direct information about the total width
of the Higgs boson.

The analysis presented here is based on the complete Run 2 dataset col-
lected by the CMS detector between 2016 and 2018, corresponding to an in-
tegrated luminosity of about 137 fb−1 at a centre-of-mass energy of 13 TeV.
The following sections outline the overall structure of this thesis and sum-
marise my personal contributions to the research, as a member of the CMS
collaboration.

Thesis structure

The thesis is divided into two parts. Part I describes the broader scientific and
experimental context in which this research was conducted and introduces the
experimental tools and methodologies used in the analysis. Part II focuses
on my original work carried out for the measurement of the Higgs boson
decay width in the diphoton channel. The datasets used for this analysis
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were collected during Run 2 (2016–2018), and most experimental inputs -
such as efficiencies and corrections - were already established prior to my
contribution.

� Chapter 1 introduces the Higgs boson within the Standard Model
and provides an overview of the current experimental status of Higgs
physics;

� Chapter 2 discusses theoretical aspects related to the measurement
of Higgs couplings and decay width, summarizing the main available
techniques along with their advantages and limitations;

� Chapter 3 presents the LHC accelerator complex and the CMS detec-
tor, with particular emphasis on the electromagnetic calorimeter;

� Chapter 4 describes the reconstruction, identification, and energy cal-
ibration of photons and diphotons in CMS, which are crucial steps for
the H → γγ analysis;

� Chapter 5 outlines the analysis strategy developed to measure the
Higgs boson width in the diphoton decay channel;

� Chapter 6 details the fitting procedures and modelling techniques
applied to extract the Higgs boson decay width;

� Chapter 7 presents the final results and discusses the constraints ob-
tained on the Higgs boson total width.

Within the CMS collaboration, this analysis was conducted by me and
another analyzer, each focusing on different approaches using a shared event
categorization. The work described in this thesis covers the most sensitive
of the two methods, for which I was the only one involved, except for the
part related to event categorization. A preliminary version of this analysis
has been published as a CMS Physics Analysis Summary [1] and presented
at two international conferences, as of November 2025. A journal paper
summarizing the technique and the results is currently in preparation and will
represent the first published measurement using this interferometry-based
technique by either the ATLAS or CMS collaborations.
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Part I

Higgs boson physics and CMS
experiment
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Chapter 1

Standard Model and Higgs
boson

The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics provides the foundational the-
oretical framework describing all known elementary particles and their inter-
actions. This chapter offers an overview of the Standard Model, briefly sum-
marizes the current state of Higgs boson measurements, and sets the stage
for the analysis presented in this thesis. Section 1.1 outlines the SM’s par-
ticle content and interactions, including the mechanism responsible for mass
generation. Section 1.2 provides an overview of Higgs boson phenomenology
and the latest experimental results related to its properties.

1.1 Standard Model framework

The Standard Model of particle physics is the theoretical framework that de-
scribes three of the four known fundamental forces in nature—electromagnetic,
weak, and strong interactions—excluding gravity. It also provides a classifi-
cation scheme for all known elementary particles. Developed over the second
half of the 20th century through the contributions of scientists worldwide,
the Standard Model reached its current form in the mid-1970s, following
experimental validation of the existence of quarks. Since then, further dis-
coveries—such as the top quark in 1995, the tau neutrino in 2000, and the
Higgs boson in 2012—have provided strong confirmation of the model’s pre-
dictive power. Additionally, it has accurately predicted properties of weak
neutral currents as well as the masses and interactions of the W and Z bosons.

7
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As a paradigm of quantum field theory (QFT), it showcases phenom-
ena such as spontaneous symmetry breaking, gauge anomalies, and non-
perturbative effects. While it serves as a robust foundation, it also provides
a launching point for more speculative theories that seek to address its lim-
itations - such as models including supersymmetry, extra dimensions, and
new particles that could explain dark matter and neutrino mass.

Despite its success and internal theoretical consistency, the Standard
Model is not a complete theory of fundamental interactions. It fails to explain
several key phenomena, including the observed matter–antimatter asymme-
try, and it does not incorporate gravity as described by general relativity.
One of the approaches used to search for SM extensions is the investiga-
tion of Higgs boson properties, looking for possible deviation from theory
predictions.

1.1.1 Symmetry groups and particle content

The Standard Model is a relativistic Lorentz-invariant quantum field the-
ory based on gauge invariance of the Lagrangian density under specific Lie
groups. In the framework of SM, each physical particle is described as an
excitation of its quantum field and possesses specific of quantum numbers
in certain representations of the symmetry groups, that dictate the relations
and the dynamical properties of the particles.

The SM symmetry groups are: SU(3)C for quantum chromodynamics
(QCD), and SU(2)I × U(1)YW for the electroweak interaction, which unifies
electromagnetism and the weak force. Here, the indices represent the charge
conserved by each group: C represents the colour charge associated with
SU(3), I denotes the weak isospin, and YW denotes the weak hypercharge,
as it will be detailed in the next paragraphs.

Fundamental particles are classified as fermions, which have semi-integer
spin and are the components of matter (electrons, quarks that constitute
nucleons, and neutrinos), and bosons, which have integer spin and mediate
the interactions between fermions. In the SM, matter is only consisting of
fermions, because the only stable boson in the physical realization of the SM
is the photon, which is massless.

The interactions between fermions are mediated by bosons, in the sense
that the Lagrangian contains terms coupling fermions to bosons and no
fermion-fermion coupling is present, so fermions are only coupled indirectly
(see next paragraphs), with different coupling constants for the three groups.
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Fermions are divided in two types: quark and leptons. Quarks are in the
triplet representation of SU(3)C , i.e. they possess a definite colour charge
(being autostates of colour) with three values, while leptons are in the sin-
glet representation of SU(3)C , i.e. they do not possess any colour charge.
Fermions are in the doublet representation of SU(2)I , i.e. they are autostates
of the weak isospin T3, and consequently both quarks and leptons are divided
in other two categories, i.e. up/down-like quarks and neutrinos/charged lep-
tons, depending on their weak isospin value. Finally, for each fermion with
certain quantum numbers, three version of it exist, called families. Lep-
ton families are electron, muon and tau, with the corresponding neutrinos,
while quarks are divided as up/down, charm/strange, top/bottom. Quark
types are also called flavours. Note that the fermion quantum numbers for
the two electroweak groups depend on the chirality state (left or right) of
the particle, as detailed in Table 1.1, therefore symmetries are automatically
not conserved if fermions are massive, because massive particles do not have
definite chirality states. On the other hand, the electric charge, defined as
Q = YW + T3, is the same for the two chiral states.

Type
Left-chiral fermions Right-chiral fermions

Q T3 YW Q T3 YW

Leptons
νe, νµ, ντ 0 +1

2
−1

2
νR 0 0 0

e−, µ−, τ− -1 −1
2

−1
2

e−R, µ
−
R, τ

−
R -1 0 −1

Quarks
u, c, t +2

3
+1

2
+1

6
uR, cR, tR +2

3
0 +2

3

d, s, b −1
3

−1
2

+1
6

dR, sR, bR −1
3

0 −1
3

Table 1.1: Quantum numbers of left- and right-chiral fermions under elec-
troweak groups.

There are two configuration of the SM, before and after spontaneous elec-
troweak symmetry breaking (SSB). Before the SSB, all particles are massless,
except for the Higgs fields (with imaginary masses), all three gauge symme-
tries (C,W, YW ) are valid, and electroweak quantum numbers are conserved.

The vector bosons in the SM before SSB are all massless, and are divided
into:

� gluons: the carriers of SU(3)C (in its octet representation), invariant
under electroweak groups and not participating in the symmetry break-
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ing

� W 1,2,3: the carriers of SU(2)W in their triplet representation (repre-
senting the generators of the group), invariant under color and weak
hypercharge. They are not autostates of weak isospin and thus do not
have definite electric charge

� B0: the neutral carrier of U(1)YW in its adjoint representation, and
invariant under other groups

Other than fermions and vector bosons (force carriers), the SM before
SSB contains the Higgs fields, a scalar weak isospin doublet (H∗, H), with
T 3 = ±1/2 and YW = +1/2. Due to a complex field potential the masses
of the two components are imaginary, and the corresponding particles are
tachyonic, which physically means that the potential is unstable when the
field is null.

It is important to note that before SSB the symmetries are allowed to
be conserved because all fields are massless. Already with non-null fermion
masses, the chiral states with different quantum numbers would mix, and
therefore weak isospin and hypercharge would not be conserved.

After SSB, which is made possible via the Higgs mechanism (see next
paragraphs), the fermions become massive, and the boson structure is rear-
ranged, thus generating:

� W± = 1/
√

2(W 1 ∓ iW 2) : a weak isospin doublet with T3 = ±1,
degenerate in mass with MW ∼ 81 GeV, and spin 1

� Z0 = cos θWW
3− sin θWB: a neutral massive vector boson with MZ ∼

MW/ cos θW , invariant under weak isospin

� γ = sin θWW
3 + cos θWB: the photon, with zero mass and invariant

under weak isospin

Here θW is the weak mixing angle, defined as the smallest angle of a right-
angled triangle with the catets proportional to the SU(2)W and U(1)YW cou-
pling constants g and g′ (Weinberg triangle), as sketched in Figure 1.1. Both
weak isospin and weak hypercharge are not conserved anymore, while the
electric charge is still a valid symmetry and is associated to the photon,
which takes the role of a Goldstone boson and remains massless.

The weak isospin and hypercharge pattern after the SSB is shown in
Figure 1.2.
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Figure 1.1: Sketch of the Weinberg triangle.

Figure 1.2: Pattern of weak isospin, weak hypercharge and electic charge for
the SM particles after spontaneous symmetry breaking.
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The Higgs field after SSB reduces to a single component and becomes
massive at mh = 125 GeV, as shown in Figure 1.3 together with a sketch of
the changes before and after SSB.

Figure 1.3: Sketch of the SM particle content before and after spontaneous
symmetry breaking.

Quantum electrodynamics

Quantum electrodynamics (QED) was the first quantum field theory to be
developed and it is described by the simplest gauge group, U(1)Q. The
U(1)Q is the residual conserved symmetry group of the original electroweak
SU(2)W × U(1)YW after symmetry breaking, reflecting the fact that in the
physical realization of the SM only the electric and color charges are con-
served. QED describes the interactions of charged particles, which arise by
requiring local gauge invariance under transformations of the U(1)Q group.
To illustrate how this works, the Lagrangian describing a freely propagating
electron (or any fermion in general) can be written as:

Le = iψ̄γµ∂µψ −mψ̄ψ, (1.1)
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where m is the mass of the electron, ψ represents the electron field, γµ are
the gamma matrices, and ‘freely’ indicates the potential term is zero. Local
gauge invariance for QED means that the equations of motion do not change
under the following transformation:

ψ → ψ′ = eiqθ(x)ψ (1.2)

where θ(x) is a spacetime dependent phase and q is the coupling strength.
To make the Lagrangian invariant under such transformations, additional
terms must be introduced. More specifically, the derivative must transform
as a covariant derivative, that is ∂µ → Dµ = ∂µ− iqAµ, introducing a vector
boson field (Aµ), which represents a massless spin-1 boson such as the photon,
which transforms as:

Aµ → Aµ +
1

q
∂µθ(x) (1.3)

for any function θ(x). The result is that in this theory not only there is a
vector field, but it also couples to the fermion with strength q. Physically,
this can be interpreted as the electric charge of the fermion ψ.

Substituting the above equations (1.2) and (1.3) into equation (1.1) the
interaction Lagrangian for QED is obtained:

LQED = −1

4
FµνF

µν + ψ̄(i /D −m)ψ (1.4)

where Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ is the field strength tensor for electrodynamics,
and the covariant derivative is defined as /D = γµ(∂µ − iqAµ) in units where
h̄ = c = 1. It is important to note that there are no mass terms of the form
1
2
m2AµA

µ present for the gauge field because such a term would break local
gauge invariance, thus the force mediator of QED is required to be massless.
Maxwell’s equations for electromagnetic waves are recovered from (1.4) in
the absence of any sources, then L = −1

4
FµνF

µν . The QED Lagrangian is
not part of the original SM; it emerges following the spontaneous symmetry
breaking of the SU(2)L× U(1)YW group.

An example of a QED interaction is given by the Feynman diagram in
Figure 1.4.

Quantum chromodynamics

Quantum chromodynamics (QCD) describes the interactions of coloured par-
ticles, where the prefix chromo derives from the Ancient Greek khroma mean-
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Figure 1.4: A Feynman diagram depicting an example QED process; electron
scattering via the exchange of a photon, known as Møller scattering.

ing colour. Generally speaking, QCD describes the interactions of quarks and
gluons, which are the only particles in the SM that have colour charge.

QCD is based on the non-Abelian SU(3) gauge symmetry. Quarks carry
one of the three colour charges labelled red (R), blue (B) or green (G), and
likewise antiquarks carry an anticolour charge, antired (R̄), antiblue (B̄) and
antigreen (Ḡ). Any observed bound state is required to be colourless, which
is obtained by combining colour-anticolour components such that the overall
net charge is zero. The strong force is mediated by eight massless force
carriers known as gluons, which along with quarks, are the only particles in
the SM that carry colour charge. The QCD Lagrangian is defined by:

LQCD = −1

4
Ga
µνG

µν
a + iψ̄γµ(∂µ − igsG

a
µT

a)ψ, (1.5)

where ψ is the quark fermion field, the gluon field is defined in terms of the
field strength tensor Ga

µν , gs is the coupling constant for SU(3)C defined by

gs =
√

4παs, and T a are the set of matrices representing the group generators.
The index a refers to the gluon colour states and is summed from 1 to 8.

The force carriers of QCD themselves carry a colour charge; a conse-
quence of this feature is the ability to self-interact via both cubic and quartic
couplings. Such self-interactions amongst the gluons result in a dynamically
changing coupling constant for the strong force, which depends on the energy
scale. As can be seen in equation (1.6), the value of the strong coupling con-
stant varies as a function of the energy scale of any interaction, parameterised
by µ2. This is known as the running of the coupling:
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Figure 1.5: The three elementary QCD Feynman vertices, valid in the per-
turbative expansion.

αs(µ
2) =

12π

(33 − 2nf ) ln(µ2/Λ2
QCD)

(1.6)

where nf is the number of quark flavours contributing at a given energy
scale, and ΛQCD ∼ 200 MeV quantifies the energy scale where the perturba-
tive QCD coupling diverges.

The perturbative expansion is valid only in the energy regime where µ2 >
ΛQCD. The three elementary QCD Feynman vertices, which are valid in the
perturbative expansion, include the quark-gluon coupling, and cubic and
quartic couplings between gluons, and are shown in Figure 1.5.

Two unique and fundamental properties of QCD are uncovered when
considering either the very high energy, or the very low energy extremes.
The general trend of equation 1.6 as µ2 increases is that αs decreases. In the
low energy case, when µ2 is very small, αs becomes exceedingly large. This
behaviour is known as confinement, and is responsible for bounding quarks
together inside hadrons. Hadrons, which refers to a colourless composite
particle made of quarks, when consisting of two or three quarks, are known
as mesons or baryons, respectively. As of yet, no free quarks or free gluons
have been found to exist. As a consequence of confinement, any high-energy
process which produces a free quark in the final state will radiate gluons and
subsequently hadronise, producing a collimated shower of energetic hadrons
known as a jet. The proton is one example of a hadron, more specifically a
baryon, as it is comprised of two up-type quarks and one down-type quark,
held together by gluons. Hadrons in general are comprised of two main
components: the valence quarks and the so-called sea of virtual quarks and
gluons. Valence quarks are defined by the quark content of the hadron, and
carry all relevant quantum numbers: in the proton for example the three
valence quarks are thus uud.

In the extreme case where µ2 → ∞, αs → 0, which is known as asymp-
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Figure 1.6: Running of the strong coupling constant αs with respect to scale
[2].

totic freedom. This property physically manifests itself when considering
ultra high-energies, for example in high energy hadron collisions, where the
partons are essentially free and interact independently from the other par-
tons in the nucleons. The dependance of αs on the energy scale µ2 has been
experimentally verified to agree with QCD predictions, as shown in Figure
1.6. These peculiar features of QCD are of particular importance when con-
ducting physics analyses with the LHC, given the colliding beams are made
of protons.

Weak interactions

The weak interaction is one of the four fundamental forces in nature, re-
sponsible for processes like beta decay and neutrino interactions. It acts on
all leptons and quarks and is essential in nuclear physics and particle astro-
physics. What distinguishes it from the electromagnetic and strong forces is
its ability to change the flavor of fundamental particles and its violation of
certain symmetries, such as parity (P) and charge conjugation (C). It is also
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extremely short-ranged due to the large masses of its mediating bosons (W
and Z).

Historically, the first successful description of the weak force came from
Enrico Fermi in 1933, who formulated a theory to explain beta decay. He
proposed a four-fermion pointlike interaction involving the neutron, proton,
electron, and neutrino. This theory assumed that the weak force acted instan-
taneously at a point, similar to how electromagnetic interactions were once
viewed. The effective interaction Fermi wrote down had the structure of a
current-current interaction, where a “hadronic current” (involving nucleons)
interacts with a “leptonic current” (involving electrons and neutrinos), both
coupled through a universal coupling constant, GF , now known as the Fermi
constant. The theory took the form of a contact term in the Lagrangian:

LF = −GF√
2

(p̄γµn) (ēγµνe)

This approach was very successful at low energies, but it lacked internal
consistency at higher energies due to its non-renormalizable nature. It also
could not explain the structure of weak interactions beyond beta decay, nor
could it accommodate observed parity violation.

The breakthrough came in the 1960s and 1970s, with the development of
the electroweak theory by Glashow, Salam, and Weinberg. They proposed
a unified framework that merged the weak and electromagnetic forces into a
single gauge theory, based on the symmetry group SU(2)L × U(1)Y . In this
theory, weak interactions are mediated by the exchange of massive W± and
Z0 bosons. The weak force, therefore, is no longer described by a contact
interaction but instead by the exchange of real or virtual gauge bosons, as
shown in Figure 1.7.

Fermi’s four-fermion interaction reappears in this framework as a low-
energy approximation to the full theory. At energies much lower than the
mass of the W boson, the propagator of a virtual W can be expanded as:

−igµν

q2 −M2
W

≈ igµν

M2
W

for q2 ≪M2
W

This approximation effectively “shrinks” the interaction to a point, re-
producing Fermi’s result with the identification:

GF√
2

=
g2

8M2
W

(1.7)
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Figure 1.7: Feynman diagrams for charged-current interaction in the pertur-
bative SM and in the Fermi theory.

where g is the SU(2) gauge coupling constant, and MW is the mass of
the W boson. This relation connects the phenomenological Fermi constant
to the underlying parameters of the electroweak theory.

One of the key concepts in the electroweak theory is the idea of weak
currents. There are two types of them: charged currents, which involve the
exchange of a W± boson, and neutral currents, mediated by the Z0 boson
(not included in Fermi theory). Charged current interactions involve a change
in electric charge and are responsible for processes like µ− → e−ν̄eνµ or u→
de+νe, so they are able to change particle flavour. These interactions couple
only to left-handed fermions and are maximally parity violating. Neutral
currents, on the other hand, do not change the charge of the particles involved
not the flavour, as in νµ + e− → νµ + e− for instance, and were first observed
experimentally in 1973.

The charged current takes the form:

Jµcharged = ūfγ
µ(1 − γ5)ui

This structure reflects the vector-minus-axial-vector (V–A) nature of weak
interactions, emphasizing that only left-handed fermions (and right-handed
antifermions) participate to it. This chiral asymmetry is built into the gauge
theory itself through the SU(2) group structure.

This arrangement ensures that only left-handed particles feel the SU(2)
weak force, as they are assigned to doublets under the SU(2)L gauge group,
while right-handed particles are singlets and thus do not couple to the SU(2)L
gauge fields. The gauge principle then dictates the form of the Lagrangian
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through minimal coupling: the kinetic term for fermions is modified by re-
placing the ordinary derivative with a covariant derivative that includes the
gauge fields.

For an SU(2)L Ö U(1)Y gauge theory, the covariant derivative acting on

a left-handed lepton doublet L =

(
νe
e

)
L

takes the form:

Dµ = ∂µ − ig
τa

2
W a
µ − ig′

Y

2
Bµ,

where τa are the Pauli matrices (generators of SU(2)), W a
µ are the SU(2)

gauge fields, Bµ is the U(1)Y gauge field, and Y is the weak hypercharge
of the field. The SU(2) coupling constant is g, and g′ is the U(1) coupling,
as shown in Figure 1.1. The full kinetic term in the Lagrangian for the
left-handed doublet is then:

Lkin = L̄iγµDµL.

Expanding this explicitly shows how the gauge fields couple to the fermions,
and the SU(2) structure ensures that weak isospin interactions are mediated
by the triplet W a

µ . The charged current interaction arises specifically from
the off-diagonal components W 1 and W 2, while the neutral current comes
from W 3 and its mixing with the hypercharge field Bµ.

The SU(2) symmetry constrains the form of all interaction terms involving
the gauge fields and fermions: gauge invariance requires that these terms are
constructed using the covariant derivative and the field strength tensors of
the gauge fields. The Lagrangian includes the pure gauge field terms:

Lgauge = −1

4
W a
µνW

µνa − 1

4
BµνB

µν ,

where W a
µν and Bµν are the field strength tensors for SU(2) and U(1),

respectively. Together with the fermion kinetic terms and their gauge in-
teractions, these define the gauge-invariant electroweak Lagrangian before
spontaneous symmetry breaking.

Thus, the SU(2)L symmetry not only explains why the weak interactions
couple only to left-handed fermions, but also dictates the full structure of
the weak interaction Lagrangian. The theory’s predictive power, including
the precise form of charged and neutral current interactions, arises directly
from these symmetry principles.
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1.1.2 Higgs mechanism

In order to understand the Higgs mechanism in a simplified framework, the
case of SSB in an abelian U(1) gauge theory is discussed, to demonstrate how
the mass of the corresponding gauge boson (an analogue of the photon) comes
about [3]. The abelian example will then be generalized to the electroweak
Standard Model [4].

Spontaneous symmetry breaking in a U(1) theory
The U(1) gauge invariant kinetic term of the photon is given by

Lkin = −1

4
FµνF

µν , (1.8)

where
Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ. (1.9)

That is, Lkin is invariant under the transformation: Aµ(x) → Aµ(x)−∂µη(x)
for any η and x.

If a mass term for the photon is added to the Lagrangian,

L = −1

4
FµνF

µν +
1

2
m2AµA

µ, (1.10)

this violates the local gauge symmetry.
In order to avoid introducing manifestly symmetry-violating to the La-

grangian, the model is extended by introducing a complex scalar field with
charge (−e) that couples both to itself and to the photon:

L = −1

4
FµνF

µν + (Dµϕ)†(Dµϕ) − V (ϕ), (1.11)

where Dµ = ∂µ − ieAµ and V (ϕ) = −µ2ϕ†ϕ + λ(ϕ†ϕ)2. In this case the
Lagrangian is invariant under the gauge transformations:

Aµ(x) → Aµ(x) − ∂µη(x), (1.12)

ϕ(x) → eieη(x)ϕ(x). (1.13)

If µ2 < 0, the state of minimum energy will be the one with ϕ = 0,
as shown in Figure 1.8, and the potential will preserve the symmetries of
the Lagrangian, therefore the theory would be equal to scalar QED, with a
massless photon and a charged scalar field ϕ with mass µ.
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Figure 1.8: Higgs potential in one dimension, with the two cases depending
on the sign of µ2.

However, if µ2 > 0, the minimum at ϕ = 0 is unstable and therefore the
vacuum state will move to the global minimum, and the field ϕ will acquire
a vacuum expectation value (VEV):

⟨ϕ⟩ =
√
µ2/2λ ≡ v√

2
, (1.14)

breaking spontaneously the global U(1) gauge symmetry, as a consequence.
It is convenient to parameterize ϕ as

ϕ =
v + h√

2
eiχ/v, (1.15)

where h and χ, which are referred to as the Higgs boson and the Goldstone
boson, respectively, are real scalar fields which have no VEVs. Substituting
Equation 1.15 back into the Lagrangian, this expression is found:

L = −1

4
FµνF

µν − evAµ∂
µχ+

e2v2

2
AµA

µ +
1

2
(∂µh∂

µh− 2µ2h2)+ (1.16)

1

2
∂µχ∂

µχ+ (h, χ interactions) (1.17)
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This Lagrangian now describes a theory with a photon of mass mA = ev, a
Higgs boson h with mh =

√
2µ =

√
2λv, and a massless Goldstone χ. The

χ–Aµ mixing can be removed by making the following gauge transformation:

Aµ → A′
µ = Aµ −

1

ev
∂µχ. (1.18)

The gauge choice with the transformation above is called the unitary gauge.
The Goldstone χ will then completely disappear from the theory and its
degree of freedom will be used to give mass to the photon.

It is instructive to count the degrees of freedom (DOF) before and after
SSB has occurred, to verify the matching and understand their evolution.
Originally there were a massless photon (2 DOF) and a complex scalar field
(2 DOF), for a total number of 4 DOF. Indeed, massless vector bosons (like
the photon in the SM) possess 2 polarization DOF, both transverse, while
massive vector bosons possess all three DOF. After the SSB, there is one
massive photon (3 DOF) and a real scalar field h (1 DOF), again for a total
of 4 DOF.

Spontaneous symmetry breaking in the SM
In the SM, the Higgs field Φ is a complex scalar field transforming as a

doublet under SU(2)L with hypercharge Y = 1:

Φ =

(
ϕ+

ϕ0

)
,

where ϕ+ and ϕ0 are complex scalar components.
The covariant derivative acting on the Higgs doublet is defined as

Dµ = ∂µ − ig
σa

2
W a
µ − ig′

Y

2
Bµ,

where σa are the Pauli matrices, generators of SU(2)L, and Y = 1 is the
hypercharge of Φ.

Explicitly,

DµΦ = ∂µΦ − ig
σa

2
W a
µΦ − ig′

1

2
BµΦ.

The Higgs sector Lagrangian is

LHiggs = (DµΦ)†(DµΦ) − V (Φ),
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where the Higgs potential is

V (Φ) = µ2Φ†Φ + λ(Φ†Φ)2,

with λ > 0 and µ2 < 0.
The negative µ2 triggers spontaneous symmetry breaking by making the

symmetric vacuum unstable.
The configuration of the stable vacuum is found by minimizing the po-

tential:
∂V

∂Φ
= 0.

Since V depends only on Φ†Φ, the minimum satisfies

Φ†Φ = −µ
2

2λ
≡ v2

2
,

where v =
√

−µ2

λ
.

By a gauge transformation, the VEV can be chosen in the neutral com-
ponent, spontaneously breaking the gauge symmetry:

⟨Φ⟩ =
1√
2

(
0
v

)
.

After SSB the Higgs field can be written as a fluctuation around the VEV:

Φ(x) =
1√
2

(
0

v + h(x)

)
,

where h(x) is the physical Higgs boson field.
The gauge boson mass terms are found by looking at the covariant deriva-

tives after SSB when h(x) is 0:

Dµ⟨Φ⟩ = ∂µ⟨Φ⟩ − ig
σa

2
W a
µ ⟨Φ⟩ − ig′

1

2
Bµ⟨Φ⟩.

Since ⟨Φ⟩ is constant, ∂µ⟨Φ⟩ = 0, therefore:

σa

2
W a
µ ⟨Φ⟩ =

1

2

(
σ1W 1

µ + σ2W 2
µ + σ3W 3

µ

)( 0
v√
2

)
.
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Calculating explicitly using the Pauli matrices (SU(2) generators):

Dµ⟨Φ⟩ = −i v

2
√

2

(
g(W 1

µ − iW 2
µ)

−gW 3
µ + g′Bµ

)
.

The gauge boson mass term is:

Lmass = (Dµ⟨Φ⟩)†(Dµ⟨Φ⟩) =
v2

8

[
g2(W 1

µW
µ1 +W 2

µW
µ2) + (−gW 3

µ + g′Bµ)2
]
.

Defining the charged W bosons as:

W±
µ =

1√
2

(W 1
µ ∓ iW 2

µ),

the charged boson mass term is

LW± mass =
g2v2

4
W−
µ W

µ+.

and the charged W boson mass is:

mW =
gv

2
. (1.19)

The neutral boson mass terms come from

v2

8
(−gW 3

µ + g′Bµ)2 =
v2

8

(
W 3
µ Bµ

)( g2 −gg′
−gg′ g′2

)(
W µ3

Bµ

)
.

This symmetric matrix can be diagonalized by an orthogonal transforma-
tion, defining the weak mixing angle θW :

tan θW =
g′

g
.

Defining therefore the physical fields as linear combinations:(
Zµ
Aµ

)
=

(
cos θW − sin θW
sin θW cos θW

)(
W 3
µ

Bµ

)
,

the mass matrix becomes diagonal with eigenvalues

m2
Z =

v2

4
(g2 + g′2), m2

A = 0.
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Therefore the photon, with zero mass, and coupling to charges e =
g sin θW , is recovered and the Z boson is generated, with a mass given by:

mZ =
v

2

√
g2 + g′2 =

mW

cos θW
,

The relation between g, mW , and GF is given in Equation 1.7. By using
the experimentally measured value of GF from muon decay [5], and determin-
ing θW from the ratio of charged- to neutral-current interactions, the weak
coupling g can be calculated via

e = g sin θW .

This, in turn, allows one to predict mW and, consequently, mZ .
On the other hand, to generate fermion masses, the Standard Model

introduces Yukawa couplings between fermions and the Higgs field.
For a generic fermion f , the left-handed doublet Lf and right-handed

singlet Rf are written as:

Lf =

(
νf
f

)
L

, Rf = fR.

The Yukawa interaction term is

LYukawa = −yf L̄fΦRf + h.c.,

where yf is the Yukawa coupling constant for fermion f .
After spontaneous symmetry breaking, the Higgs field Φ is replaced by

its VEV:

Φ → 1√
2

(
0
v

)
.

This gives a mass term for the fermion:

Lmass = −yfv√
2
f̄LfR + h.c. = −mf f̄f,

where

mf =
yfv√

2
. (1.20)

The fermion mass is therefore proportional to the Higgs VEV and its
Yukawa coupling.
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Understanding the Higgs mechanism requires careful accounting of the
physical degrees of freedom present in the theory before and after spon-
taneous symmetry breaking. This counting not only confirms the internal
consistency of the mechanism but also provides insight into how the gauge
bosons acquire mass through the absorption of Goldstone bosons degrees of
freedom. Prior to spontaneous symmetry breaking, the Higgs field Φ is an
SU(2)L complex doublet with hypercharge Y = 1. Being a complex doublet
means that Φ has two complex components, which correspond to four real
scalar degrees of freedom in total, written as:

Φ =

(
ϕ+

ϕ0

)
=

1√
2

(
ϕ1 + iϕ2

ϕ3 + iϕ4

)
,

where ϕ1, ϕ2, ϕ3, ϕ4 are real scalar fields, and each contributes one real degree
of freedom. Thus,

Number of scalar degrees of freedom = 4.

In addition to the scalar fields, the gauge sector of the electroweak theory
consists of four gauge bosons:

� Three gauge bosons W a
µ associated with the SU(2)L symmetry (a =

1, 2, 3),

� One gauge boson Bµ associated with the U(1)Y symmetry.

Before symmetry breaking, all these gauge bosons are massless. A mass-
less vector boson in four-dimensional spacetime possesses only two physi-
cal polarization states, corresponding to two transverse degrees of freedom.
Therefore, the total degrees of freedom in the gauge boson sector before
symmetry breaking are:

3 × 2 = 6 for W a
µ , and 2 for Bµ,

which sum to
6 + 2 = 8.

Hence, before the Higgs field acquires a vacuum expectation value, the
combined total of physical degrees of freedom in the scalar and gauge sectors
is

4 + 8 = 12.
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When the Higgs field acquires a vacuum expectation value (VEV), the
electroweak symmetry SU(2)L×U(1)Y is spontaneously broken down to the
electromagnetic U(1)EM. This symmetry breaking has profound implications
for the physical content of the theory.

The crucial insight of the Higgs mechanism is that three of the four orig-
inal scalar degrees of freedom in the Higgs doublet do not appear as physical
scalar particles after symmetry breaking. Instead, these three degrees of free-
dom become the longitudinal polarization modes of the gauge bosons that
acquire mass, specifically the charged W± bosons and the neutral Z boson.

The massive vector bosons have three polarization states each: two trans-
verse and one longitudinal. The absorption of the scalar degrees of freedom as
longitudinal components allows the gauge bosons to become massive without
explicitly breaking gauge invariance.

Below the explicitly count of the degrees of freedom:

� The two W± and Z bosons carry three polarization states, so together:
W+/W−/Z : 3 × 3 = 9 degrees of freedom

� The photon Aµ is massless with only two transverse degrees of freedom:
γ : 2 degrees of freedom

� the Higgs boson h, which corresponds to fluctuations around the vac-
uum expectation value, has one degree of freedom (being a real scalar)

Therefore, after symmetry breaking, the total number of physical degrees
of freedom in the scalar and gauge sectors is:

9(W+/W−/Z) + 2(γ) + 1(h) = 12

which matches the total number of degrees of freedom before the SSB.

1.2 Higgs boson production modes and decay

channels

The discovery in 2012 of a scalar resonance with a mass near 125 GeV by the
ATLAS [6] and CMS [7] collaborations marked a milestone in the understand-
ing of high-energy particle physics. Using the full dataset from LHC Run 1,
consisting in about 30 fb−1, collected at center-of-mass energies of 7 and 8
TeV between 2010 and 2012, the experimental evidence established the first
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consistent picture of electroweak symmetry breaking within the framework
of the Standard Model (SM).

The Run 2 of the LHC, conducted from 2015 to 2018 at a center-of-mass
energy of 13 TeV, provided a significantly larger dataset of about 138 fb−1

and allowed for more precise measurements. These data confirmed the com-
patibility of the newly discovered boson with the SM Higgs boson, disfavoring
many alternative scenarios [8]. As of 2025, the Run 3 is underway and ex-
pected to continue through 2026, aiming to deliver an integrated luminosity
of approximately 350 fb−1 per experiment [4].

Across all observed production mechanisms and decay modes, the mea-
sured cross sections and differential distributions are in agreement - within
current experimental and theoretical uncertainties - with SM predictions
[8, 9].

In high-resolution final states such as four-leptons and diphotons, the
Higgs boson mass has been measured with sub-per-mille precision, yielding
a combined value of 125.11 ± 0.11 GeV for ATLAS and 125.04 ± 0.12 GeV
for CMS in the four-lepton channel [10, 11, 12]. More recently, there has
been evidences of Higgs boson decay to dimuons [13, 14]. However, direct
evidence for couplings to first-generation fermions remains beyond the cur-
rent experimental reach: this reflects the inherent challenges posed by these
interactions, which are predicted to be extremely small in the SM. For in-
stance, searches of H → e+e− by CMS yielded limits at 95% corresponding
to about 60000 times the SM prediction [15].

Despite the growing data statistics, the nature of the Higgs boson is still
not fully probed. A more complete Higgs sector, possibly comprising addi-
tional scalar states, is still possible within current experimental constraints.
An example is the the Two-Higgs-Doublet Model (2HDM), which extends
the Standard Model with an additional Higgs doublet, leading to a rich phe-
nomenology including extra neutral and charged Higgs bosons and modified
couplings. Searches of 2HDM were performed by CMS, as shown in Figure
1.9, with no deviations with respect to SM predictions.
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Figure 1.9: 95% CL on B(h → aa) in the 2HDM+S type-1 scenario for
exotic h decay searches performed with data collected at 13 TeV center-of-
mass energy. References are summarized in the plot legend.

Moreover, it has not yet been determined whether the Higgs is a funda-
mental scalar or a composite object, unlike any previously observed particle.
These open questions continue to drive a vibrant research program in both
theoretical and experimental high-energy physics [16].

The existence of the Higgs boson is essential for the internal consistency
of the SM. In its absence, perturbative unitarity would be violated at high
energies, particularly in longitudinal vector boson scattering processes. Fur-
thermore, the theory would suffer from problematic divergences in radiative
corrections to electroweak observables. The Higgs mechanism resolves these
issues by ensuring a renormalizable and unitary framework. Consequently,
the SM can, in principle, be extrapolated to energies beyond the electroweak
scale without the need of additional degrees of freedom. Nevertheless, the
Higgs sector introduces a conceptual tension known as the hierarchy prob-
lem. As a fundamental scalar, the Higgs mass is quadratically sensitive to
ultraviolet (UV) physics. In the absence of a protective symmetry, quantum
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corrections drive its mass toward the highest energy scale in any theory that
UV-completes the SM, implying a need for unnatural fine-tuning to stabilize
the electroweak scale. This theoretical issue has motivated many scenarios
that extend the SM near the TeV scale[17].

In the thirteen years since its discovery, the Higgs boson has emerged as a
central topic in particle physics and a particular window into physics beyond
the Standard Model. Its properties continue to be tested with increasing pre-
cision, and the study of Higgs boson phenomenology remains at the frontier
of particle physics.

1.2.1 Higgs boson production modes

At hadron colliders such as the LHC, several mechanisms contribute to the
production of Higgs bosons. The dominant production channels in the Stan-
dard Model (SM) are gluon fusion (ggH), vector boson fusion (VBF), as-
sociated production with electroweak gauge bosons (denoted as V H, where
V = W,Z), and associated production with top quarks (tt̄H). Representative
Feynman diagrams for these processes are shown in Figure 1.10.

Figure 1.10: Feynman diagrams for the main Higgs boson production mech-
anisms at LHC: (a) gluon fusion, (b) vector boson fusion, (c) associated pro-
duction with W/Z bosons, (d) associated production with top quark pairs.

Theoretical predictions for the production cross sections in each of these
channels have reached a high level of precision, incorporating up to next-to-
leading-order (NLO) and next-to-next-to-leading-order (NNLO) QCD and
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electroweak corrections, reaching N3LO for inclusive gluon-gluon fusion [18].
The energy dependence of the production cross sections in proton-proton
(pp) collisions, along with theoretical uncertainty bands, is illustrated in
Figure 1.11 [4, 19] for mH = 125 GeV.

Figure 1.11: SM Higgs boson production cross sections as a function of the
center of mass energy for pp collisions, for mH = 125 GeV [4, 19].

Gluon-gluon fusion (ggH)
The gluon-gluon fusion process, gg → H + X, shown in Figure 1.10(a),

is the dominant Higgs production mechanism at the LHC due to the high
gluon-gluon effective luminosity in the proton parton distribution functions
(PDF) at the large LHC center-of-mass energy. Although the Higgs bosons
does not couple directly to gluons at tree level in the SM, because gluons
are massless, this process proceeds via a top-quark loop, which mediates an
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effective ggH vertex. The large top-quark mass enhances the loop-induced
coupling, making ggH the leading production mode over a wide energy range.

Vector boson fusion (VBF)
Vector boson fusion is the second most significant production mode at

the LHC. The process qq → qqH, shown in Figure 1.10(b), occurs via t-
or u-channel exchange of a virtual W or Z boson, with the Higgs radiated
from the exchanged gauge boson. The final-state quarks typically emerge
as two high-pT jets in opposite hemispheres of the detector, resulting in a
large rapidity gap between them, as shown in Figure 1.12, and suppressed
hadronic activity in the central region.

Figure 1.12: Distributions of rapidity gap between jets in events with two
high-energy jets in the bb channel, for different production modes [20].

This characteristic topology arises from the color-singlet nature of the
weak bosons fusion, which reduces QCD radiation and can be exploited to
discriminate VBF events from backgrounds. When proper event selection
cuts are applied, the VBF process stands out as a clean environment allowing
Higgs boson precision coupling measurements, particularly in channels with
otherwise low S/B ratio or no way to trigger signal events, for example H →
invisible searches [21].
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Associated production with weak gauge bosons (V H)
The associated production of a Higgs boson with a W or Z boson, qq̄′ →

WH or qq̄ → ZH, shown in Figure 1.10(c-d), also contributes significantly
to the Higgs production rate. While subdominant at the LHC, the pres-
ence of a vector boson in the final state, especially when decaying leptoni-
cally, provides an experimental signature that allows sufficient background
suppression, particularly in channels with otherwise large S/B ratio, as for
measurements targeting the H → bb decay [22].

Associated production with top quarks pairs (tt̄H)
The production of a Higgs boson in association with top quarks is of par-

ticular interest because it allows for direct measurement of the top-Higgs
Yukawa coupling. In the pp → tt̄H process, shown in Figure 1.10(e), the
Higgs boson is radiated off a top-quark line, and the complex final state can
be exploited to suppress the background and observe the signal despite its
small cross section, and to directly measure the top-Higgs boson coupling,
including its CP properties.

1.2.2 Higgs boson decay channels

A comprehensive understanding and interpretation of the experimental re-
sults requires the precise calculation of all relevant Higgs boson branching
ratios. The Higgs boson mass, of approximately 125 GeV, enables the inves-
tigation of its couplings to a wide range of SM particles, as shown in Figure
1.13. The dominant decay channels are H → bb̄ and H → WW ∗, followed
by H → gg, H → τ+τ−, H → cc̄, and H → ZZ∗. Decays into γγ, γZ, and
µ+µ− occur with significantly smaller branching fractions. Notably, the loop-
induced decays into gluons, diphotons, and Zγ provide indirect sensitivity to
the Higgs boson couplings to WW , ZZ, and top quarks, allowing access to
combinations of these couplings that are otherwise difficult to probe directly.

The sensitivity of a given decay channel depends on several factors: the
Higgs production cross section, the decay branching fraction, the mass res-
olution achievable through reconstruction, the event selection efficiency, and
the background contamination in the final state.

At the LHC, five decay channels are particularly important for a Higgs
boson with mH ≈ 125 GeV. The H → γγ and H → ZZ∗ → 4ℓ chan-
nels allow for precise measurements of all final-state particles, resulting in
excellent reconstructed mass resolutions of approximately 1–2%. The H →
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W±W∓(∗) → ℓ+νℓ−ν̄ channel benefits from a relatively large branching frac-
tion and clean final state, but the presence of neutrinos escaping detection
degrades the mass resolution, as the W mass must be inferred indirectly from
variables such as the transverse mass, i.e. the invariant mass computed only
in the transverse plane to the beams direction. The H → bb̄ and H → τ+τ−

channels face large backgrounds, but also feature large signal yields, and have
intermediate mass resolutions of roughly 10% and 15%, respectively.

Figure 1.13: Branching ratios of the Higgs boson as a functino of its mass
[23].

H → γγ decay
In the diphoton channel, it is possible to measure a narrow peak over a

smoothly falling background in the invariant mass distribution of two high
energy photons, as shown in Figure 1.14.

The background is significant and originates from prompt pp → γγ pro-
cesses, which constitute irreducible backgrounds, as well as from γ + jet and
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Figure 1.14: Best fit signal-plus-background model, overlaid on the S/(S+B)-
weighted distribution of the data points (black), for the sum of all the cate-
gories. S and B represent the fitted number of Higgs boson candidates and
background events in the mass peak region [24].
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dijet processes where one or two jet typically fragments into a high-energy
π0, misidentified as a photon, representing reducible backgrounds.

Both ATLAS and CMS have performed precise calibrations of the photon
energy response, using control samples such as Z → e+e− and Z → µ+µ−γ
[25, 26] as detailed in Section 4.2.1. This calibration is employed to correctly
simulate the signal invariant mass line-shapes. Parametric signal models are
then fitted to these line-shapes to define the functional form of the signal. The
background shapes are modeled by fitting the data mγγ distributions in each
category, using simple analytical functions. Categories, with different S/B
ratio, are fitted simultaneously to extract the signal yield or other properties
for a given Higgs boson mass hypothesis, as shown in Figure 1.14. This
channel is the one employed in this thesis, and will therefore discussed in
detail in the following chapters.

H → ZZ∗ → 4ℓ decay
The so-called golden channel involves a search for a narrow mass peak

over a small continuous background, dominated by non-resonant ZZ∗ pro-
duction from qq̄ annihilation and gluon-gluon fusion processes, as shown in
Figure 1.15. The irreducible background shape and normalization are taken
from simulation, unlike the diphoton case. This is possible because reducible
backgrounds, including Z + bb̄, tt̄, and Z + jets events, are suppressed by
requirements on lepton isolation and vertex impact parameters, and their
yields can be estimated from control samples in data.

To discriminate the Higgs boson signal from the dominant non-resonant
ZZ∗ background, both ATLAS [27] and CMS [28] employ multivariate tech-
niques and matrix element likelihood approaches, constructing kinematic dis-
criminants based on the ratio of leading-order matrix elements

∣∣M2
sig/M

2
bkg

∣∣
[28]. These discriminants are calculated for each four-lepton event under the
signal hypotheses (e.g., gg → H → 4ℓ, qq̄ → V H(→ 4ℓ), qq̄ → qqH(→ 4ℓ))
and the main background hypothesis qq̄ → ZZ → 4ℓ.

Since the four-lepton mass resolutions and reducible background levels
differ among the sub-channels 4µ, 4e, and 2e2µ, these are analyzed separately
and statistically combined to produce the final results, as shown in Figure
1.15.
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Figure 1.15: Observed (points) and predicted (stacked histograms) m4l dis-
tributions in the inclusive final states. The predictions for the Higgs boson
signal and the three main backgrounds are given by the different colors [28].

H → W+W− → ℓ+νℓ−ν̄ decay
The H → W+W− → ℓ+νℓ−ν̄ channel is experimentally challenging due to

the presence of neutrinos in the final state. Searches focus on events with
two oppositely charged leptons (electrons or muons) accompanied by missing
transverse energy and/or jets [29].

Events are tipically categorized by lepton flavor combination (e+e−, µ+µ−,
and e±µ∓) and jet multiplicity (Njet = 0, 1,≥ 2).

There are many different backgrounds, depending on the category. For
opposite-flavor leptons with no jets, the dominant background is non-resonant
WW production, while same-flavor leptons have large Drell-Yan contamina-
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tion. On the other hand, tt̄, tW , and W + jets (where jets can be misidenti-
fied as leptons) contribute across all categories. Smaller contributions arise
from non-resonant WZ, ZZ, and Wγ∗ processes. Selecting events with large
missing transverse energy (Emiss

T ) can help reducing Drell-Yan and multijet
backgrounds, as well as vetoing events with dilepton invariant mass near the
Z-boson mass (in same-flavor categories) and events with identified b-jets,
(to reduce tt̄). Requiring very tight isolation for the leptons, on the other
hand, reduce the W + jets background from jets mis-identified as leptons.
Due to the scalar nature of the Higgs boson and the V − A structure of the
W -boson decay, the two charged leptons tend to be emitted with small an-
gular separation. Thus, the dilepton invariant mass mℓℓ and the azimuthal
angle difference ∆ϕℓℓ are used to discriminate signal from background. The
transverse mass, defined as

mT =
√

2pℓℓTE
miss
T (1 − cos ∆ϕEmiss

T ,pℓℓT
),

where pllT is the transverse momentum of the dilepton system, works as an
good proxy to suppress backgrounds, but has relatively poor mass resolution,
as shown in Figure 1.16. In this channel background rates are estimated from
data-driven control samples with floating normalization parameters.

H → τ+τ− decay
In the search for H → τ+τ− decays, tau leptons decaying into electrons,

muons , and hadrons are considered [30]. The reconstruction of the τ+τ−

invariant mass (mττ ) relies on a kinematic fit that incorporates both the
visible decay products and the missing transverse energy in the event.

In contrast to the WW channel, the ττ channel allows for better mass
reconstruction techniques despite the fact that the final states have the same
number of neutrinos, because the ττ decay kinematics can be more tightly
constrained. In particular, due to the relatively low mass of the τ lepton
(mτ = 1.777 GeV), the visible decay products tend to be nearly collinear
with the neutrinos when the τ leptons are highly boosted, a common oc-
currence in Higgs decays, enabling the use of the so-called collinear approx-
imation, or more advanced likelihood-based techniques such as the Missing
Mass Calculator (MMC) [31] and SVfit [32, 33], which scan over the unknown
neutrino momenta to provide an estimator of the invariant mass of the ττ
system. These methods significantly improve the mass resolution compared
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to the transverse mass used in the WW channel, but it is nonetheless lim-
ited to approximately 10–15%, necessitating a search for a broad excess over
background in the mττ distribution, as shown in Figure 1.17.

Figure 1.16: Observed distributions of the Higgs boson candidated transverse
mass in an example category with 0 reconstructed jets of the CMS Run2
measurement in the H → WW channel. [29].

The dominant backgrounds in this channel include Drell–Yan processes
(Z → τ+τ−, Z → e+e−), W+jets, top-quark pair production (tt̄), and mul-
tijet events. Events are tipically categorized based on the number and kine-
matic properties of additional jets, the reconstructed Higgs transverse mo-
mentum, and the angular separation (∆R =

√
∆η2 + ∆ϕ2) between the tau

candidates. Categories enriched in vector boson fusion (VBF) events, char-
acterized by the presence of two energetic forward jets with large pseudo-
rapidity separation, typically offer the best signal-to-background ratios and
sensitivity.
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Both ATLAS and CMS observed Higgs boson decays in ditaus with more
than 5 σ [30], and performed precision cross-sections measurements, as well
as and CP-odd couplings searches in this channel [34] [35].

Figure 1.17: Combined observed and predicted mττ distributions for the
H → ττ channel. The left pane includes the VBF category of the muon-
hadronic, electron-hadronic and muon-electron channels, and the right pane
includes all other channels [30].

H → bb̄ decay
The bb̄ decay channel suffers from huge QCD backgrounds, therefore the

search for H → bb̄ decays is most sensitive in production modes that include
an associated vector boson (V H), which facilitates triggering and suppresses
QCD backgrounds. W bosons are reconstructed via their leptonic decays
(W → ℓν, with ℓ = e, µ, τ), and Z bosons via Z → e+e−, µ+µ−, or νν̄. The
Higgs candidate is reconstructed from two b-tagged jets, and the dijet invari-
ant mass (mbb̄) provides the primary discriminating observable. either used
as a fit variable, or as an input to a multi-variate discriminant. Backgrounds
include V+jets with both light and heavy flavors, tt̄, dibosons, and multijet
events.

At the LHC, ATLAS and CMS employ tipically a boosted V H topology
to suppress background, focusing on events where the vector boson and Higgs
candidate have large transverse momentum and are back-to-back in azimuth.
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Events are divided into pT (V ) bins, and MVA classifiers are trained on various
kinematic and b-tagging features. With Run2 data, this decay channel has
been observed with more than 5 σ [22] [36], as shown in Figure 1.18.
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Figure 1.18: The background-subtracted diparticle invariant mass distribu-
tion targeting the study of the decay channel H → bb [22].
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Chapter 2

Higgs boson coupling and width

2.1 Coupling measurements

With increasing dataset sizes, measurements in the most sensitive channels
are now performed also in exclusive categories defined by distinct production
and decay characteristics, that allow extracting the Higgs boson couplings
to various particles. Indeed, differential cross-section measurements are per-
formed in combinations of production processes and decay channels, as be-
yond SM effects are expected to be more sizeable in particular kinematical
regions.

Most experimental categories are dominated by signal events from a single
Higgs decay mode but generally include a mixture of production processes.
For example, a typical VBF selection requires the presence of two energetic
jets (with transverse momentum pT ≥ 30 GeV) featuring a large dijet in-
variant mass (mjj ≥ 400 GeV) and a substantial rapidity gap (∆ηjj ≥ 3.5).
Although such a category is enriched in VBF-produced Higgs bosons, signifi-
cant contamination from ggH and VH processes remains. Consequently, the
measured signal rate within the VBF category does not correspond directly to
the pure VBF production cross section, since the ggH and VH contributions
cannot be fully disentangled. Detailed simulations are employed to estimate
the relative contributions of the various Higgs production modes within each
event category, which are disentangled by means of simultaneous fits.

For each decay mode, multiple exclusive sub-channels are defined to target
different production mechanisms and kinematic regimes. These sub-channels
are then statistically combined to maximize sensitivity to overall couplings to

43
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all SM particles. A natural extension of this strategy is to perform a global
combination across all decay channels, enhancing sensitivity to production
and decay modes, as well as allowing precise measurements of the coupling
strengths.

At a hadron collider like the LHC, it is not possible to measure the to-
tal Higgs production cross section independently of its decay branching ra-
tios. Consequently, the total Higgs width cannot be directly determined from
cross-section measurements only. However, a combined analysis of many ex-
clusive categories—each with different sensitivities to production and decay
processes—allows for detailed measurements of the Higgs boson’s production
rates, decay rates, and couplings, albeit under certain assumptions.

A key assumption in any combination is that all channels refer to the same
Higgs boson mass hypothesis. This is ensured within individual experiments,
and was enforced across experiments during Run 1 by first performing a
combined ATLAS+CMS mass measurement, yielding 125.09±0.24 GeV [37],
before combining signal strength (measured cross-section divided by its SM
value) results.

The statistical combination of all Higgs boson channels, is performed via
a simultaneous fit of signal and background models to data across hundreds
of exclusive categories. In the ATLAS+CMS Run1 combination [38], around
600 categories were used, spanning different center-of-mass energies, decay
modes, control regions, and phase space regions. Combination of channels
have been performed also for Run 2 by the single experiments [8] [39].

The core of the combination is a formula which describes the expected
number of signal events ncs in category c as:

ncs =

(∑
i,f

µi σ
SM
i · Acif · ϵcif · µf BRSM

f

)
· Lc, (2.1)

where:

� i and f index the production (i ∈ {ggH,VBF, ZH,WH, tt̄H, tH, . . . })
and decay modes (f ∈ {γγ,WW,ZZ, bb̄, ττ, µµ, Zγ}),

� σSM
i and BRSM

f are the SM predictions for the production cross section
and decay branching ratio,

� Acif and ϵcif are the acceptance and efficiency in category c for a given
(i, f) process,
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� Lc is the integrated luminosity in that category,

� µi and µf are signal strength modifiers for production and decay, re-
spectively [4].

The so-called κ framework, described in detail in [40, 19], facilitates the
extraction of Higgs coupling properties in terms of a series of Higgs coupling
strength modifier parameters κi, defined as the ratios of the couplings of
the Higgs boson to each particle i relative to their corresponding Standard
Model (SM) values. The κ framework assumes a single narrow resonance
such that the zero-width approximation can be used to decompose the cross
section as a product of two factors characterising the production and decay
of the Higgs boson. The κ parameters are introduced by expressing each of
these factors as their SM expectation multiplied by the square of a coupling
strength modifier for the corresponding process at leading order:

(σ · BR)(i→ H → f) = σSM
i κ2i ·

ΓSM
f κ2f

ΓSM
H κ2H

→ µi,f ≡
σ · BR

σSM · BRSM
=
κ2iκ

2
f

κ2H
,

(2.2)
where µfi is the rate relative to the SM expectation and κ2H adjusts the SM
Higgs width to account for modifications induced by the altered Higgs boson
couplings, i.e.

κ2H =
∑
f

BRSM
f κ2f .

When all κi = 1, the SM is exactly reproduced [4]. The above formula also
shows the degeneracy between couplings and total decay width, if both are
constrained only from cross-section measurements. For loop-induced pro-
cesses, e.g. H → γγ, one may either resolve the coupling strength modifier
in terms of its SM constituents, i.e., κγ(κt, κW ), or treat κγ as an effective
coupling strength parameter.

In this formalism, several assumptions are explicitly made:

1. The observed signals in different search channels originate from a single
narrow resonance with defined mass

2. The narrow width approximation is assumed to allow factorisation of
signal yields into production and decay components.

3. The tensor structure of the couplings is assumed identical to that of
the SM Higgs boson, implying the observed state is a CP-even scalar
as in the SM.
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Global fits are performed expressing the µi and µf parameters in terms
of a limited set of κj parameters or their ratios, under various assumptions.

Moreover, measuring the Higgs boson couplings to Standard Model (SM)
fields requires making certain assumptions about either the total Higgs boson
width (forcing it to be equal to the SM one), the Higgs coupling to vector
bosons, or applying a direct experimental constraint on the Higgs boson
width. More specifically, a degeneracy arises because at the LHC the mea-
sured observables are only production cross sections multiplied by branching
fractions, as shown in Equation 2.1, resulting in an intrinsic degeneracy be-
tween all coupling modifiers κi and the total width modifier κH .

The Higgs boson branching fractions are generally divided into visible,
invisible, and undetected final states. The ‘visible’ fraction corresponds to
decays into SM particles which can be detected experimentally, while the
‘invisible’ fraction (which is non-zero even in the SM because of the H →
ZZ → 4ν decay with 0.12% BR) is constrained by direct invisible decay
searches (using particular topology and missing energy tagging) [21], and
the ‘undetected’ fraction, represents exotic decay modes escaping current
detection [4].

As it can be noted, in order to maintain agreement with the SM values
for all couplings, any deviation in the total Higgs width κH must be exactly
compensated by a corresponding scaling of all κi. This is known as a “flat di-
rection,” where all couplings scale by a factor α and the total width scales by
α2, because the signal in any channel is proportional to κiκf/ΓH . A concrete
model realizing such a flat direction is presented in [41], which introduces a
scalar field that decays into light hadrons, rendering its decays ‘undetected’
by current experiments. This scalar cannot be ‘invisible,’ as that scenario is
constrained by direct searches for invisible Higgs decays using VBF or tt̄H
topologies and missing energy. Moreover, this model requires Higgs couplings
to SM fields to be larger than in the SM and the Higgs coupling to the new
scalar to maintain the observed rates constant, a situation considered exotic
and finely tuned.

As already said, this flat direction can be broken in two main ways. First,
by imposing κV ≤ 1, which naturally constrains κH through processes like
VBF production with decays into two vector bosons, whose rates scale as
κ4V /κ

2
H . Second, the Higgs width constraint can be experimentally derived

from off-shell Higgs production measurements, or, as it will be explained
in this thesis, by on-shell production bounds with indirect tech-
niques. BSM scenarios with κV > 1 are considered exotic, because the
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Higgs field would no longer cancel the divergences in the vector boson scat-
tering amplitudes correctly. This typically would lead to a breakdown of
perturbative unitarity at relatively low energies, unless some new physics
(such as additional Higgs bosons or other particles) enters to restore unitar-
ity. The coupling measurements with three possible assumptions, i.e. SM
width (BSM branching ratio equal to 0), kV < 1 and experimentally con-
strained width (through off-shell measurements), are shown in Figure 2.2
for the case of CMS Run 2 combination of all differential cross-sections in
all the measured channels [8]. For all the couplings, is it possible to show
their strength as a function of the mass of the SM particle the Higgs boson
couples, assuming the expected relation and showing graphically the striking
agreement between data and SM in this sector (see Figure 2.1).

2.2 Width measurements

Approaches to determine the Higgs boson width ΓH , equal to 4.1 MeV in
the SM [19], are commonly classified as either direct or indirect, according to
whether the method measures the lineshape of the resonance or instead relies
on alternative observables. Indirect methods, in the Higgs boson physics
at LHC, are further categorized depending on the phase-space where the
measurement is performed. If the kinematic region is the one around the
Higgs boson resonant production, it is on-shell, while it is called off-shell
otherwise.

2.2.1 Direct methods

Neglecting detector resolution effects, the invariant mass distribution of an
unstable particle follows a relativistic Breit-Wigner distribution, defined as:

f(mf , m, Γ) ∝ 1

(m2
f −m2)2 +m2Γ2

(2.3)

where mf is the invariant mass of the final state, m is the pole mass of the
particle and Γ is its decay width, related to the lifetime τ by Γ = h̄/τ . The
relativistic Breit-Wigner distribution derives from the squared module of the
kinematic part of the propagator for unstable particles in the momentum
space:

∆F (p) =
i

q2 −m2 + imΓ
(2.4)



48 CHAPTER 2. HIGGS BOSON COUPLING AND WIDTH

Figure 2.1: The measured coupling modifiers of the Higgs boson to fermions
and gauge bosons, multiplied by fermion masses, of, for vector bosons, for
the square root of their masses, as a function of the masses themselves [42].
This linear proportionality is predicted by the SM, as shown in Equation
1.20 and 1.19.
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Figure 2.2: The measured Higgs boson coupling modifiers in the κ framework.
The best-fit values, 68%, and 95% CL intervals are shown for each of the
models considered. The results where no additional BSM contributions to
the Higgs boson total decay width are shown in blue. The results for the
model which introduces BSM contributions but places an external constraint
(hatched boxes) on vector bosons couplings, namely kV ≤ 1, are shown in
orange. The results for the fit in which the width measurements from off-
shell production are included are shown in purple [42].
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where q is the four momentum of the unstable particle. If the distribution of
mf is experimentally observed, the width of a resonant peak will be given by
the total decay width of the particle, convoluted with the detector resolution
of the final state particles.

The most intuitive method to measure the decay width of the Higgs boson
requires therefore fitting the invariant mass distribution of the Higgs boson
decay products, correcting for the experimental resolution, and extracting
the Breit-Wigner width.

The measurement following this approach has been performed by CMS
in the H → ZZ∗ → 4l channel with the full Run 2 data set [28].

The employed signal models are a convolution of double Crystall Ball
(DCB) functions to model the experimental resolution [43], i.e. distributions
with a Gaussian core and power low tails, with a relativistic Breit-Wigner
with a width ΓH , as shown in Figure 2.3.

Figure 2.3: Illustration of how the on-shell analytical model is constructed,
combining the m4l distributions from all data-taking years and all final states
for the H → ZZ∗ → 4l channel. The red, blue, and brown lines show
the results of the fit to the signal, background, and their sum, respectively.
The solid black points with vertical bars show the data and the associated
statistical uncertainties [28]

Because the predicted Higgs boson width is extremely small — effectively
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setting a strict lower bound — the Feldman–Cousins procedure [44] is em-
ployed to determine confidence intervals and limits. Confidence levels (CLs)
are calculated for a range of width hypotheses using distributions derived
from simulated pseudo-experiments. The resulting observed (expected) up-
per limits on ΓH are 50 (320) MeV at 68% CL and 330 (640) MeV at 95%
CL. Figure 2.4 presents the corresponding 1 − CL distribution as a function
of ΓH . The measurement precision is primarily limited by statistical uncer-
tainty (σstat ∝ σmass/

√
Nsignal), with a smaller contribution from systematic

effects (with the current data statistics), the largest of which arises from the
lepton momentum resolution.

An alternative approach to measuring the Higgs boson width involves de-
termining its decay lifetime. The average lifetime of Higgs boson candidates,
denoted ⟨∆t⟩, can be expressed as

⟨∆t⟩ = τH ≡ 1

ΓH
, (2.5)

where ∆t represents the lifetime of an individual Higgs boson candidate.
Because the lifetime and total decay width are inversely related, measuring
the lifetime directly provides information about the width.

The Higgs boson lifetime can be inferred by reconstructing the decay
particles’ flight distance within the detector. The distribution of measured
lifetimes depends on the invariant mass of the decay products and the trans-
verse momentum of the reconstructed Higgs boson. The Standard Model
predicts an expected lifetime of approximately τH ≈ 48 fm/c.

CMS performed an analysis of this type using Run 1 data in the H →
ZZ∗ → 4l channel. The distribution of the reconstructed flight distances,
c∆t, is displayed in Figure 2.5, where the expected Standard Model signal is
indicated in red. The resulting upper limit on the Higgs boson lifetime was
set at

τH < 1.9 × 10−13 s = 190 fs

at the 95% confidence level, which is roughly nine orders of magnitude larger
than the Standard Model prediction τSMH = 1.6 × 10−22 s [45]. This upper
limit on the lifetime corresponds to a lower bound on the total decay width
of

ΓH > 3.5 × 10−9 MeV.

A fundamental limitation of this technique arises from the fact that the
predicted flight distance of the Higgs boson is far too small to be resolved
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Figure 2.4: Distribution of (1 - CL) vs. ΓH from the fit in the measurement
of the Higgs boson width using on-shell production in the H → ZZ∗ → 4l
channel [28]. The CL values shown by the points are extracted using the
Feldman-Cousins approach. The vertical bars on the points represent the
spread of the simulated pseudo-experiment values. The 68 and 95% CL
values are shown by the dashed horizontal lines.
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Figure 2.5: The cδt distribution used to place an upper limit of τH < 1.910−13

s on the lifetime of the Higgs boson at the 95% confidence level [45]. The
predicted SM signal is indicated by the red line. A possible alternate non-SM
signal with cτH = 100 µm is shown by the dashed purple line.
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with the current vertex displacement resolution of the ATLAS and CMS de-
tectors, which is on the order of 10µm. This lack of sensitivity has prevented
subsequent lifetime-based measurements of the Higgs boson.

Due to these challenges, namely relatively large experimental resolution
in the invariant mass and flight distance, direct methods have historically
been unable to measure the Higgs width with precision close to the Standard
Model expectation.

In order to overcome the difficulties, in 2013, two innovative indirect
approaches were proposed [46, 47]:

� The off-shell method, which compares the ratio of Higgs boson produc-
tion cross-sections in the off-shell and on-shell invariant mass regions,
typically using H∗ → ZZ or H∗ → WW decays.

� The interferometry technique, which analyzes distortions in the on-shell
invariant mass distribution of the Higgs boson caused by interference
effects with non-resonant background processes, notably in the H → γγ
channel. While interference effects also occur in the H → ZZ∗ channel,
their impact on the measured Higgs mass is minor (less than 10 MeV)
provided the total width is close to the Standard Model value. By
contrast, interference in the diphoton channel is expected to produce
more pronounced effects because of the different background yield. The
measurement of this interference is the subject of this thesis and will
be discussed in detail later.

2.2.2 Indirect off-shell methods

The off-shell method provides a way to extract the Higgs boson width by
studying the decay channels H∗ → ZZ and H∗ → WW . Here the focus
will be on the H∗ → ZZ channel, as it offers the greatest sensitivity be-
cause of the clean four-lepton final state. This final state is experimentally
preferrable compared to the H∗ → WW channel, which involves neutrino,
but conceptually the off-shell technique applies equally to both channels and,
indeed, the measurement performed by CMS in this channel yielded a value
of ΓH = 3.9+2.7

−2.2 MeV. Although not discussed further, the measurement was
performed also in the H∗ → ZZ → ℓℓνν decay channel [28].

Figure 2.6(left) illustrates the leading-order Feynman diagram for the
gluon fusion production of the Higgs boson followed by its decay into two
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Figure 2.6: Feynman diagrams for the (left) gg → H∗ → ZZ non-resonant
signal process, (center) the gg → ZZ, and (right) qq̄ → ZZ background
processes. The couplings gggH and gHZZ correspond, respectively, to the
effective gluon-Higgs vertex via quark loop and to the Z-Higgs coupling.

Z bosons (gg → H∗ → ZZ). In this process, the gluon fusion production
proceeds through loop diagrams involving mainly top quarks. Because the
Higgs boson coupling scales with mass, the dominant fermion loops typically
involve top (or bottom) quarks. The quark loop can be approximated by
an effective vertex characterized by a coupling strength gggH . The coupling
governing the decay of the Higgs boson to two Z bosons is denoted gHZZ .

One of the backgrounds to this signal arises from the continuum process
gg → ZZ, depicted in 2.6(right). This background has a production cross-
section approximately six times larger than the H∗ → ZZ signal process,
and interferes with the signal itself, making its precise understanding crucial
for the off-shell width measurement, while the main background in terms of
yield is actually qq̄ → ZZ.

The differential cross-section in the ZZ (or ZZ∗ if the Higgs boson is
on-shell) invariant mass for the full gg → H → ZZ process can be expressed
as:

dσ(gg → H → ZZ)

dmZZ

=
g2ggHg

2
HZZ

(m2
ZZ −m2

H)2 +m2
HΓ2

H

f(mZZ , mH) (2.6)

where f(mZZ , mH) contains the residual dependence on mZZ of the prod-
uct of the Higgs boson production cross-section and of the branching ratio
BR(H → ZZ). In the on-shell case, thanks to the narrow width approxi-
mation, f(mZZ , mH) is constant and the differential cross-section is a pure
relativistic Breit-Wigner. In the off-shell case not only the production cross-
section evolves withmZZ , but also the branching ratio increases largely, above
twice the mass of the Z boson, because the available phase-space becomes
larger with the opening of the decay channel to two on-shell Z bosons. A
similar effect happens at the production side with the tt̄ threshold, because of
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the gluon-gluon fusion loop, which gets enhanced if mZZ > 2mt, since the top
quarks can be produced on-shell, removing the suppression factor associated
with the off-shell production in the mH < 2mt ∼ 350 GeV regime.

If the Higgs boson signal differential cross-section is integrated in the two
regions, i.e. on-shell and off-shell, the numerical terms f(mZZ , mH) can be
re-absorbed, making clearer the dependence of the rates on the couplings and
the width:

σon−shell ∝
g2ggHg

2
HZZ

ΓH
, σoff−shell ∝ g2ggHg

2
HZZ (2.7)

where the presence of ΓH at the σon−shell denominator is due to the integral
over the Breit-Wigner function.

If one considers the ratio of these two cross-sections, the coupling fac-
tors ideally cancels out, enabling a direct determination of the width. This
cancellation holds true only if the couplings gggH and gHZZ remain the same
across the two energy regimes under consideration, but, on the contrary, the
strong and electroweak couplings vary with the energy scale at which they
are evaluated, i.e. ∼ 125 GeV on-shell, and, in the case of the ZZ mea-
surement, 180-500 GeV. To address this, coupling terms are expressed via
coupling modifiers κ, by normalizing the coupling gX to the Standard Model
expectation gSMX , such that κX = gX/g

SM
X for any given Higgs coupling X.

By normalizing each cross-section to its Standard Model predictions, the
couplings gX cancel out, leaving only the coupling modifiers and additional
terms. This leads to the definition of the signal strength parameter µ, which
for the on-shell region can be written as:

µon-shell =
σpp→H→ZZ

σSMpp→H→ZZ

∣∣∣∣∣
on-shell

=
κ2, on-shellg · κ2, on-shellZ

ΓH/ΓSMH
, (2.8)

while in the off-shell region it becomes:

µoff-shell =
σpp→H→ZZ

σSMpp→H→ZZ

∣∣∣∣∣
off-shell

= κ2, off-shellg · κ2, off-shellZ . (2.9)

This results in the relation:

µoff-shell

µon-shell

=
ΓH

ΓSMH
. (2.10)
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It is important to note that such cancellation of coupling modifiers only
occurs if κg,off-shell = κg,on-shell and κZ,off-shell = κZ,on-shell. These conditions
imply that the ratios of on-shell and off-shell couplings match the Standard
Model predictions exactly and any deviation is to attributed to deviations
in the width. Consequently, this approach restricts the analysis to SM-like
couplings and reduces sensitivity to potential Beyond Standard Model (BSM)
physics effects. Given that current LHC measurements are consistent with
SM expectations for cross-sections, this assumption is reasonable; however, it
is important to remember that this underlying assumption is intrinsic in this
off-shell technique. Despite the theoretical importance of this assumption,
analyses have been performed while allowing also some kind of off-shell BSM
contributions, and the resulting bounds are indeed relaxed with respect to
the nominal ones, but the sensitivity is only impacted by around a factor 2
[28].

There are three sources of events in the off-shell region: one is off-
shell production of the Higgs boson (signal), the second are the background
gg, qq̄ → ZZ, and the third is the interference between signal and gg → ZZ
background. The presence of such interference results in a deficit of con-
tinuum ZZ background events, which overall increases the sensitivity of the
analysis. The differential cross-section for the combined signal (S), back-
ground (B) and interference (I) contributions is given by:

dσincl.
dmZZ

= µoff−shell
dσsig
dmZZ

+
√
µoff−shell

dσint
dmZZ

+
dσbkg
dmZZ

(2.11)

where it can be noted that the interference term scales as a function of√
µoff−shell. Note also that in the SM scenario (µoff−shell = 1), the contri-

bution to the cross-section due to the interference is larger compared to the
signal, in the off-shell region, because it is multiplied by the larger back-
ground cross-section and it not suppressed by the narrow Higgs boson width,
as it would be in the on-shell case.

Figure 2.7 shows the differential cross-section in a wide range including
both on-shell and off-shell regions.
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Figure 2.7: Distributions for the 4l invariant mass. The dashed green curve
represents the direct sum without interference of Higgs boson production
and continuum amplitudes, and the solid magenta curve represents the sum
with interference included. Note that the interference is destructive, and its
magnitude grows as the mass increases [28].

Both ATLAS [48] and CMS [28] performed such measurements of ΓH .
In the CMS case, focusing on the 4l case, after pre-selection of events, two
kinematical discriminant able to distinguish between signal and background
and to tag interference is evaluated event-by-event, and the 3D distribution
of the four-lepton mass and this two discriminants is fitted to extract ΓH .
In Figure 2.8 the 4l mass distribution for a large region in the discriminants
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plane enhancing the Higgs boson signal, together with the likelihood scan for
ΓH are shown.
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Figure 2.8: Distributions of 4l invariant mass, after applying a cut on the
kinematic background discriminants, to enhance the Higgs boson signal con-
tribution (left), and (right) observed (solid) and expected (dashed) one-
parameter likelihood scans over ΓH [28].

Notably, a 3.6σ significance for the off-shell Higgs boson production is
obtained. Including also events from the 2l2ν channel, a value of ΓH = 3.0+2.0

−1.5

MeV is obtained, with 95% CL limits between [0.6, 7.3] MeV.

2.2.3 Indirect on-shell strategy in H → γγ via interfer-
ometry

The constraint given in the off-shell regime is very strong, but requires to as-
sume the equality of on-shell and off-shell couplings. This motivates indirect
measurements using only the on-shell phase-space, but not limited by the
experimental resolution as in direct lineshape contraints. A process with the
required characteristics, i.e. a cross-section scaling differently from g2i g

2
f/ΓH ,

is represented by any type of interference between the resonant production
and continuum diagrams without Higgs bosons. Indeed, quantum interfer-
ence arises whenever two or more diagrams share the same initial and final
states; such interference can produce observable effects. In the case of gluon-
fusion Higgs production with decay into two photons, gg → H → γγ, the
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interference with the direct continuum diphoton background, gg → γγ, is
particularly relevant because of the large cross-section and relatively clean
final state. Exploiting these interference patterns to probe the Higgs boson
decay width is the center of this thesis. This section outlines the theoretical
framework and possible analysis strategy motivated by the theory.

Signal-background interference in gluon-gluon fusion

At the LHC, the SM Higgs boson production mode proceeds mainly through
gluon-gluon fusion. The resonant Higgs-mediated process, gg → H → γγ,
and the continuum background process, gg → γγ, share the same initial (two
gluons) and final (two photons) states, leading naturally to interference.

Figure 2.9: Representative Feynman diagrams for gg-initiated interference at
leading and next-to-leading order in QCD. The dashed vertical lines represent
the separation between signal (left) and background (amplitude), highlight-
ing the interfering final states.

The inclusive amplitude for the gg → γγ/gg → H → γγ process can be
expressed as

Mincl =
Msig

m2
γγ −m2

H + iΓHmH

+ Mbkg, (2.12)

where mγγ is the invariant mass of the diphoton system, mH is the Higgs
boson mass, ΓH its total width, and Mbkg is the amplitude of the gg → γγ
process [49]. Note that in the γγ final state, the prompt diphoton production
pp → γγ, of which g → γγ is a small contribution, is not the only exper-
imental background, because of contaminations from γ+jets and multi-jet
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processes where one or two jets are misidentified as photons. Squaring the
amplitude yields

|Mincl|2 =
|Msig|2

(m2
γγ −m2

H)2 + Γ2
Hm

2
H︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=|MS|2

+|Mbkg|2

+ 2 Re

[
Msig

m2
γγ −m2

H + iΓHmH

M†
bkg

]
.

(2.13)

Separating the signal and background amplitudes into real and imaginary
parts,

Msig,bkg = ReMsig,bkg + i ImMsig,bkg, (2.14)

one can rewrite the squared amplitude as [50]:

|Mgg→γγ|2 = |MS|2 + |Mbkg|2

+
2

(m2
γγ −m2

H)2 + Γ2
Hm

2
H

[
(m2

γγ −m2
H) · (ReMbkg ReMsig + ImMbkg ImMsig)

]
+

2

(m2
γγ −m2

H)2 + Γ2
Hm

2
H

[ΓHmH · (ReMbkg ImMsig − ImMbkg ReMsig)] .

(3.14)
The signal and interference cross-sections for gluon-gluon fusion (ggH)

can then be written schematically in the narrow-width approximation as
[46]:

dσggHs /dmγγ =
c2gγS

(m2
γγ −m2

H)2 +m2
HΓ2

H

(2.15)

dσggHi /dmγγ = cgγ
(m2

γγ −m2
H)R +mHΓHI

(m2
γγ −m2

H)2 +m2
HΓ2

H

(2.16)

where S,R, I absorb, respectively, the numerical coefficients for signal, real,
and imaginary part of the interference, and cgγ = κgHκγH is the product of
gluon-Higgs and photon-Higgs effective couplings modifiers, i.e. the ratios
between the physical coupling and the coupling in the SM.

The total signal cross-section, after integrating the Breit-Wigner (BW)
function, is proportional to µggH = c2gγ/ΓH , similarly to the H → ZZ → 4l

case, while the interference cross-section is proportional to
√
µggHΓH . The

different dependence on ΓH of signal and interference is the key handle to
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constrain ΓH itself. The real part of the interference term changes sign at
mγγ = mH , and, when summed with the signal component, shifts the peak
of the resonance and modify the shape of the differential cross-section as a
function of mγγ. On the other hand, the imaginary part is symmetric and
alters the total cross section by around 2%, without shifting the peak, as
shown in Figure 2.10. In the SM, the imaginary component is suppressed at
leading order and becomes more relevant only at higher orders in QCD.

Figure 2.10: Predicted diphoton invariant mass shape for real and imaginary
interference components at

√
s = 13.6 TeV [51].

Detector Effects

In a real detector, finite photon energy resolution smears the invariant mass
distribution, modifying also the interference lineshape. In order to model
the experimental smearing of the invariant mass reconstruction, a Gaussian
convolution with a standard deviation matching the expected resolution is
used in theory predictions, as a first approximation [46]. The smearing does
not cover the peak-dip features with very long tails, as shown in Figure 2.11.
On the contrary, this effect, when summing the interference with the signal
component, generates an apparent mass shift, as shown in Figure 2.12. A
more realistic treatment, with respect to the first attemps in the theoretical
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predictions published in literature [46, 50, 51], requires parametric or full
detector simulation, as it will be detailed in Part 2 of this thesis.

The distortion in the Higgs boson mass spectrum due to the interference
can thus be exploited by measuring precisely the shape of the distribution
including both ggH signal and interference. The size of these distortions is
directly related to the real part of the interference amplitude. As a result,
the Higgs boson width ΓH can be extracted by measuring the amount of
deviation from the pure BW lineshape induced by the interference with the
gg → γγ continuum, because its differential cross section is proportional to
cgγ =

√
µγγΓH .

Figure 2.11: Illustration of detector resolution effects on the interference line-
shape, with a parametric Gaussian convolution. The cross-section is evalu-
ated at

√
s = 8 TeV [50].
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Figure 2.12: Diphoton invariant mass distributions with a Gaussian mass
resolution at σ = 1.7 GeV. In each panel, the right-shifted (red) curve in-
cludes only the Higgs contribution without interference, and the left-shifted
(blue) curve also includes the interference contribution. The cross-section is
evaluated at

√
s = 8 TeV [50].

Sub-dominant interference contributions

Higgs bosons can also be produced in processes initiated by quark-gluon
scattering, such as qg → qγγ at tree level, which acts as a background to
qg → Hq → γγq. These channels have smaller rates than the gluon-fusion
process due to the reduced parton luminosity.

Figure 2.13: Representative diagrams for the sub-dominant qg → (H) → γγ
interference contributions at the lowest order in QCD.

The qg interference has a similar lineshape to the gg interference but
with an opposite phase, shifting the resonance peak to slightly higher mγγ

values [46]. When detector resolution is included, both gg and qg interference
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contributions can be compared; the gg term remains dominant, but the qg
term partially counteracts its mass-shift effect.

Figure 2.14: Comparison of dominant and sub-dominant interference effects,
including the experimental resolution. The differential cross-section for gg
production, computed at NLO in QCD, is also shown. Cross-sections evalu-
ated at

√
s = 7 TeV [46]. The shift in the y-axis from the LO to NLO in the

gg production is due to the imaginary component of the amplitude, which is
suppressed at LO.

Mass shift and interference-sensitive observables

In the original proposals of width measurements using interference in H →
γγ, focusing on the theoretical aspects [46, 50, 51], the main focus was on the
apparent mass shift as the handle to constrain ΓH . Nevertheless, the mass
shift is only a simple way to quantify the distortions due to interference in
different segments of the kinematical phase spaces, Higgs boson transverse
momentum (pT ) and number of jets in the final state. A possible implemen-
tation of this method is with a simple integrated estimator, i.e. by defining
an invariant mass window mH − ϵ < mγγ < mH + ϵ and evaluating the in-

tegral mean ⟨m⟩ϵ, by integrating mγγ[dσ
ggH
s /dmγγ + dσggHi /dmγγ] over the

mass window:

⟨m⟩ϵ =

∫ mH+ϵ

mH−ϵ
mγγ[dσ

ggH
s /dmγγ + dσggHi /dmγγ]dmγγ (2.17)
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The mass shift is then defined as ∆Mϵ = ⟨m⟩ϵ − mH , which effectively is
equal to the integral mean of dσggHi /dmγγ. If the detector resolution can
be approximated as a Gaussian distribution, then dσggHs /dmγγ is symmetric
with respect to its peak position, and ∆Mϵ is proportional to the interference
cross-section, because of integral linearity, in particular to the coefficient R
and to the coupling product cgγ, therefore ∆Mϵ ∝

√
µΓH/ΓSMH .

As shown in Figure 2.15 for small ϵ (< 1GeV ), the mass shift corresponds
only to the shift in the maximum point of the distribution, which experimen-
tally would correspond to the peak position of the function used to fit the
background-subtracted data. If, instead, a wider window is included, the
shift is not only larger, but increases approximately linearly with ϵ for all
ϵ > 2σ, due to the very long positive (negative) tail at lower (higher) mγγ

[50].

Figure 2.15: Dependence of the mass shift on the window ϵ [50].

For this reason, to have better experimental sensitivity using the mass
shift, one must extract it using some kind of mean over the signal distri-
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bution, which is not the way experimental analyses usually proceeds, that
is fitting the signal distribution with a dedicated function. Moreover, this
tail-dependent mass-shift is difficult to define in the presence of data-driven
background, as is the case for H → γγ. For these reasons, in this thesis, the
mass shift is not employed as an observable, but this tail-dependent effect is
partially recovered by fitting the full signal shape, in particular the ”shoul-
der” regions, that have far better signal-to-background ratio than the tails,
using templates able to quantify the interference cross-section. Nonetheless,
the mass-shift is used to understand the dependence of interference distor-
tions on key observables and finally to choose the features used for catego-
rization. The most sensitive variable is diphoton transverse momentum, as
shown in Figure 2.16, where at large pT, γγ the mass-shift vanishes. It is also
important to note that, for γγ+ 2 jets events, the mass-shift is very small or
even going in the opposite direction [52].

Figure 2.16: Dependence of mass-shift from a lower cut on pT, γγ [46].
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Chapter 3

CMS experiment at the LHC

3.1 Hadronic collisions

Hadronic collisions are central to the study of high-energy particle physics
and nuclear dynamics. At high energies, hadrons are not viewed as elemen-
tary particles but as bound states of quarks and gluons. Not all the nucleons
or partons are involved in the hard scattering, but usually only one parton
per hadron contributes. The partons that do not directly participate in the
collision are referred to as spectators, and usually have a very small scat-
tering angle and therefore are not detected. Initial-state partons interact
by QCD, QED of electroweak force, while partons in the final state result
in the production of jets, which are collections of baryons, resulting from
the hadronization of final state partons, when multiple interactions create
particles in a shower-like fashion.

The hadronization starts with a phase called parton shower, where, after
the hard process, the partons created by the hard collision emit gluon ra-
diation (governed by perturbative QCD), and continue doing so until a low
virtuality scale O(1 GeV) is reached. To describe this perturbative evolu-
tion phase, quantum coherence effects are incorporated, which connect the
probabilities of radiation off different partons in the event, to ensure color
neutrality of the final physical particles. Once the low virtuality scale is
reached, the memory of the hard-process phase has been lost due to the
very different time scales, and the final phase of hadronization starts. At
this point, non-perturbative QCD takes over and nearby partons merge into
colour-singlet clusters, which create physical hadrons. Because of the de-

69
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coupling from the hard-process phase, the hadronization is assumed to be
independent of the initial hard process, and its parametrization, tuned to
the observables of some reference process, can then be used in other hard
interactions. Note that the evolution is not entirely independent of what
happens in the hard event, because after the collision, at least colour quan-
tum numbers must be exchanged between final state partons to guarantee
the overall color neutrality and conservation of baryon number [53].

In generic hadronic collisions, the incoming hadrons can be thought of as
a collection of partons with specific momentum distributions, called parton
distribution functions (PDF). The interaction between these partons can
be described using a cross-section, calculated as an integral over the parton
distributions of the incoming hadrons. The cross-section for a given hadronic
process is given by:

σAB =

∫
dx1 dx2 fA(x1)fB(x2)σ̂ab(x1, x2, ŝ),

where fA(x1) and fB(x2) are the parton distribution functions (PDFs)
for the hadrons A and B, respectively, and σ̂ab(x1, x2, ŝ) is the parton-level
cross-section, which depends on the momentum fractions x1 and x2 of the
partons and the center-of-mass energy squared ŝ. The PDFs are not fixed and
evolve with Q2, the momentum transfer in the interaction. This evolution
is described by the DGLAP equations, which are a set of partial differential
equations governing the scale dependence of the PDFs:

d

d lnQ2
fa(x,Q

2) =
∑
b

∫ 1

x

dz

z
Pab(z)fb

(x
z
,Q2

)
,

where Pab(z) are the so-called splitting functions, that describe the proba-
bility of a parton of type b radiating a parton of type a with momentum
fraction z. The DGLAP equations describe the evolution of PDFs as the
energy scale Q2 changes, and they are crucial for accurately modeling parton
distributions in high-energy collisions.

Simulating hadronic collisions involves complex dynamics that cannot be
solved analytically. Monte Carlo (MC) methods are therefore employed to
generate events and study the various processes involved in hadronic colli-
sions. MC event generators simulate the hard scattering, parton showering,
hadronization, and final-state particle production. Some well-known MC
generators include:
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� PYTHIA [54]: A versatile MC event generator for simulating high-
energy collisions, including hadronization, parton showers, and multi-
parton interactions.

� HERWIG [55]: Another MC generator that focuses on parton showers
and hadronization, with a different approach compared to PYTHIA.

� SHERPA [56]: A general-purpose MC generator capable of simulating
hadronic collisions with detailed models for parton showers, hadroniza-
tion, and multi-parton interactions.

These generators allow for the simulation of event kinematics, particle
spectra, and cross-sections, providing a statistical description of the expected
outcomes of hadronic collisions.

The process of generating events in high-energy collisions involves several
key steps:

1. Hard Scatterings: Partons are selected from the incoming hadrons
according to their PDFs, depending on the energy scale with the DGLAP
equations. The hard scattering process is modeled by calculating the
parton-level cross-section for the interaction.

2. Parton Showers: The outgoing partons from the hard scattering in-
teract by emitting additional partons (gluon radiation), forming a par-
ton shower.

3. Hadronization: After the partons have undergone sufficient evolu-
tion, they undergo hadronization, where quarks and gluons combine to
form physical hadrons.

3.2 Large Hadron Collider

The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [57] is the world’s largest and most pow-
erful particle accelerator, located at CERN on the Franco-Swiss border near
Geneva. Built inside a circular underground tunnel of 27 km circumference,
the LHC provides collisions of protons and heavy ions at unprecedented en-
ergies, enabling studies of the fundamental interactions of nature. The LHC
is the latest stage of a long series of accelerators at CERN, which together
form a complex system for producing, accelerating, and injecting particle
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beams into the collider ring. Since its first collisions in 2009, the LHC has
delivered a wealth of data that has been essential for discoveries such as the
Higgs boson and continues to push the frontiers of high-energy physics.

3.2.1 Accelerator complex

The LHC relies on a sophisticated accelerator chain to bring protons to the
required energy before they are injected into the main collider ring. The
process begins with a hydrogen source, from which protons are extracted
and accelerated in the linear accelerator (LINAC). The most recent upgrade,
LINAC4, replaces the older LINAC2 and injects protons into the subsequent
stages at an energy of 160 MeV. From there, the beam enters the Proton
Synchrotron Booster (PSB), which increases the energy to 2 GeV.

The next stage is the Proton Synchrotron (PS), a circular machine with
a circumference of about 628 m. The PS has been in operation since the
1950s and it increases the proton energy to 26 GeV before sending them
to the Super Proton Synchrotron (SPS). The SPS, with a circumference of
7 km, further accelerates the beam to 450 GeV, the injection energy of the
LHC. Both the PS and the SPS, when not filling LHC, extract the beams
for various purposes, including physics experiments (NA62, NA64, AMBER,
SHINE) and test beams for detectors R&D.

Once injected into the LHC, the beams circulate in opposite directions
in two separate vacuum pipes. Superconducting dipole magnets, cooled with
liquid helium to about 1.9 K, bend the beams along the circular trajectory,
while quadrupole magnets focus them to maintain beam stability. The LHC
accelerates the beams up to a design energy of 7 TeV per proton, corre-
sponding to a center-of-mass energy of 14 TeV in proton–proton collisions.
Collisions occur at four interaction points, each hosting a major experiment:
ATLAS, CMS, ALICE, and LHCb.
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Figure 3.1: CERN accelerator complex scheme.

3.2.2 Luminosity and pile-up

A key performance parameter of the collider is luminosity, defined as a mea-
sure of the number of collisions produced per unit time and per unit cross-
sectional area. The instantaneous luminosity L can be expressed as

L =
N2
b nbfrevγr
4πϵnβ∗ F, (3.1)

where Nb is the number of protons per bunch, nb is the number of bunches,
frev is the revolution frequency, γr is the relativistic Lorentz factor, ϵn is the
normalized transverse beam emittance, β∗ is the beta function at the inter-
action point, and F accounts for the reduction in overlap due to the crossing
angle of the beams. The integrated luminosity Lint, obtained by integrat-
ing the instantaneous luminosity over time, determines the statistical power
of physics analyses. For any process with a cross-section σ, the number of
events is the product of the σ and Lint. Higher luminosity operation increases
the number of recorded collisions but also leads to multiple softer interac-
tions per bunch crossing, known as “pile-up.” The average number of such
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interactions, µ, is proportional to the instantaneous luminosity and the to-
tal proton–proton cross section. While pile-up increases detector occupancy
and complicates event reconstruction, modern analysis techniques mitigate
these effects, for instance, through pile-up subtraction in jets and isolation
variables, or by exploiting high-granularity detector information.

During Run 2 (2015–2018), the LHC routinely operated at an instanta-
neous luminosity above 1.5× 1034 cm−2s−1, with an average pile-up of 30–50
interactions per bunch crossing, as shown in Figure 3.2. The High-Luminosity
LHC (HL-LHC) upgrade, planned to start in 2031, aims to increase the peak
luminosity by about a factor of five, leading to an average pile-up of up to
200. This will present significant challenges for detectors and reconstruction
algorithms but will also greatly enhance the dataset available for precision
studies and searches for new physics.

Figure 3.2: Pileup distribution in Run 2 [58].
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3.2.3 Data-taking periods

The LHC operation is organized into runs of various years, separated by long
shutdowns (LS) for upgrades and maintenance. Each run corresponds to a
distinct data-taking period with specific beam conditions, detector configu-
rations, and delivered luminosity.

Run 1 (2010–2012) marked the first operational phase of the LHC.
Proton–proton collisions were delivered at center-of-mass energies of 7 TeV
in 2010 and 2011, and 8 TeV in 2012. The integrated luminosity delivered
to the ATLAS and CMS experiments was about 25 fb−1, and the highlight
of Run 1 was the discovery of the Higgs boson in 2012.

Run 2 (2015–2018) followed the first long shutdown (LS1), during which
the accelerator and detectors underwent significant upgrades. Proton–proton
collisions were delivered at 13 TeV, nearly doubling the energy of Run 1.
The LHC reached new records in luminosity, delivering over 100 fb−1 to
the general-purpose experiments. Run 2 data provided the basis for preci-
sion measurements of the Higgs boson properties and extensive searches for
physics beyond the Standard Model.

Run 3 started in 2022 after the completion of the second long shutdown
(LS2). It features proton–proton collisions at 13.6 TeV and improved detector
performance.

Looking ahead, the HL-LHC project, planned to begin operation after a
long shutdown for the upgrade of the machine and of the detectors, starting
in 2026 and ending in 2031, will extend the physics reach of the collider
significantly. By accumulating up to 3000 fb−1 of data, the HL-LHC will
enable precision measurements of Higgs boson couplings at the percent level
and expand the sensitivity to new physics scenarios well beyond the current
limits.

3.3 CMS experiment

The Compact Muon Solenoid (CMS) experiment is a general-purpose detec-
tor. It is formed by different detector layers, concentric and roughly cylindri-
cal, in a typical ”onion” shape structure. Different layers are specialized in
different measurements or sensitive to a specific category of particles. Most
detectors are naturally split into a central, barrel section, which has a tubu-
lar geometry around the beam line, and two forward regions, the endcaps,
that increase the detector acceptance to the regions in the immediate sur-
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Figure 3.3: Integrated luminosity in CMS during Run1-3 [59].

roundings of the beam line, far from the interaction region. A schematic view
of the CMS detector and a section with particles passing through it are in
Figure 3.4.

Figure 3.4: Slice showing CMS sub-detectors and how particles interact
with them [60].

Solenoid Magnet
The CMS central magnet is a superconducting solenoid designed to gen-

erate a strong and uniform magnetic field. It measures 12.5 m in length and
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6 m in diameter, and is surrounded by a massive iron return yoke that both
guides the magnetic flux and provides bending power in the outer detector
regions. The solenoid encloses the tracking system and calorimeters and pro-
duces a 3.8 T field aligned with the beam axis. This field is essential for
curving the trajectories of charged particles, enabling the determination of
their charge sign and the reconstruction of their transverse momentum via
the Lorentz force.

Tracker
The innermost detector surrounds the beam pipe with a cylindrical struc-

ture of radius up to about 130 cm. Operating in the highest particle-density
environment, it is optimized to measure charged-particle trajectories with
excellent spatial resolution and minimal material budget, i.e. amount of ma-
terial normalized by its radiation length, to minimize scattering. The fine
segmentation of the silicon sensors provides hit positions to be measured
with a precision of the order of 10µm, allowing charged-particle tracks to
be reconstructed across multiple layers with high accuracy. Thanks to the
magnetic field, tracks are fitted to evaluate their curvature in the transverse
plane, in order to measure the transverse momentum pT .

Figure 3.5: Schematic drawing of the CMS tracker [61].

The tracking system is entirely based on silicon sensors and consists of
two main technologies: hybrid pixel detectors and silicon strip detectors.
The pixel system comprises four concentric barrel layers together with three
disks on each endcap. Each pixel cell has an area of 100 × 150µm2, with
the outermost barrel layer reaching a radius of 16 cm and the endcap disks
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positioned within 50 cm from the interaction point. The strip system extends
tracking coverage up to 1.2 m in radius and |η| < 2.5. Strip thicknesses range
from 320µm to 500µm with pitches between 122µm and 205µm. Despite
being optimized to minimize material budget, it reaches 2 radiation lengths
for some polar angle values, as shown in Figure 3.7 therefore photons and
electrons, except at η ∼ 0, often have hard interactions, i.e. conversions or
bremmstrhalung, upstream of the electromagnetic calorimeter.

Figure 3.6: Picture of the CMS Tracker outer barrel.
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Figure 3.7: Material budget simulation of the tracker. Shown is the break-
down of the total material budget into sub-detectors, i.e. tracker endcap
(TEC), tracker outer barrel (TOB), tracker inner barrel (TIB), tracker in-
ner detector (TID) and pixels. The beam pipe and support tube are also
included in the material budget. 100,000 single neutrino gun events are used
to compile the plots. The passage of the neutrino through the material of
the simulated CMS detector is tracked in Geant4, imaging the material dis-
tribution of the detector by plotting, for each step of the neutrino’s spatial
trajectory, the fraction of the total radiation or hadronic interaction length
of its trajectory, traversed in that step [62, 63].

Electromagnetic Calorimeter (ECAL)
Surrounding the tracking detectors, the electromagnetic calorimeter (ECAL)

measures the energies and positions of electrons and photons with high pre-
cision. It is a homogeneous and hermetic detector composed of about 75,000
lead tungstate (PbWO4) crystals, arranged in a barrel section (|η| < 1.479)
and two endcaps (1.479 < |η| < 3.0). Crystals sizes are about 2.2 × 2.2 cm
in the barrel and 2.9 × 2.9 cm or 3 × 3 cm in the endcaps, with lengths of
about 23 cm. The shape of the crystals depend on η, such that their axis
always point towards the interaction point, with a tilt of about 1◦ to avoid
losing efficiency for particles traversing the space between crystals or mod-
ules. Lead tungstate is well suited for compact calorimetry due to its short
radiation length (X0 ≈ 0.89 cm), small Molière radius (RM = 1.96 cm), and
fast scintillation response (∼ 15 ns). Although the light yield is relatively low
(around 100 photons/MeV), the high density and fast response compensate
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for this, enabling excellent energy resolution in a compact volume.
The scintillation light is detected through avalanche photodiodes (APDs)

in the barrel and vacuum phototriodes (VPTs) in the endcaps, chosen for
their radiation tolerance and performance in high magnetic fields.

Figure 3.8: Pictures of ECAL (left) mounted inside CMS, and of one crystal
in the barrel with its APD capsule [64].

Temperature and high-voltage stability are critical for maintaining cali-
bration, contributing less than 0.2% to the constant term of the resolution.
Uniformity in light collection along the crystal length, which could otherwise
degrade performance, is improved by controlled depolishing of one lateral
face. Transparency variations due to radiation-induced color centers are
continuously monitored and corrected using a laser light injection system,
ensuring stability of the response during data taking, as detailed in Section
3.4.

Before installation, ECAL modules were characterized in electron beam
tests, confirming the expected performance of energy resolution of the ECAL,
parameterized as: ( σ

E

)2
=

(
S√
E

)2

+

(
N

E

)2

+ C2, (3.2)

where S = 2.8% represents the stochastic term, N = 12% corresponds to
electronic noise, and C = 0.3% denotes the constant term. In real operation,
radiation damage and ageing can slightly worsen the resolution, depending
on the detector region and on data-taking eras, as shown in Figure 3.9.

During LHC operation, in situ calibrations are refined using well-understood
physics processes such as π0 → γγ, Z → ee, ensuring uniform and stable re-
sponse over time.
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Figure 3.9: Invariant mass spectrum of Z → ee candidates in data recon-
structed using ECAL, in different data-taking years [25].

In addition to energy measurement, the ECAL also provides accurate po-
sition information for photons by reconstructing the energy-weighted centroid
of the crystal deposits, which is essential for photon identification and π0 re-
construction. A detailed discussion of ECAL clustering and reconstruction
is presented in Section 3.4.

In order to reject high-energy neutral pions producing diphotons that
shower in the same ECAL crystal, it was planned to have high-granularity
silicon-tungsten pre-shower detectors in both barrel and endcap, featuring
2 X0 thickness and the capability to distinguish, with geometrical informa-
tion, between a double photon cluster from a π0 and a single cluster from a
prompt photon. Only the endcap preshower was finally mounted in CMS,
with somewhat limited capability of π0 veto due to ageing and irradiation,
and therefore its shower shape information is not fully employed for photon
identification algorithms.

Hadronic Calorimeter (HCAL)
The hadronic calorimeter (HCAL) measures the energy of hadrons using

a sampling design, with alternating layers of brass absorber and plastic scin-
tillator. The detector is about 1 meter thick, and is built to be hermetic,
ensuring that the full energy of jets is accounted for and that missing trans-
verse momentum can be reliably reconstructed. The resolution at beam tests
for pions, after corrections using the energy deposited in ECAL is:( σ

E

)2
=

(
S√
E

)2

+ C2, (3.3)
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with S = 85% (stochastic term) and C = 7% (constant term) [65].

Muon System
The muon spectrometer surrounds the calorimeters and is integrated with

the steel return yoke of the magnet. In the barrel region, muons are measured
with drift tubes, while in the endcaps Cathode Strip Chambers (CSCs) and
Resistive Plate Chambers (RPCs) are used. The return yoke provides a
field of about 1.5 T, bending muon tracks sufficiently to allow momentum
determination from the curvature of their trajectories. The combination
of multiple technologies ensures both precise spatial measurements and fast
triggering, particularly in the forward regions.

Trigger System
The LHC provides collisions at a frequency of 40 MHz, corresponding to

about 40 million events per second. Given that a typical event occupies
about 1 MB, recording every collision is unfeasible. Moreover, most events
arise from low-energy interactions that are not of primary interest. To re-
duce the data rate to a manageable level of roughly 2 kHz, CMS employs
a two-stage trigger system. The first stage is the Level-1 (L1) trigger, im-
plemented in custom electronics, while the second stage is the High-Level
Trigger (HLT), a software-based system that runs advanced reconstruction
and selection algorithms.

3.4 CMS ECAL object reconstruction

3.4.1 ECAL clustering

Accurate localization and measurement of energy deposits in the ECAL is a
non-trivial task. The electromagnetic shower initiated by an electron often
produces radiated photons, which in turn generate several secondary clusters
that must be correctly associated with the primary electron-induced cluster.
The electron bremmstrhalung also required dedicated tracking algorithm like
Gaussian Sum filters (GSF) [66], able to fit the kinks in the tracks due to
photon emission, instead of the standard Kalman filter [67]. The electron
bremmstrhalung, and also photon conversions, require a generalization of
the standard clustering of calorimetric hits and the definition of the so-called
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super-cluster, containing a collection of ”base” clusters created with geomet-
ric procedures, as shown in Figure 3.10. For precise energy measurements of
electron and photon, it is needed to take into account, respectively, photon
clusters from electron bremmstrhalung, and electrons and positrons clusters
from photon conversions.

Figure 3.10: Scheme of a super-cluster in CMS ECAL.

Two algorithms are primarily employed for ECAL super-clustering. The
first is the mustache algorithm, which is optimized for low-energy deposits
[25]. Starting from a seed cluster, it associates additional clusters lying in
the (η, ϕ) plane around the seed. This region is elongated along ϕ due to the
CMS solenoidal magnetic field, which spreads bremsstrahlung photons pref-
erentially in that direction rather than in η, and the width along η depends
slightly on the ϕ coordinate. The characteristic “mustache” shape originates
from the interplay between magnetic bending and the cylindrical geometry
of the ECAL. As the electron traverses the tracker, it curves in the (ϕ) di-
rection due to the solenoidal magnetic field, while bremsstrahlung photons
emitted along its trajectory continue straight toward the calorimeter. Each
photon is radiated from a different point along the curved path, and since the
ECAL surface is cylindrical rather than planar, photons emitted at different
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radii intersect the ECAL at slightly different pseudorapidities (η). When
the ECAL energy deposits are projected into the η–ϕ plane, they therefore
appear spread out in ϕ (because of magnetic bending), while the spread in η
varies with ϕ, because of the projection geometry. The resulting envelope is
not rectangular but curved, giving rise to the distinctive “mustache” pattern
used to associate bremsstrahlung clusters with the parent electron, as shown
in Figure 3.11. The size of the mustache window depends on the particle’s
transverse energy ET : higher-energy electrons and photons are less deflected
by the magnetic field, resulting in narrower spreads.

Figure 3.11: Distribution of ∆η = ηseed-cluster − ηcluster versus ∆ϕ =
ϕseed-cluster − ϕcluster for simulated electrons. The red curve indicates approx-
imately the set of clusters selected by the mustache algorithm [25].

The second algorithm, referred to as the refined clustering algorithm, im-
proves upon the mustache reconstruction by incorporating additional infor-
mation from tracking and photon-conversion identification. It combines the
mustache output with track-to-cluster matching, GSF tracks, and dedicated
algorithms that reconstruct bremsstrahlung photon clusters tangent to the
electron trajectory. A boosted decision tree (BDT) is also employed to iden-
tify both single- and double-leg photon conversions. Based on this combined
information, the refine algorithm adjusts the supercluster composition by
adding or removing satellite clusters.
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3.4.2 Energy reconstruction

The energy of an electromagnetic supercluster in the ECAL is reconstructed
according to:

Ee,γ =
∑
i

[
Ai(t) · Li(t) · Ci(t)

]
·G(η) · Fe,γ + Epreshower, (3.4)

where the sum runs over all crystals i included in a supercluster (SC).
Here Ai(t) denotes the pulse amplitude measured by the photosensors, while
Li(t) and Ci(t) are time-dependent corrections accounting respectively for
radiation-induced transparency loss, evaluated using the laser-based moni-
toring system, as shown in Figure 3.12 and for inter-crystal response equal-
ization. The factor G(η) represents the absolute calibration converting ADC
counts into GeV units and is derived from calibrations using Z decays, while
Fe,γ represents particle-dependent corrections compensating for clustering in-
efficiencies, geometry, and upstream material. Finally, the energy deposited
in the two preshower planes is added in the endcap region.

Signal amplitude reconstruction

Single-crystal energy measurements rely on the extraction of the APD pulse
amplitude. Amplitudes are extracted from waveforms, which are sampled
at 40 MHz, i.e. one sample / bunch-crossing (25 ns), using the Multifit
algorithm. Multifit treats overlapping signals in the same crystal by fitting
the waveform with one in-time pulse and up to nine out-of-time pulses, whose
amplitudes and are free parameters, while the pulse shape itself remains fixed,
as shown in Figure 3.13 [68].

Both the signal pulse shape and pedestal offset are essential for this pro-
cedure and must be monitored regularly. Radiation damage alters crystal
transparency and therefore changes the shape of collected signals. For this
reason, during Run 2, pulse templates were recomputed every 3–4 fb−1 to
track these changes. The electronic noise, resulting in pedestal fluctuations,
on the other hand, depend mostly on the photosensors. A gradual increase of
about 40 MeV per year in the pedestal fluctuation was observed throughout
LHC operation. Pedestal runs are taken approximately every 40 minutes to
monitor this behavior, using the same laser system employed for transparency
studies.
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Figure 3.12: Laser transparency corrections throughout Run 2, divided in |η|
regions.
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Figure 3.13: Two examples of fitted pulses for simulated events with 20
average pileup interactions and 25 ns bunch spacing. Signals from individual
crystals are shown. They arise from a pT = 10 GeV photon shower in the
barrel (left) and in an endcap (right). In the left panel, one OOT pulse, in
addition to the IT pulse, is fitted. In the right panel, six OOT pulses, in
addition to the IT pulse, are fitted [68].

Crystal Transparency Corrections

High radiation fluxes in LHC collisions cause significant degradation of crys-
tal transparency, particularly at large |η| [69]. This reduces the light output
and distorts pulse shapes on short time scales. Although partial recovery
occurs during no-beam periods, continuous corrections are required. CMS
employs a laser+LED monitoring system [69] that probes each crystal every
40 minutes during data-taking. The relation between the crystal response to
electromagnetic showers (S) and to laser light (L) can be parameterized as:

S

S0

=

(
L

L0

)α
, (3.5)

where S0 and L0 are reference responses at the beginning of data-taking, and
the exponent α is measured to be ∼ 1.5 in the barrel and 0.6–1.1 in the end-
caps. Figure 3.14 shows the normalized π0 mass reconstructed with (green)
and without (red) laser corrections, demonstrating their crucial impact on
stability. Residual long-term response losses are observed due to radiation
damage in laser reference diodes and fibers. These effects are corrected using
the ratio E/p between ECAL energy and track momentum for electrons from
W and Z decays.
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Figure 3.14: Normalized π0 → γγ invariant mass over a few hours data-
taking period with (green) and without (red) laser corrections applied.
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Inter-Crystal Calibrations

Inter-calibration ensures uniform detector response by equalizing the output
of individual crystals. CMS employs three complementary techniques:

� π0 → γγ: the invariant mass is reconstructed for photon pairs, as
shown in Figure 4.8 and deviations from the nominal π0 mass are used
to iteratively correct responses in fixed ϕ rings;

� E/p: the energy-to-momentum ratio for electrons from W and Z decays
is constrained to unity, providing crystal-level corrections;

� Z → e+e−: available from Run 2 thanks to large datasets, this method
calibrates crystal responses by maximizing a likelihood, comparing re-
constructed and simulated Z mass distributions.

Figure 3.15: Invariant mass of photon pairs in the π0 → γγ intercalibration
sample, selecting photons in the barrel.

The three methods are combined to obtain a final per-crystal calibration,
exploiting their different and systematic uncertainty as a function of η, as
shown in Figure 3.16.
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Figure 3.16: The statistical uncertainties in the different intercalibration
methods for data collected in 2018, and their combination. The vertical
dotted lines mark the boundary between the ECAL modules in the EB and
the EB/EE transition.

3.4.3 Energy Regression

A semi-parametric Boosted Decision Tree (BDT) regression technique is em-
ployed to mitigate potential performance degradation arising from electro-
magnetic shower leakage, inactive detector regions, as well as material and
geometrical effects. The regression makes use of several variables describing
the shower shape, and, in the case of electrons, the bremsstrahlung energy
loss, together with the angular coordinates of the track associated with the
ECAL supercluster. The isolation is measured by summing the energy of
other particles candidates in a cone centered on the supercluster.

The method employs a series of boosted decision tree (BDT) regressions
trained on simulated samples, where the true energy of each electromagnetic
object is known. The overall goal is to correct the energy using the most
probable value of the ratio between the reconstructed and the true energy,
which is learned using a semi-parametric approach by means of a probability
density of the energy ratio y = Ereco/Etrue. Each regression step is imple-
mented as a gradient-boosted decision tree optimized through a log-likelihood
loss function. For a given set of electromagnetic (e/γ) objects in Monte Carlo
simulation, the likelihood function is expressed as:
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L = −
∑

MC e/γ objects

ln p(y|x⃗), (3.6)

where p(y|x⃗) represents the probability density for an object with input
variables x⃗ to have the observed energy ratio y = Ereco/Etrue. The regression
learns this probability density by fitting to simulated samples in which the
true and reconstructed energies are known.

The probability density function adopted for this regression is a double-
sided Crystal Ball (DCB) function, which has a Gaussian core with power-law
tails on both sides, defined as:

DCB(y) =


N e−ξ

2/2, if − αL ≤ ξ(y) ≤ αR,

N e−
1
2
α2
L

(
nL

αL

(
nL

αL
− αL − ξ(y)

))−nL

, if ξ(y) < −αL,

N e−
1
2
α2
R

(
nR

αR

(
nR

αR
− αR + ξ(y)

))−nR

, if ξ(y) > αR,

(3.7)
where ξ(y) = (y−µ)/σ, µ and σ denote the mean and width of the Gaussian
core, and αL,R and nL,R are the shape parameters governing the left and
right tails. The normalization constant N ensures that the total probability
integrates to unity. During the training, the regression predicts the DCB
parameters µ(x⃗), σ(x⃗), αL,R(x⃗), and nL,R(x⃗) as functions of the input features
x⃗. The most probable value µ represents the energy correction factor for a
given e/γ candidate, while σ corresponds to the estimated per-object energy
resolution.

The full electron and photon energy corrections are derived from three
successive regressions. The first regression (step 1) applies a correction to
the supercluster (SC) energy to account for energy lost in inactive material
or module gaps of the ECAL. The regression inputs include the SC energy,
its position, and shower-shape observables such as the lateral spread in η and
ϕ, the number of saturated crystals, and the ratio R9, defined as the sum of
the energy of the 3× 3 crystal matrix centered on the most energetic crystal
divided by the total SC energy. An estimate of the transverse energy density
in the calorimeter, due to all clusters and tracks in the event, is also used to
mitigate effects from pileup.

The second regression (step 2) estimates the energy resolution of the SC.
It uses the same set of input variables as step 1, but the regression target
is now the ratio between the true and reconstructed energy. The output
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is an estimate of the per-object energy uncertainty σE(x⃗). This correction
improves the modeling of the ECAL resolution, especially in the presence of
intercalibration variations among crystals. The training employs two sim-
ulated samples: one assuming ideal intercalibration constants (“ideal IC”)
and one incorporating expected random variations (“real IC”), allowing the
regression to learn how to mitigate calibration-related fluctuations.

A third regression step (step 3) is applied only to electrons and com-
bines the ECAL-based energy measurement with the momentum estimate
obtained from the tracker. Because the ECAL and tracker provide indepen-
dent information on the electron momentum, a weighted combination of the
two measurements is constructed as:

Ereco
combined =

EECAL/σ
2
E + ptracker/σ

2
p

1/σ2
E + 1/σ2

p

, (3.8)

where EECAL and σE are the corrected ECAL energy and its estimated
resolution, and ptracker and σp are the momentum and its resolution mea-
sured in the tracker. This combination improves the overall energy estimate,
particularly at low transverse energies (ET > 15 GeV) where the tracker
momentum resolution exceeds that of the ECAL, as shown in Figure 3.17.

The three regressions are therefore applied sequentially:

1. Step 1 corrects the raw SC energy using the ideal IC simulation.

2. Step 2 estimates the energy resolution based on the real IC simulation.

3. Step 3 combines the ECAL and tracker estimates for electrons only,
producing the final corrected momentum and its uncertainty.

Photon energies are corrected using only the first two steps, since there
is no corresponding tracker momentum measurement. The two regressions
employed for electrons and photons are trained indipendently, in order to take
into account their differences in the shower shape variables distributions.
The regressions significantly enhance both the energy scale and resolution
of electrons and photons, as shown in Figure 3.17. The improvements are
most pronounced in regions of the detector affected by material transitions
or intercalibration fluctuations, and lead to a better uniformity of the energy
response across η and pT .



3.4. CMS ECAL OBJECT RECONSTRUCTION 93

Figure 3.17: Ratio of the true to the reconstructed electron energy (left),
in the pT range 15–30 GeV with and without regression corrections, with a
DCB function fit overlaid, and relative electron resolution versus electron pT
(right), as measured by the ECAL (“corrected SC”), by the tracker, and in
the combination after the step 3 regression, as found in 2016 MC samples for
barrel electrons.



94 CHAPTER 3. CMS EXPERIMENT AT THE LHC



Chapter 4

Diphoton reconstruction for
H → γγ

4.1 Photon selection

Photons selected for all CMS H → γγ analyses have to satisfy a plethora of
requirements, such as trigger, preselection, electron-veto, and multi-variate
photon identification. These selection are outlined in the following sections
[70, 71].

4.1.1 Trigger

L1 trigger
The diphoton High-Level Trigger (HLT) path employed in this analysis is

initiated by at least one electromagnetic candidate identified at the Level-
1 (L1) trigger. In the ECAL Barrel (EB), the geometry is organized such
that five strips of five crystals each (along the azimuthal direction ϕ) form
a trigger tower (TT), corresponding to a 5 × 5 array of crystals in (η, ϕ).
In the ECAL Endcap (EE), a similar structure is implemented, though the
geometry is more complex due to the X–Y arrangement of crystals. The
transverse energy (ET ) from all crystals within a TT is summed by the
front-end electronics into a trigger primitive (TP), which is transmitted via
optical fibres off-detector [72]. The off-detector electronics combines pairs
of TPs into L1 trigger candidates over regions of size 4 × 4 TTs. These
are forwarded to the Global Calorimeter Trigger (GCT), which selects the
four most energetic candidates and transmits them to the Global Trigger

95
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(GT). The GT produces the final L1 decision by applying transverse energy
thresholds. The electron/photon (e/γ) algorithm operates on a 3 × 3 TT
sliding window:

� The candidate ET is defined as the sum of the central TP and the
largest energy deposit among its four adjacent TTs.

� Electromagnetic (EM) showers exhibit a compact lateral spread. Can-
didates must satisfy the so-called fine grain requirements, i.e. a central
tower with two adjacent strips that together carry at least ∼ 90% of
the tower ET , as shown in Figure 4.1.

In addition, the hadronic calorimeter (HCAL) energy contribution must
satisfy:

H

E
< 5% for the central tower and candidates withET > 2GeV.

For isolated candidates, an additional isolation condition is imposed: at
least five of the eight nearest neighbouring TTs must each have

ET < 3.5GeV.

Once an L1 seed is present, the HLT reconstructs ECAL clusters using
the readout units within a rectangular window centered on the L1 candidate.
The thresholds and corresponding seed names for the lowest unprescaled
single and double L1 seeds are summarized in Table 4.1.

High-level trigger
The HLT selection strategy remains consistent across the three data-taking

years, with the exception of the transverse energy requirement on the un-
seeded leg, set to 18 GeV in 2016 and 22 GeV in 2017 and 2018. A set of
general requirements is applied to all photon candidates, while each candi-
date must additionally satisfy either isolation-based or a high-R9 selection
[70]. The variables used for selection are H/E, σiηiη, IsoHLT

ph , IsoHLT
track, which

represent, respectively, the energy reconstructed in the HCAL TT above the
ECAL seed cluster, divided by the photon energy, the width of the photon
cluster (measured as number of crystals in the η direction), isolation with
respect to other photons or tracks. The isolation of a photon γ with respect
to ohher particles is generally defined as the sum of other particles pT in a
cone centered on the photon γ. The summary of HLT requirements is shown
in Table 4.2.
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ET threshold [GeV]
2016

Single Electron 40
Single Electron (isolated) 30
Double Electron 23, 10

2017
Single Electron 40
Single Electron (isolated) 32
Single Electron (isolated, |η| < 2.1) 30
Double Electron 25, 14

2018
Single Electron 40
Single Electron (isolated) 32
Single Electron (isolated, |η| < 2.1) 30
Double Electron 25, 14

Table 4.1: Lowest unprescaled ET thresholds for L1 trigger seeds for electro-
magnetic candidates and corresponding seed names for single and double L1
electron candidates in 2016–2018.

H/E σiηiη R9 IsoHLT
ph [GeV] IsoHLT

track [GeV] (unseeded)

EB; R9 > 0.85 < 0.12 – − – –
EB; R9 ≤ 0.85 < 0.12 < 0.015 > 0.5 < (6.0 + 0.012ET ) < (6.0 + 0.002ET )
EE; R9 > 0.90 < 0.1 – > 0.8 – –
EE; R9 ≤ 0.90 < 0.1 < 0.035 > 0.8 < (6.0 + 0.012ET ) < (6.0 + 0.002ET )

Other trigger requirements
HLT s. ET > 30 GeV HLT us. ET > 18(22) GeV in 2016(17-18)

mγγ > 90 GeV

Table 4.2: Summary of HLT photon selection requirements, including
calorimeter identification, isolation, and other trigger conditions. Photon
legs where L1 fired or not are outlined as seeded (s.) or unseeded (us.)
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Figure 4.1: Scheme of the L1 electron/photon trigger algorithm. The candi-
date ET is the sum of the central TP (orange) and highest ET TT from the
4 broadside neighbours (yellow). The Fine Grain profile (left box) and the
ratio with HCAL TT energy H/E (green) are used as vetoes while the quiet
corners (orange L-shapes) are used to separate isolated from non-isolated
candidates. The HCAL TT are aligned with the ECAL TT in pseudorapid-
ity [72].

Trigger efficiency measurements in data
Trigger efficiency of the diphoton HLT path was measured on data using

the tag-and-probe technique with Z → ee events, that work as a control
sample in H → γγ analyses because of the high statistic and good under-
standing of the physics process, together with the high purity of the sample.
This is due to the similarity between electron and photon responses in ECAL,
and the close energy scales between Z → ee and H → γγ, but comes with
non-trivial subtleties, for instance the different shower shape variables distri-
butions between electrons and photon and the different p − T spectra [70].
The idea of tag-and-probe is to use a clean sample of resonant decays where
one decay product (the “tag”) is required to pass very tight identification
and isolation criteria and to fire a single-electron trigger, ensuring that the
event is recorded. The other decay product (the “probe”) is then unbiased
with respect to the trigger under study and can be used to test its efficiency.
In this case, the tag is one electron from the Z decay, while the probe is the
other electron reconstructed as a photon candidate, mimicking the response
of a real photon in the electromagnetic calorimeter. The trigger efficiency is
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computed as the fraction of probe candidates passing the diphoton trigger,
measured separately in bins defined by the probe shower-shape variable R9,
its pseudorapidity |η| and the offline transverse energy, as shown in Figure
4.2. Moreover, the offline and HLT electron candidate are matched geomet-
rically.

Since electrons from Z → ee and photons from H → γγ do not have
identical R9 and |η| distributions, the Z → ee sample is reweighted in these
variables so that the probe kinematics and shower properties match those of
simulated Higgs boson photons with mH = 125 GeV. This procedure makes
the extracted efficiency directly applicable to H → γγ analyses.

Figure 4.2: Diphoton trigger efficiency measured on 2016 data for Z → ee
events using tag and probe method. Efficiency with respect to offline probe
ET, shown in 4 analysis categories defined according to probe R9 and |η|.
The efficiency of the seeded HLT leg is represented, which requires the L1
has been fired.
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4.1.2 Photon preselection

The HLT online selection is required both in data and in simulation. How-
ever, detectors conditions evolve during time, while the MC samples are
generated only once per data-taking era. For this reason the trigger turn-
on, as a function of (ET , R9, η), is not identical in data and MC, and an
additional offline preselection is needed. This offline selection is designed to
be slightly more stringent than the HLT requirements, so that the analysis
is performed on the plateau region of the trigger efficiency as measured in
data. Moreover, the offline selection requires photon candidates within the
geometrical acceptance (|η| < 2.5), excluding the barrel–endcap transition
region 1.4442 < |η| < 1.566).

The photon with the largest transverse momentum (leading photon) is
required to have pT > 35 GeV, while the subleading photon must have
pT > 25 GeV. Both photons are required to pass a “conversion-safe” elec-
tron veto, employing the pixel detector to veto electrons without remov-
ing photons undergoing conversions. The preselection criteria are summa-
rized in Table 4.3. The selected diphoton pair is finally required to satisfy
mγγ > 100 GeV.

Region H/E σiηiη R9 Isoγ [GeV] Isotrack [GeV]

EB, R9 > 0.85 < 0.08 – > 0.5 – –
EB, R9 ≤ 0.85 < 0.08 < 0.015 > 0.5 < 4.0 < 6.0
EE, R9 > 0.90 < 0.08 – > 0.8 – –
EE, R9 ≤ 0.90 < 0.08 < 0.035 > 0.8 < 4.0 < 6.0

Table 4.3: Offline photon preselection requirements for barrel (EB) and end-
cap (EE) regions. The conditions are split according to the R9 category.

As shown in Figure 4.2, the trigger efficiencies are very steep around 35
GeV, which, together with the preselection, has the effect of decreasing the
combined trigger-preselection efficiency of gg → H → γγ diphotons to about
84%, 57% 77%, when photons are, respectively, both in the barrel, one in
barrel and one in endcaps, both in endcaps, with a global inclusive 74%
efficiency.
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4.1.3 Multivariate photon identification

The goal of the final photon identification (photonID) is to distinguish prompt
photons from non-prompt photons. Non-prompt photons mainly originate
from high-momentum neutral mesons, inside jets, decaying into two pho-
tons, where both photons are reconstructed as a single photon candidate
because they share the same supercluster. There are also contributions from
neutral hadrons or charged hadrons (with failed track association) that de-
posit most of their energy in ECAL. On the other hand, photons produced
directly from hard interactions are labeled as prompt photons. To sepa-
rate these two classes of photons, a BDT is applied after the preselection.
The BDT is trained on H → γγ and photon+jets simulated datasets at√
s = 13 TeV, taking as signal the H → γγ photons, and as background

the non-prompt ones in the γ+jets sample which arise from jets, and most
importantly, meson decays. In order to make the training independent of the
photon kinematic variables, a two-dimensional reweighting is performed as
a function of the supercluster pseudorapidity ηSC and the photon candidate
transverse momentum pT . This procedure matches the kinematic distribu-
tions of signal prompt photons to those of background non-prompt photons.
Separate trainings are performed for the 2016, 2017, and 2018 ultra-legacy
datasets and for the barrel (EB) and endcap (EE) regions. The input vari-
ables include kinematic, shower-shape, and isolation observables, as well as
a few additional ones:

� Kinematic variables: ηSC ;

� Shower-shape variables: σiηiη, COViηiϕ, E2×2/E5×5, R9, ση, and σϕ;

� Isolation variables: photon isolation and track isolation;

� Additional variables: ρPU , the supercluster raw energy ERAW (used
in both EB and EE);

� Endcap-only variables: preshower spread σRR, and EES/ERAW (the
energy deposited in the preshower divided by the supercluster raw en-
ergy),

where COViηiϕ is the covariance of the single crystal η and ϕ in terms of
crystal cells within the 5x5 crystal matrix centred on the supercluster seed,
ση(σϕ) is the logarithmic energy weighted standard deviation of single crystal
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η within the supercluster, and ρ is the average energy density in ECAL
due to pileup interactions, which is useful to make the pdotonID efficiency
independent on pileup.

The distribution of two example variables, i.e. R9, track isolation and
σiηiη, is shown in Figure 4.4. Track isolation and σiηiη, in particular, have
different distributions for prompt photons and non-prompt photons, due to,
respectively, association with hadron tracks, and non-zero distance in η be-
tween the two prompt photons coming from neutral mesons.

Figure 4.3: Distribution of R9, track isolation and σiηiη for prompt and non-
prompt photons.

The BDT score distribution for signal (H → γγ) and unmatched recon-
structed photons from the γ+ jets MC sample is shown in Figure 4.4.

The data/MC agreement of the photon ID BDT score was validated using
both Z → ee, as shown in Figure 4.5 and Z → µµγ events.

The selection on the single photon employed in H → γγ Run 2 analyses
is BDTγ > −0.9, i.e. very loose, because, after the photon selection, another
BDT, labelled ”diphoton BDT”, distinguish between signal and background
diphotons, leveraging the better discrimination provided by the composite
diphoton object, and employing as an input the photon ID score. After the
photonID loose selection, the background consists mainly in γ+jets events,
multijet events, both with unmatched reconstructed photons, and pp → γγ
events (prompt diphotons), where, before the diphoton BDT application ,
the γ+jets events contribution is much larger than the prompt diphoton
contribution.
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Figure 4.4: BDT score distributions for signal and background photons in
the barrel. The chosen algorithm is Xgboost (XGB) trained on 2018 best
calibration ”UltraLegacy” (UL) conditions MC samples (red).

Figure 4.5: Comparison between photon ID BDT output scores distribution
between data and MC for the 2017 Z → ee sample
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Note that the simulation of the unmatched reconstructed photons from
multijet and γ+ jet processes is not completely reliable, because their cross-
sections are very large, but the jet into photon mis-identification probability
is very small O(10−4), therefore both the statistical and systematic compo-
nent of the MC uncertainties are too large for a reliable estimation of this
background contribution, which is estimated from data.

Non-prompt photons sources in γ+jets

It is interesting to understand why it is difficult to separate prompt from
non-prompt photons with only calorimetric information, by using a small
sample of simulated γ + jets events. Reconstructed photons are selected
based on photonID, and diphotons are selected requiring |η| < 2.5, pT >
35 GeV for the leading and > 25 GeV for the sub-leading photon. In a
sample with about 100 × 103 γ+jets generated events, a set of 37.8 × 103

events contain a diphoton. Within this set, only about 7000 have a generated
particle matched to both reconstructed photons. Due to the nature of the
sample, these diphotons always contain a non-prompt photon, and, given
their matching to a generated particle, it is possible to investigate their source
by looking at their mother in the Monte Carlo generated particle list of the
event. It is found that, out of these 7000 events, 93% contain a non-prompt
photon whose mother is a meson, as shown in Figure 4.6. Out of these
mesons, the most frequent, as could be expected, are π0, η and others with
known radiative decay pathways.

It is also possible to investigate the source of the non-prompt photons
for the 38 × 103 events without generator matching, by looking at unstable
generated particles in a cone DR = 0.1 centered on the non-prompt photon
position. Out of 37.8 × 103 events, A fraction of 76% of the candidates
contains at least one unstable generated particle in the cone, with a particle
type distribution similar to the previous case, as shown in Figure 4.7.

In particular, 19.2×103 events have a π0 in the cone, and for those events
the distribution of π0 pT versus minimum opening angle is plotted, as shown
in Figure 4.8. The typical opening values are around ∆R=0.01-0.02, while a
single cell of ECAL, except in the most inner regions of EE, has a granularity
δη×δϕ = 0.0175×0.0175, which explains how difficult is to reject these type
of background. This also explains the importance of employing isolation
variables for photonID.
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Figure 4.6: Particle ID distribution of the mother of non-prompt photon with
generator matching.

Figure 4.7: Particle ID distribution of unstable generated particles in a cone
DR = 0.1 centered on the non-prompt photon position.
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Figure 4.8: Distribution of pT versus minimum opening angle for neutral
pions in a cone ∆R = 0.1 around non-prompt photons with failed generator
matching.

4.2 Photon corrections

4.2.1 Photon energy scale and resolution

After applying the standard ECAL calibration procedure, residual differences
remain between the energy scale and resolution of electrons and photons in
data and simulation [71]. The differences in scale are corrected in the data,
and the differences in resolution are corrected in MC by smearing the energy
values in the simulation. The differences between photon and electron energy
scales are addressed in further steps with dedicated systematics.

Two complementary techniques are employed to determine the energy
scale and smearing corrections in the 2016, 2017, and 2018 datasets: the
median method and the global smearing method.

Median method
The first approach relies on the median value of the reconstructed Z boson

invariant mass, obtained from dielectron events where both electrons are
reconstructed using supercluster energies corrected by the energy regression.
The median of the invariant mass distribution is evaluated in data, and
the corresponding scale correction is defined such that the median value is
aligned with the nominal Z boson mass reported by the PDG. The scale
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corrections are derived as a function of the run number and the supercluster
pseudorapidity |η|, since residual differences between data and simulation
are both time-dependent and |η|-dependent due to radiation damage in the
ECAL crystals.

The ECAL barrel and endcap are each divided into two pseudorapidity
regions: |η| < 1 and 1 ≤ |η| ≤ 1.4442 for the barrel, and 1.566 ≤ |η| < 2
and 2 ≤ |η| ≤ 2.5 for the endcap. Run bins are defined to contain at least
10,000 dielectron events passing the selection criteria. For each run–|η| bin,
the scale correction ∆P is defined as:

∆P =
mZ

median(mdata
ee )

. (4.1)

Typical correction magnitudes range from 1% to 2%, reaching up to 4% in
the endcap for 2016 and 2017 data, and up to 5% in 2018.

Global smearing method
Once the median energy scale corrections have been applied, residual dif-

ferences in scale and resolution are extracted simultaneously using the global
smearing method. This approach targets both the remaining scale offsets and
the ECAL energy resolution. The method relies on a maximum-likelihood
fit between data and simulation. By using the simulated Z line shape as a
reference, all detector effects, such as reconstruction efficiency and kinematic
acceptance, are properly taken into account.

Residual discrepancies between data and simulation are parameterized by
a small additional energy scale shift and by a Gaussian smearing term that
accounts for differences in resolution. One advantage of the global smearing
approach is the possibility of performing a simultaneous fit across several
electron categories, deriving per-electron corrections, by minimizing simul-
taneously the corrections on single electrons in multiple categories. With N
single-electron categories, N(N + 1)/2 dielectron invariant mass spectra are
constructed in both data and simulation. A simultaneous likelihood fit is
performed across all categories as a function of 2N parameters, (∆P,∆σ).
In the fit, electron energies in data are scaled by a factor (1 + ∆P ), while
MC energies are multiplied by a random factor sampled from a Gaussian
distribution centered at 1 with width ∆σ.

The scale corrections are determined in five |η| bins and between 10 and
13 R9 bins, depending on the |η| region. This fine binning in R9 ensures that
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the corrections are independent of the effective R9 distributions in the anal-
ysis categories, and removes, in first approximation, the difference in scale
between electrons and photons, which have different shower shape variables
distributions. The smearing terms are derived in coarser bins, with four |η|
bins and two R9 bins. In addition, an extra set of corrections for the electron
energy scale is derived as a function of |η| and ET using the same global
smearing procedure. These corrections ensure good agreement between data
and simulation, as shown in Figure 4.9 for an example category. The assigned
systematics on the smearing is a flat uncertainty of 0.05% on the relative mass
resolution, regardless of the R9/|η| bin, except for 2016 and 2017, where an
inflated uncertainty of 0.8% is applied for all photons with pT > 50 GeV, to
cover observed non-closures.

Figure 4.9: Data to MC agreement for Z → ee events after scale and smearing
corrections for an example category in the 2016 dataset.

Frontal non-uniformity
An additional correction is applied to account for the impact of radia-

tion damage on the light collection of electrons and photons in the ECAL.
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When a particle interacts with a PbWO4 crystal, it deposits energy along
its path, producing scintillation light proportional to the local energy de-
position, with an average number of optical photons per deposited energy
of 100γ/MeV. This scintillation light propagates through the crystal (with
around 22mm2 face area and > 22 cm thickness), undergoing absorption,
scattering, and partial reflection at the crystal surfaces. Only a small fraction
of the light produced by scintillation in the crystals (100 γ/MeV) reaches the
two 5 × 5mm2 photodetectors, generating a measurable signal in the ECAL
readout, corresponding to around 4.5 photoelectrons / MeV, because of the
sensitive/crystal face area ratio of 10%, APD quantum efficiency of 60%, and
75% light collection efficiency, measured on non-irradiated crystals.

The light collection efficiency can be described also as a function of z, as
LCE(z), which depends on the depth z at which the light is emitted. The
overall ECAL response can therefore be expressed as:

S =

∫
Edep(z) LCE(z) dz∫

Edep(z) dz
, (4.2)

where LCE(z) also includes the efficiency of the photodetectors. Different
types of particles (photons, electrons, hadrons, jets) with the same total
energy exhibit different average longitudinal energy-deposit profiles Edep(z),
leading to different ECAL responses.

Radiation damage degrades light collection efficiency due to (i) loss of
crystal transparency, (ii) reduced APD gain in the barrel (EB), and (iii)
reduced photocathode sensitivity in the endcaps (EE). Crystal transparency
loss is described by an induced absorption coefficient µinduced, which causes
exponential attenuation of light along the crystal length L:

Tfinal = Tinitial · e−(µnatural+µinduced)L, (4.3)

where Tinitial and Tfinal are the initial and final light transmissions, respec-
tively, and µnatural is the absorption coefficient of the undamaged crystal.

Because of differences in shower profiles between electrons and photons,
and because the light collection efficiency varies over time due to radiation
damage, the ECAL response to electrons and photons differs and evolves
during data taking. The ECAL energy scale calibration is derived from
electrons from Z → e+e− decays and applied to both electron and photon
objects. Hence, the response difference between electrons and photons must
be corrected.
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Since radiation damage is not simulated, the energy regression can only
correct for intrinsic shower-shape differences, not for time-dependent light-
collection effects. An additional photon-specific scale correction, known as
the Front Non-Uniformity (FNUF) correction, is therefore applied. It is
defined as:

1

F
=
Sγ
Se

=

∫
Eγ

dep(z) LCE(z) dz∫
Eγ

dep(z) dz∫
Ee

dep(z) LCE(z) dz∫
Ee

dep(z) dz

, (4.4)

where Ee
dep(z) and Eγ

dep(z) represent the average shower profiles of elec-
trons and photons of the same energy. This correction compensates for the
fact that photons typically deposit most of their energy in the front part of
the crystal (within ∼ 13X0), where the radiation damage affects the trans-
parency most severely.

Assuming a constant instantaneous luminosity of 2 × 1034 cm−2s−1, the
corrections is evaluated using FLUKA [73] simulations to predict µinduced and
the corresponding transparency loss R/R0 as a function of pseudorapidity
(0 < |η| < 3 in 0.1 bins) and integrated luminosity. For each luminosity
scenario and |η| bin, the corresponding LCE(z) is then simulated using S-
Litrani [74], incorporating the APD and VPT gain losses.

Although the assumed luminosity scenario may differ from that of actual
data taking, the correction depends only on the measured transparency ra-
tio R/R0, which is derived directly from laser monitoring data rather than
simulation. The average measured R/R0 values as a function of run number
are shown in Figure 4.10.

Figure 4.11 illustrates the resulting LCE(z) profiles and the computed
FNUF corrections 1/F as a function of photon energy and R/R0.

The FNUF correction is applied on top of all other photon energy calibra-
tions in data, using the average R/R0 in each |η| bin from laser monitoring.
This is the reason why the correction is lower than 1, i.e. because the appli-
cation of the Z → ee scale over-corrects photons, which start their shower
deeper, in regions of the crystals where the integrated dose, and the trans-
parency loss, is less pronounced.

It is applied only to high-R9 photons (R9 > 0.96), since low-R9 photons
have shower shapes more similar to those of electrons.
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Figure 4.10: Average R/R0 from laser measurements as a function of the
run, for different pseudorapidity bins in EB (left) and EE (right).

Figure 4.11: Simulated light collection efficiencies as function of crystal depth
for different η regions and R/R0 (left) and final ”FNUF-correction”, 1/F, to
be applied to each photon as function of energy and the average R/R0 (right),
in an example |η|-bin.
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Since the FNUF correction depends directly on R/R0, any modification
of R/R0, e.g., via the corrections applied to laser amplitudes via pin-diodes
(PN) monitoring the laser light output, propagates to the final energy scale.
PN corrections typically increase the effective transparency loss, leading to a
slightly higher FNUF correction. Their impact on the diphoton mass scale is
evaluated by reapplying the FNUF correction using half of the PN corrections
as input and comparing the fitted mγγ peak positions.

4.2.2 Shower shape, preshower and isolation correc-
tions

Some detector effects are not perfectly simulated and therefore require align-
ment with data using multivariate corrections. These effects are typically
dependent on the year, but the Z → µµγ sample does not have enough
statistics to allow it, hence it is done on the Z → ee, because the discrepan-
cies do not depend on the type of particle.

The goal of the procedure is to achieve the best possible agreement be-
tween data and simulation for the photon identification MVA output. To this
end, the correction must be performed differentially in the transverse momen-
tum pT , pseudorapidity η, azimuthal angle ϕ, and the per-event pileup energy
density ρ. In addition, correlations among the shower shape variables and
among the charged isolation variables are taken into account. The distribu-
tions of the shower shape, preshower and isolation variables in simulation are
then morphed so as to reproduce as closely as possible the ones observed in
data.

The morphing of simulation distributions to match those observed in data
is performed using the cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) of both the
simulated and target (data) distributions. For each variable to be corrected,
the value in simulation is replaced by the corresponding value in data that
satisfies the condition that their CDFs are equal. This ensures a consistent
mapping between the distributions.

This procedure is applied to all shower shape variables used as inputs
to the photon identification MVA, while preserving the interdependencies
among these variables and their correlations with event topology. To achieve
this, a series of boosted decision trees (BDTs) is employed to model the
conditional shape of the CDFs in both data and simulation.

The variables used as inputs to each BDT are selected in a chained fash-
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ion: for simulation, variables that have already been corrected are included
as additional inputs when training the BDTs for subsequent variables. This
method is therefore called chained quantile regression (CQR) [24]. In data,
no correction is needed, so the same (uncorrected) inputs are used for each
variable. This necessitates a specific correction order, which is applied consis-
tently to both data and simulation. For each variable, 21 BDTs are trained to
predict the values at specific quantile points of the CDF, i.e. 19 points from
0.05 to 0.95, spaced by 0.05, with the addition of 0.01 and 0.99. Each BDT
is trained using a quantile loss function appropriate to its target quantile.
To evaluate values between the trained quantile points, linear interpolation
is applied. For isolation variables, the procedure must be extended to ac-
count for discontinuities in their distributions. The training of the boosted
decision trees (BDTs) is performed separately for each of the three years of
data-taking. The data/MC agreement before and after this correction for
2018 EB Z → ee events is shown in Figure 4.12 for two example shower-
shape variables. Despite the imperfect agreement for the single variables,

Figure 4.12: Data/simulation comparison for the shower shape variables
R9 and S4 for 2018 EB with corrected and uncorrected distributions from
simulation.

the agreement of the photon ID score after CQR corrections is acceptable,
as shown in Figure 4.13, where the target is an impact less than 2% on the
inclusive cross-section.
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Figure 4.13: Data/simulation comparison for the photon ID score for 2018
EB with corrected and uncorrected distributions from simulation.

4.3 Primary vertex reconstruction and selec-

tion

Since events involving two photons do not necessarily contain prompt charged
particles originating from the hard scattering, the precise determination of
the primary interaction vertex along the beam axis is not straightforward.
However, even for the dominant gluon-fusion production process, the Higgs
boson is often accompanied by additional jets or, at minimum, soft hadronic
activity from the underlying event. This additional activity enables the re-
construction of the vertex corresponding to the Higgs boson production in
nearly all cases. Nonetheless, in the presence of a large number of pileup inter-
actions, the identification of the correct vertex associated with the diphoton
system can still be ambiguous [75]. The difficulty increases for ggH at low
pT , which is the case treated in this thesis.

The overall strategy consists of reconstructing all primary vertices in the
event and subsequently selecting the one most compatible with the diphoton
candidate. This selection exploits both the kinematic properties and spa-
tial correlation of the associated hadronic activity, as well as any available
information from photon conversions reconstructed in the tracking detectors.



4.3. PRIMARY VERTEX RECONSTRUCTION AND SELECTION 115

Primary vertices are reconstructed from an inclusive set of charged-particle
tracks measured in the tracking detectors. Tracks are required to satisfy qual-
ity and beamline compatibility criteria to suppress contributions from fake
tracks or secondary decays. The tracks are then grouped into clusters along
the z-axis of the beamline, corresponding to distinct primary vertices. The
optimal division into N clusters is determined by minimizing the global χ2

compatibility between the track z positions and uncertainties, assuming N
common vertices along the beamline.

Each cluster is then fitted to a common three-dimensional vertex using
an adaptive vertex fitting algorithm, which iteratively down-weights tracks
that are inconsistent with the common vertex. The typical spatial resolution
of this fit is of order O(50 µm) in the transverse plane and O(100 µm) in
the longitudinal direction. Since the transverse beam width is comparable to
the vertex position resolution, the known position and width of the luminous
region are included as external constraints to further improve the transverse
resolution. The reconstruction output consists of a list of vertices, each char-
acterized by a fitted position, associated uncertainties, and the set of tracks
assigned to it. In general, the vertex corresponding to the hard interaction
exhibits larger hadronic activity than those arising from pileup. Moreover,
the hadronic recoil in the transverse plane is expected to approximately bal-
ance the momentum of the diphoton system.

Use of photon conversions
When one or both photons are associated with reconstructed conversions

in the tracker, their conversion vertices provide additional pointing infor-
mation that can improve the determination of the production vertex [75].
The reconstructed conversion momentum vector is extrapolated from the
conversion vertex back to the beamline. However, since the resolution of the
conversion reconstruction depends strongly on its radial position, conversions
far from the interaction region yield poorer estimates due to limited tracking
measurements. In such cases, an alternative approach is used, which projects
the line connecting the reconstructed conversion vertex to the corresponding
ECAL supercluster position back to the beamline. The inclusion of ECAL
position information significantly improves the overall pointing resolution.

An uncertainty is assigned to each conversion-based z estimate, depending
on the detector region where the conversion occurred. For events with two
converted photons, a weighted average of the two z estimates is computed
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using their uncertainties. For each reconstructed vertex, a compatibility
variable is then defined:

ConversionPull =
|zconv − zvtx|

σz
, (4.5)

where zvtx is the vertex z position, zconv is the z estimate from conversion
pointing, and σz is its associated uncertainty. The uncertainty in zvtx is
negligible compared to that of the conversion measurement.

Multivariate selection
The final vertex selection is performed using a boosted decision tree (BDT)

classifier trained to distinguish the true diphoton vertex in simulated Higgs
events from pileup vertices. The input features include three so-called hadronic-
recoil variables:

� sumpt2 =
∑
p2T,i: The sum of the squared transverse momenta of all

charged tracks associated with the vertex. This variable measures the
overall amount of hadronic activity,

� ptbal = −
∑
pT,i · p̂γγT : The sum of the transverse momenta of all

charged tracks associated with the vertex, projected onto the axis of
the diphoton momentum in the transverse plane. This quantifies how
much the charged hadronic activity balances the transverse momentum
of the diphoton system,

� ptasym: An asymmetry variable formed from the total transverse mo-
mentum of all charged tracks associated with the vertex and the trans-
verse momentum of the diphoton system. It provides an additional
measure of the balance between the charged hadronic activity and the
diphoton system,

as well as the conversion compatibility variable described above. If no conver-
sion is reconstructed, the corresponding input is set to a dummy value so that
the classifier effectively ignores it. The vertex with the highest BDT score is
then selected for use in photon kinematic reconstruction and identification.

Vertex probability estimate
Because the invariant mass resolution deteriorates significantly when the

incorrect vertex is selected, due to the wrong reconstructed angles for the
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photons, it is important to estimate the probability that the chosen vertex is
the correct one, which is an input to the diphoton BDT. A vertex is consid-
ered correctly identified if its z position lies within 1 cm of the true interaction
point, a value corresponding to an error in the invariant mass tipically much
smaller than the one coming from reconstructed photon energies. The per-
event probability of a correct selection is estimated using an additional BDT
trained to distinguish events with correctly and incorrectly selected vertices,
which is an input of the diphoton BDT, that provide discrimination between
signal and background.

The classifier uses the following input variables:

� Diphoton transverse momentum, pγγT : higher values correlate with in-
creased hadronic activity and better vertex identification.

� Number of reconstructed primary vertices: events with more vertices
are more prone to misassignment.

� Vertex-selection BDT scores for the three highest-ranked vertices: these
contain information about the signal-likeness of each candidate.

� Distances in z between the selected vertex and the next two highest-
ranked candidates.

� Number of photons associated with reconstructed conversions (0, 1, or
2): conversion information enhances vertex selection efficiency.

The BDT response is linearly transformed to yield an estimated per-event
probability for correct vertex assignment, calibrated using the fraction of cor-
rectly identified vertices in simulated Higgs events. The per-event probability
is shown in Figure 4.14, as a function of pT for 2018.
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Figure 4.14: Fraction of the events with |zselected − ztrue| < 10 mm, i.e. the
rate of the correct diphoton vertex, as a function of the diphoton pT, in 2018.
Simulated events with H → γγ are used, considering the gluon-gluon fusion
production mode.

4.4 Diphoton BDT training

The main sources of background in H → γγ analyses are QCD multijet
processes (two fake photons, labelled ’fake-fake’) and γ + jets events (one
prompt and one fake photon, labelled ’prompt-fake’). The signal sample used
for training is obtained as a cross-section-weighted mixture of the four main
production mechanisms: gluon fusion (ggH), vector boson fusion (VBF),
associated production with a vector boson (VH), and associated production
with a top quark pair (ttH), all for a Higgs boson mass of 125 GeV [71].

Data-driven background sample
Monte Carlo simulations are known to significantly underestimate the un-

certainties related to photon misidentification, particularly at low photon ID
BDT scores. Therefore, the QCD and γ+jets samples exhibit large event
weights and limited statistics, resulting in poor modeling of input observ-
ables, especially in the tails of distributions. To address these issues, a fully
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data-driven model is obtained from events that fail a minimum photon ID
BDT score requirement of −0.9, defining a “low photon ID sideband” region,
as shown in Figure 4.15. This data-driven sample is mixed with a MC sample
of prompt diphotons (pp→ γγ).

Figure 4.15: Scheme of the low photon ID sideband extraction.

A probability density function (PDF) for the minimum photon ID BDT
score is derived using γ+jets Monte Carlo, where fake photons are matched
to generator-level jets. This PDF is parameterized by a polynomial fit to the
photon ID BDT distribution, as shown in Figure 4.16.

For each event in the sideband region, a new value of the minimum photon
ID BDT score is randomly assigned within the range [−0.9, 1.0] according
to the fake-photon PDF, and an additional per-event weight is applied to
reproduce the expected distribution of the minimum photon ID BDT score:

w =

∫ A
B
freal(x)dx∫ B

A
ffake(x)dx

, (4.6)

where ffake(x) denotes the fitted PDF for the photon ID BDT score of fake
photons.
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Figure 4.16: Distribution of the minimum photon ID BDT score for each
diphoton, with a polynomial fit.

Since the normalization of the sideband-derived sample does not necessar-
ily match the expected number of QCD and γ+jets events in the preselection,
a simultaneous fit of the minimum and maximum photon ID BDT distribu-
tions is performed to extract normalization scale factors, such that the MC
pp → γγ) sample, added to the data-driven low-ID sideband describing the
QCD fake contributions, reproduces the data distribution, as shown in Figure
4.17.

Training and validation
Training events are selected using the photon preselection criteria, a loose

cut on photon ID greater than −0.9, and transverse momentum thresholds
corresponding to pT/mγγ values of 1/3 and 1/4 for the leading and subleading
photons, respectively. The diphoton BDT is trained by the Hγγ group using
a set of ten input features. These include the kinematic properties of the
diphoton system, per-event estimates of the diphoton mass resolution, and
per-photon scores from the identification BDT.



4.4. DIPHOTON BDT TRAINING 121

Figure 4.17: Maximum of the photon ID score of the two photons for each
diphoton, before (left) and after (right) normalizing the two components.

The per-event relative mass resolution estimates are computed by propa-
gating the photon energy resolution estimates, assuming Gaussian resolution
functions. The XGBoost algorithm is employed to train the model and tune
its hyperparameters. The resulting shapes of the BDT output scores on the
test set are shown in Figure 4.18.

After training, diphoton data and MC events after preselection are used to
validate the input variables and the output of the diphoton BDT, using events
in the mass sideband regions 100 < mγγ < 115 GeV and 135 < mγγ < 180
GeV, as shown in Figure 4.18.

To check if the mixed sample used for the training is compatible with data,
their diphoton invariant mass distributions are compared after a loose cut
on the diphoton BDT score at -0.9, blinding the 115 GeV < mγγ < 135 GeV
region, as shown in Figure 4.19.
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Figure 4.18: BDT score after training, applied to the data, in the invariant
diphoton mass sidebands.
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Figure 4.19: Diphoton invariant mass distribution of data and test sample
after a loose cut at -0.9 on the diphoton BDT, blinding the signal region.
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Chapter 5

Analysis strategy

5.1 Data and simulated samples

The data samples used in this analysis correspond to an integrated luminosity
of 138 fb−1 recorded in 2016-2018 at the LHC in pp collisions at a center-of-
mass energy of 13 TeV [58, 76, 77].

The signal samples for gluon–gluon fusion (ggH), vector-boson fusion
(VBF), and vector-boson–associated Higgs boson production (VH) are sim-
ulated with the MadGraph5 aMC@NLO v2.4.2 matrix-element genera-
tor [78] at next-to-leading order (NLO) in QCD. For the ggH process, the
simulation includes the full set of one-loop QCD diagrams describing the
gluon–gluon fusion through a top-quark loop, while for the VBF and VH
processes the generator includes the relevant electroweak diagrams at NLO
accuracy in QCD. The generated parton-level events are interfaced with
Pythia 8.2 [54] for parton showering and hadronization, using the CP5
tune [79]. The NNPDF 3.1 [80] parton distribution functions are employed
consistently both in the matrix-element generation and in the shower evolu-
tion. The gluon–gluon fusion signal sample is further reweighted in the Higgs
boson transverse momentum (pT,H) to account for higher-order QCD correc-
tions beyond NLO using the MiNNLOPS generator [81], which provides a
consistent matching between NLO matrix elements and the parton shower.
This is needed because these samples were prodduces before MiNNLOPS
became available.

Samples simulating the interference between gluon-gluon fusion signal
and gg → γγ or qg → qγγ background processes are produced separately
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with NLO precision using the SHERPA v.2.2.11 generator [56, 82], for Higgs
boson masses of 120, 125 and 130 GeV and a total width of 4.07 MeV. Note
that SHERPA is the only available generator that implements the interference
process. All diagrams discussed in Reference [46] including those in Fig. 2.13
are considered for this study. The SHERPA generator also handles parton
showering and hadronization. The only parton shower algorithm available
is the Catani-Seymour one, which effectively corrects the generation at NLL
level. A fit to the generator-level differential cross section with respect to
diphoton mass, using the theoretical formula in Eq. (5.2), is shown in Figure
5.1, where the fitted parameters are the numerical coefficients R and I.

Figure 5.1: Fit to the generator-level differential cross section of the gluon-
gluon interference with respect to diphoton mass, using the theoretical for-
mula in Eq. (5.2), in a restricted phase space.

Figure 5.2 shows the comparison and compatibility betweeen the gluon-
gluon interference differential cross-section at the generator level, and the
one evaluated for 13.6 TeV collisions in a theoretical paper [83] in a well-
defined phase-space, requiring pγT > 20 GeV,

√
pγ1T ∗ pγ2T > 35 GeV, |ηγ| <

2.5, ∆R(γ1, γ2) > 0.4. The same comparison was not possible for 13 TeV
collisions because of the lack of material in literature, and the same applied
for quark-gluon interference, shown in 5.3. The inclusive cross-section value
at NLO reported by SHERPA is 0.556 fb with a 4% error for the gluon-gluon
interference, and 0.021 fb for the quark-gluon one. Note that these values
does not have a clear physical meaning, because of the very large fraction
of negative weight (50%), and the inclusion of events also at mγγ very far
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from the Higgs boson signal region, which dominate the total cross-section
integration.

Figure 5.2: Differential cross-section of the gluon-gluon interference with re-
spect to mγγ, as evaluated in the theoretical paper [83] for 13.6 TeV collisions
(right), and by SHERPA NLO (with Catani-Seymour parton shower, at NLL)
at 13 TeV (left). The cuts reported in the right plot have been applied to
produce the left plot.

Figure 5.3: Differential cross-section of the quark-gluon interference with
respect to mγγ, evaluated by SHERPA NLO (with Catani-Seymour parton
shower, at NLL) at 13 TeV.

The interference cross-section evaluated by SHERPA in the simulated
samples employed is multiplied by a global factor (K-factor), equal to

√
KSKB,

where the signal K-factor was set to KS = 1.45, which effectively rescales the
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signal prediction from SHERPA to the MiNNLOPS value used for the signal
process [19], while the K-factor for the background is fixed to 1, given that
there is no indication of K-factors needed.

All simulated samples are propagated through the full CMS detector
simulation using the GEANT4 package [84]. Multiple nearly simultaneous
proton-proton collisions happening in the same bunch crossing, termed as
pileup. The mean number of pileup interactions in data for Run 2 as a whole
was found to be 34. Events in the simulated samples are reweighted such
that the resulting shape of the pileup distribution in simulation after this
procedure matches the one in data.

5.2 Analysis strategy overview

The differential cross section as a function of the di-photon invariant mass
mγγ, for the gluon-gluon fusion signal and interference components, can be
written schematically in the NWA [46] as:

dσggHs /dmγγ =
c2gγS

(m2
γγ −m2

H)2 +m2
HΓ2

H

, (5.1)

dσi/dmγγ = cgγ
(m2

γγ −m2
H)R +mHΓHI

(m2
γγ −m2

H)2 +m2
HΓ2

H

, (5.2)

where cgγ is the product of Higgs boson couplings to gluon and photons,
while S, R and I are numerical coefficients independent of the couplings
or the width. The R term changes sign for mγγ above mH and introduces
distortions in the mγγ spectrum, while the I term affects only the normal-
ization. The cross section of the pure ggH signal term is proportional to
c2gγ/ΓH . Therefore, by inverting this relation it is possible to parameterize
the relationship between the couplings product and the width modifier with
respect to the SM value, ΓH/Γ

SM
H :

cgγ =
√
µFΓH/ΓSMH (5.3)

where µF = µgγ is the ratio between the measured ggH signal-only on-shell
cross section and its SM value. The differential cross section for the interfer-
ence dσi/dmγγ has an asymmetric shape with a large negative contribution,
as shown in Fig. 5.4 with and without including experimental resolution,
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dominated by photon energy uncertainty. When experimental resolution is
taken into account, the asymmetrical shape is still visible but gets smeared
along the mγγ axis. The asymmetric shape is not strongly modified by the
resolution effects, and then it can be experimetally exploited to constrain the
total width.
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Figure 5.4: Differential cross-section as a function of mγγ, for the interference
contribution in Eq. (5.2), without experimental resolution effects (left), and
including experimental resolution (right). The experimental resolution is
implemented through CMS Run 2 full simulation, for samples with MH = 125
GeV and ΓH = ΓSMH .

The distortion in the Higgs boson total mass spectrum due to the inter-
ference can thus be exploited by measuring precisely the shape of the mγγ

distribution. Indeed, as shown in Fig. 5.5, considering both SggH and I
contributions after full detector resolution is applied, for several ΓH values.

The distorted ggH spectrum, i.e. dσggHs /dmγγ + dσi/dmγγ, corresponds
to a shift in the Higgs boson mass peak [46]. The size of these distortions is
directly related to the R term in Eq. 5.2. As a result, the ΓH parameter can
be extracted by measuring the deviation of the shape from the one expected
from SggH-only process, induced by the interference in the Higgs boson line-

shape, because its contribution is proportional to cgγ =
√
µFΓH/ΓSMH .

The ggH signal and interference differential cross sections (see Eq. (5.2)),
when experimental resolution is taken into account, can be expressed in terms
of the overall signal strength µF , i.e. the ratio of the measured and expected
ggH signal yield, and explicitly on the couplings modifier, cgγ, and the width,
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Figure 5.5: Sum of ggH signal and interference (both gg and qg) xmass
spectra for different ΓH values and MH = 125 GeV, including resolution
effects using full CMS detector simulation.

ΓH :

dσggHs /dmγγ =
c2gγ
ΓH

ΓSMH SggH(mγγ) =µFSggH(mγγ), (5.4)

dσi/dmγγ =cgγI(mγγ), (5.5)

where SggH(mγγ) and I(mγγ) are the probability density functions for the
ggH signal and interference components, defined in such a way not to be
dependent on cgγ and ΓH . The simplification of using SggH and I templates
which do not depend on ΓH is possible because, due to experimental res-
olution, both SggH and I reconstructed mγγ lineshapes become effectively
independent of ΓH , for ΓH much smaller than the experimental resolution
O(1) GeV. From a technical point of view this simplification is very impor-
tant, as it allows to produce, with the full CMS simulation, signal and inter-
ference samples at multiple Breit-Wigner ΓH , and to only use one narrow-
width (ΓH = 4 MeV) samples, by combining linearly the signal and interfer-
ence ones, as detailed below. Using Monte Carlo samples with parametric
simulation, which is much less computationally intensive with respect to full
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CMS detector simulation, it was verified that the impact of this assumption
on the analysis is neglibible for the range of ΓH considered in this note. These
tests are detailed in Section 5.3.

The differential cross section including both ggH resonant diphoton pro-
duction (signal) and interference with the continuum diphoton process can
be written as:

dσggHs /dmγγ + dσi/dmγγ = µFSggH + cgγI = (µF − cgγ)SggH + cgγ(SggH + I)
(5.6)

This is a convenient expression for the extraction of the interference ampli-
tude, because the I component is always negative above the Higgs boson
mass, while (SggH + I) is positive in a large region around the Higgs boson
peak, contrarily to (SggH+I+Bpp→γγ), which is alway positive, where Bpp→γγ

is the differential cross-section of the prompt diphoton background. The need
for positive differential cross-sections for the signal and signal+interference
processes is needed because of the statistical framework used in CMS for
H → γγ analyses, where all shapes ar positive definite.

Expressing cgγ as a function of ΓH , the Higgs boson decay width is ex-
tracted by fitting the mass distribution in data with a linear combination of
Probability Density Functions (PDF) for each category. This combination of
PDFs is described by the following differential cross section expression, which
includes also non-ggH Higgs boson production and background processes:

dσggHs

dmγγ

+
dσi
dmγγ

+
dσVs
dmγγ

+
dσb
dmγγ

=(
µF −

√
µF

ΓH
ΓSMH

)
SggH +

√
µF

ΓH
ΓSMH

(SggH + I) + µV
∑

j∈{VBF, VH}

SV,j +
dσb
dmγγ

where µF = µgγ and µV represent, respectively, the signal strength in the
ggH and electroweak bosons mediated production modes (SV,j), i.e. VBF
and VH. Templates for SggH and SggH + I are constructed on the basis of
ggH pure signal samples and interference samples. The background processes
are mostly continuum di-photon production, γ+jet and multi-jets, with one
or more jets misidentified as a photon, have no dependence on µF , µV and
ΓH . Templates for the background (dσb/dmγγ) are constructed by fitting the
diphoton invariant mass distribution in the signal region using resonance side-
bands directly from data, which include both prompt diphoton production,
γ+jet, and multijet events. Note that the minor quark-gluon interference



134 CHAPTER 5. ANALYSIS STRATEGY

is treated together with the ggH interference and directly included in the
SggH + I templates. Note also that the ttH process is not included, because
of the categorization employed in this analysis, detailed below, featuring
a category targeting very loosely ≥ 2 jets event. Its contribution would
therefore only increase by a minimal amount the event yield in this category,
which is insensitive to ΓH , and dominated by VBF and VH contributions.

The effect of the interference has a non-trivial pγγT -dependence can be
quantified using the mass-shift observable, as shown in Figure 2.16. Pure
NLO calculations, without NLL resummations, have unreliable interference
pγγT spectra [85]. Resummation effects are included, in SHERPA NLO gen-
eration, at NLL level, via the Catani-Seymour algorithm [56, 82], and this is
shown in Figure 5.6, comparing SHERPA simulation with the theoretical pre-
dictions available in [85], which unfortunately are at 8 TeV and do not allow
a one-to-one comparison. The rise above 0 in the differential cross-section
as a function of pγγT , at low pγγT values, is not completely understood, and
therefore a cut is employed in the analysis, requiring pγγT > 15 GeV. Another
potential mismodelling effect is due to the usage of NLO instead of NNLO,
but this has an effect limited to a change of around 15% in the cross-section
for the real part of the interference (see Figure 5 in [83]) and it is difficult to
quantify exactly in this analysis due to the absence of dedicated generators.
As it will be explained later, this effect is not a problem because the impact
on the ΓH measurement of a 7% error on the interference XS, due to QCD
scale uncertainties, is below 5% and is one of the smallest systematic effects.

Figure 5.6: Differential cross-section of the gluon-gluon interference with
respect to pT,γγ, evaluated by SHERPA NLO (with Catani-Seymour parton
shower, at NLL) at 13 TeV (left) and in the theoretical predictions of [85],
both at NLO and NLO+NLL (right).

It is not possible to verify, in a reliable way, any model-dependence pos-
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sibly introduced by the Catani-Seymour parton shower model itself. Indeed,
the alternative parton shower algoritm in SHERPA, so-called DIRE [86], has
been deprecated and is no longer supported, because it has been shown [87]
that the kinematic mappings in DIRE are not NLL safe. The distribution
of pγγT in ggH simulated signal events, after preselection cuts, is shown in
Figure 5.7. On the same events, the efficiency of the pγγT selection is 79%.

Figure 5.7: Distribution of pγγT in ggH simulated reconstructed signal events
for 2018, in arbitrary units, after preselection cuts, including generator
weights. The red line shows the cut at 15 GeV.

5.3 Parametric simulations for non-SM ΓH val-

ues

A series of preliminary studies based on generator level simulations and
smearing procedures to mimic the experimental resolution were performed, in
order to verify the theoretical assumptions made in the analysis strategy. In
particular, the dependence of the interference spectrum on ΓH requires con-
firmation.The need for generator-level studies, with a fast implementation of
the detector effects, was motivated by the large computing power required
to produce full simulation Monte Carlo samples at different ΓH values. The
only interference simulated samples available with full CMS detector simula-
tion are for ΓH = ΓSMH and MH = 120, 125, 130. Generator-only interference
samples were generated with SHERPA (same version employed in the CMS
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official production), with 106 events for each ΓH/Γ
SM
H value, ranging from 0.1

to 50. The photons from the generated samples are smeared with η depen-
dent and R9 dependent Gaussian resolutions. The R9 variable is not present
in generated samples, therefore only two bins in R9 (R9 > 0.965 for con-
verted photons, and R9 ≤ 0.965 for unconverted photons) are simulated [88],
by extracting randomly the bin using the η-dependent conversion probabil-
ity for photons. The conversion probability is estimated as the η-dependent
fraction of photons with R9 > 0.965. The η-dependent resolution for uncon-
verted photons is taken from Z → ee data with low R9 (low-bremsstrahlung),
while for converted photon it is taken from the inclusive Z → ee data, as
shown in Figure 5.8.
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Figure 5.8: ECAL resolution from Z → ee data for the R9 ≤ 0.956 case, i.e.
low-bremmstrhalung, (left), and the inclusive case (right).

To validate this procedure, it was applied to generator-level photons in
the gluon-gluon fusion signal sample for MH = 125 GeV, and the result-
ing diphoton mass spectrum was compared to the one obtained from full
simulation, as shown in Figure 5.9. Despite the fact that the matching is
not perfect, the RMS value is similar and only the left tail of the resolution
function is not well described. Therefore, as a further test the smearing was
applied to the privately generated interference sample for ΓH/Γ

SM
H = 1, and

the resulting diphoton mass spectrum was compared to the one obtained
from full simulation, as shown in Figure 5.10.

For the interference the matching is very good, with a χ2/NDF test
statistics on the difference between the two histograms of 75.1/69, therefore
the smearing procedure is assumed to be validated for the purposes of these
preliminary studies.
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Figure 5.9: Diphoton mass spectrum obtained from generator-level quanti-
ties, convoluted with a parametric Gaussian smearing, vs. full simulation,
for gluon-gluon fusion signal sample with MH = 125 GeV. Preselections
on the leading and subleading photons γ1, γ2 were applied, i.e. |η| < 2.5,
pT, 1/mγγ > 1/3, pT, 2/mγγ > 1/4.

Figure 5.10: Diphoton mass spectrum obtained from generator-level quan-
tities, convoluted with a parametric Gaussian smearing, vs. full simula-
tion for interference sample with MH = 125 GeV (left), and ratio be-
tween full-simulation and smearing-based spectra (right). Prelesections on
the leading and subleading photons γ1, γ2 were applied, i.e. |η| < 2.5,
pT, 1/mγγ > 1/3, pT, 2/mγγ > 1/4.
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The interference distributions were first examined using samples in which
only the width was varied, while the couplings remained unchanged. As
shown in Figure 5.11, after the inclusion of the photon energy resolution, all
the distributions with ΓH/Γ

SM
H ≤ 20 have a compatible shape. This confirms

that the ΓH dependence is solely in the interference cross-section due to the
term cgγ =

√
µFΓH/ΓSMH . Indeed, it is expected that the two lobes of the

interference distributions start to differ with respect to the SM ΓH case,
only when the with starts to be comparable or higher than the mγγ peak
resolution. This confirmation allows to employ the nominal SM ΓH samples
for both signal and interference, and to generate templates at different ΓH
by rescaling the interference cross-section as

√
µFΓH/ΓSMH .

Figure 5.11: Diphoton mass spectrum obtained from generator-level quanti-
ties, convoluted with a parametric Gaussian smearing for interference samples
with MH = 125 GeV ad different ΓH values (left), and ratio with respect to
the nominal ΓH case (right). Preselections on the leading and subleading
photons γ1, γ2 were applied, i.e. |η| < 2.5, pT, 1/mγγ > 1/3, pT, 2/mγγ > 1/4.

It is also important to verify that the pure signal shape is independent on
ΓH , as shown in Figure 5.12, using SHERPA + smearing. For ΓH/Γ

SM
H = 25,

the corresponding oversmearing is about σrelΓH=100MeV/2.35 = 42 MeV , where
2.35 is the factor required to convert a full-width-half-maximum spread (like
ΓH) to its Gaussian equivalent. This value of oversmearing is below the error
on the resolution coming from the scale and smearing procedure.

Using the same genererator-level samples employed in these tests, also the
dependence of the interference and signal cross-section on ΓH was checked,
maintaining the same effective cgγ coupling, and the expected behaviour was
verified, i.e. I independent on ΓH , S ∝ 1/ΓH . as shown in Figure 5.13.
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Figure 5.12: Signal mass spectrum generated with SHERPA , convoluted
with parametric Gaussian smearing, for different ΓH values.

Figure 5.13: SHERPA values of cross-sections with respect to ΓH for inter-
ference (left) and signal (right), in the case of fixed couplings. The red lines
correspond to constant, and inverse proportionality fits, respectively, for the
interference, and signal cross-sections. The fit quality is good in both cases.



140 CHAPTER 5. ANALYSIS STRATEGY

5.4 Event categorization

Splitting the analysis into categories increase the sensitivity of H → γγ anal-
ysis and allows to constrain ΓH via simultaneous fits, where the likelihood is
the product of single-category likelihoods, depending on the same physical
parameters (MH , µF , µV ,ΓH) in all categories. In each category the back-
ground is data-driven, and this avoids complex background modelling from
simulations, while the signal and interference are taken from MC and their
shapes and normalizations depend on the physical parameters.

The first step of categorization uses the properties of the reconstructed
diphoton and dijet systems to separate events consistent with the VBF and
ggH production modes. The events passing a selection loosely targeting VBF,
defined in Table 5.1, are put in a dedicated category (VBFTag), while the
remaining events, predominantly ggH, are further divided in sub-categories.
This is performed to mitigate as much as possible the dilution of the ggH
fusion sample with events from VBF or other production modes, or events
from ggH with two jets, which have smaller interference contributions [19].
The fraction of ggH events, after the application of the pre-selection, passing
the loose VBF tag is 21%.

Loose VBF tag
100 < mγγ < 180 GeV

pγ1T /mγγ > 1/4
pγ2T /mγγ > 1/5

|ηγ| < 2.5

pj1T > 30 GeV

pj2T > 20 GeV
mjj > 100 GeV

Table 5.1: Criteria for the relaxed VBF tag.

Since the sensitivity to the interference is strongly dependent on the
diphoton pT (pγγT ), the events not satisfying the VBF selection are divided ac-
cording to that observable. For every year, each pγγT category ci was divided
in two sub-categories, one with high BDT score, selecting all events with
BDT score (defined from -1 to 1) greater than a threshold thi , and another
one with medium BDT score, selecting the events with BDT score smaller
than thi but greater than a lower threshold tmi . The thresholds th and tm
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were subject to the optimization, as described in the following. Five pγγT
categories were used in-order to have sufficient granularity to capture the
pHT dependence of interference effect, while maintaining sufficient statistical
power and optimizing mass resolution in each category. The diphoton invari-
ant mass distribution is constructed in each of the resulting categories, and
the boundaries are then adjusted iteratively until a minimum of the following
loss function is obtained. The pγγT category boundaries are the same for all
data-taking eras, while the BDT score boundaries depend on the data-taking
era, since some of its input variables depend on the detector resolution, which
evolved during the LHC Run 2.

L = σγγ ×
√
B

S
(5.7)

where Mγγ and σγγ are the mean and the standard deviation of the diphoton
invariant mass distribution respectively, calculated within a 1σ region around
the peak. S and B are the signal and background yields, respectively, in the
same invariant mass window. This procedure minimizes the relative diphoton
mass resolution and maximizes the signal strength in each analysis category,
and optimize the analysis for precision in the measurement of Higgs boson
mass, which is a parameter correlated with our measurement due to the mass-
shift effect. This optimization was performed using signal MCs corresponding
to all four eras of Run 2 data taking, and data-driven samples for the inclusive
non-resonant background, from mass sidebands. A detail of each category
is shown in Table 5.2. It was verified on 2018 simulated samples, scaled
at full Run 2 luminosity, that using a dedicated optimization, instead of the
described procedure, targeting directly the sensitivity to ΓH does not improve
the measurement significantly over the aforementioned procedure, as shown
in Section 5.4.1.

Note that the ggH and ggH + I yields differ by at most 8%, depending
on the category. This is coherent with the expected inclusive 2% difference
in the cross-section at NLO due to the interference [46].

5.4.1 Re-optimization for ΓH sensitivity

An alternative, ad-hoc, categorization for the shape-based method was at-
tempted. The structure of the categories was not modified with respect to the
method explained in Section 5.4, i.e., there are 5 categories in Higgs boson pT ,
bound between 15 GeV and 3 TeV, each of them with 2 sub-categories based
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N. Category pγγT (GeV)
Expected events σeff

(GeV)
S/(S+B)

ggH ggH + I VBF VH
0 ggH−5− hi ≥ 77

98 95 24 23 1.2 0.28
1 ggH−5−med 183 175 31 26 1.4 0.17
2 ggH−4− hi

[47, 77)
87 80 9.7 4.3 1.2 0.16

3 ggH−4−med 215 204 19 12 1.3 0.099
4 ggH−3− hi

[31, 47)
92 88 4.4 2.0 1.0 0.13

5 ggH−3−med 271 265 11 7.5 1.3 0.10
6 ggH−2− hi

[21, 31)
119 117 2.7 1.4 1.1 0.10

7 ggH−2−med 276 272 6.3 4.1 1.6 0.066
8 ggH−1− hi

[15, 21)
96 94 1.2 0.7 1.1 0.11

9 ggH−1−med 193 190 2.5 1.6 1.4 0.069
10 VBFTag - 720 720 238 64 1.6 0.045

Table 5.2: Boundaries in pγγT , expected event yields for all years, mass res-
olution, and expected signal fraction for each category averaged over the
different years. The category label (hi, med) defines the type of diphoton
BDT region selected, i.e., respectively, high and medium. The mass reso-
lution σeff is defined as the width of the region, centered on the peak, that
contains 68% of the signal distribution, while the expected signal fraction
S/(S + B) is the ratio between signal and total events in the same region
defined for the mass resolution. Note that the total events are not the sum of
the events from the four processes, because ggH and (ggH+I) are combined
depending on the values of µ and ΓH . Following Eq. 5.7, in the case of
µ = 1,ΓH = 0, only the pure ggH process would be observed, together with
VBF and VH, while in the case of µ = 1,ΓH = ΓSMH , only (ggH+I), VBF
and VH would be observed.

on the diphoton BDT score, bound between -1 and 1, while the boundaries
have been re-optimized.

For each set of categories the figure of metric was defined, for simplicity,
as the sum of the χ2, for all categories, between the so-called Asimov his-
tograms, at ΓH = 0 and ΓH = 1. Asimov histograms are first constructed by
using the MC histograms in mγγ (binned also in pT and BDT score), after
removal of events passing the loose VBF tag, using the formula in Equation
5.7. Then the background contribution is added to the Asimov histograms,
by using an interpolation in the signal region 115-135 GeV, after fitting the
data with exponential functions outside the signal region. To mimic data, the
Asimov histograms are constructed with the same statistics of the data and
Poissonian errors. The χ2 sum evaluated in this way represents the square of
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the statistical significance of the interference process, which is a convenient
figure of merit because it is linked to the analysis sensitivity. For each cate-
gory the Asimov histograms were evaluated by using directly the MC datasets
at MH = 125 GeV for S ans S + I datasets, without including the VBF and
VH processes. This procedure yields slightly optimistic significance with re-
spect of the method actually used in the analysis, because it does not allow
for background shape variations, and does not include non-ggH processes.

The ten analysis categories cmed-MVA
1 , chigh-MVA

1 , ..., cmed-MVA
5 , chigh-MVA

5 are
parametrized as:

cmed-MVA
1 = [(15 GeV, pT1), (t

m
1 , t

h
1)], chigh-MVA

1 = [15 GeV, pT1), (t
h
1 , 1)]

(5.8)

cmed-MVA
2 = [(pT1, pT2), (t

m
2 , t

h
2)], chigh-MVA

2 = [(pT1, pT2), (t
h
2 , 1)]

(5.9)

...
(5.10)

cmed-MVA
5 = [(pT4, 3 TeV), (tm1 , t

h
5)], chigh-MVA

5 = [(pT4, 3 TeV), (th5 , 1)]
(5.11)

By imposing that pT4 < 150 GeV (to have enough statistics) and that all tm

are greater than -0.5, each set of categories is then completely determined as a
function of 14 parameters (a1, ..., a4), (b

c1
1 , b

c1
2 , ..., b

c5
1 , b

c5
2 )), ranging between

0 and 1, as follows:

pT0 = 15 GeV (5.12)

pTn = pTn−1 + an(150 GeV − pTn−1) for n = 1, ..., 4 (5.13)

tmn = −0.5 + 1.5bcn1 , t
h
1 = tmn + bcn2 (1 − tmn ) for n = 1, ..., 5 (5.14)

where the (a1, ..., a4) are used to define the pT cuts and the b ones define
the cuts on the diphoton BDT score. Being the category optimization with
14 parameters a non-differentiable multi-dimensional problem, a genetic al-
gorithm NSGA-II [89] was employed. After convergence a result better than
the one obtained by default categories in Section 5.4 was found, as shown in
Figure 5.14.
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Figure 5.14: ∆χ2 scan using the default categories (red line) or using the
improved categories (blue line).

Given the relatively small improvement around 30%, the analysis was
performed using the categories optimized using the metric based on mass
precision.



Chapter 6

Maximum likelihood fit

6.1 Statistical modeling

As described in the previous chapter, the selected events are categorized in
5 bins of the diphoton pT , for pγγT > 15 GeV, and in two bins of the diphoton
MVA score, with an additional single category targeting VBF. To extract
the Higgs boson width, a simultaneous extended maximum likelihood fit [90]
to the diphoton invariant mass spectrum (Mγγ) is performed in all analysis
categories (enumerated with an index k = 0, ..., 10). Categories from 0 to 9
target ggH, while category 10 targets loosely VBF and ggH with 2 jets. The
selected diphoton pT of each pair of category decreases with the index, i.e.
the first two corresponds to the highest pT region, and so on, while categories
with even index (0, 2, ...) have high diphoton BDT score, while odd index
ones have medium BDT score, as shown in Table 5.2.

Systematic uncertainties are taken into account using nuisance parame-
ters (NP) θ⃗S, θ⃗B, which modify the signal, S + I and background shapes or
normalizations. The likelihood model employed to fit the binned data uses
parametric signal and background models. It can be written as follows:

Lstat
(

data | ΓH/Γ
SM
H , µ⃗,MH , θ⃗S, θ⃗B

)
= (6.1)

=
ncat∏
k=1

nbins∏
i=1

Pois
(
nkidata | Nk(i,ΓH/Γ

SM
H , µ⃗,MH , θ⃗S, θ⃗B)

)
(6.2)

where the Nk functions are the sum of signal and background models, θ⃗ are
the nuisance parameters. The mass of the Higgs boson MH , as well as the

145
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signal strengths (µF = c2gγ/ΓH , µV ) for gluon-gluon fusion and vector produc-
tion modes are left floating in the fit. The signal model, i.e. the Probability
Density Function for the Higgs boson resonance, is then derived for each
combination of category and process from simulated samples. As explained
in section 5.2, pure gluon-gluon fusion (ggH) and gluon-gluon fusion summed
with the interference contribution (ggH+int) are treated as two different pro-
cesses, therefore the probability density function of the signal contributions
is modelled according to four production processes (ggH, ggH+int, VBF and
VH). On the other hand, the background model is derived from the inclusive
data, blinding the signal region in a range 115 < mγγ < 135 GeV in each
category, explained in more detail in Section 6.4. The binning employed in
the analysis has a width of 0.25 GeV in mγγ, which is more then 5 times
smaller than the mass resolution. This is motivated by the need to have
sensitivity to the shape variations due to the interference, and to reduce the
bias due to the background steep derivative. In the fit, for each category
the expected mγγ distribution is modeled as a sum of all signal processes,
indexed by j, and background. Each signal process is scaled by the signal
strength µj, multiplied by the event yield nj,k (see Table 5.2) and by the
parametric probability density function Pjk, evaluated in nbins bins, indexed
by i, in the variable mγγ. Each bin i in the k-th category has the following
yield:

Nk(i,ΓH/Γ
SM
H , µ⃗,MH , θ⃗) =

procs∑
j

µj(ΓH/Γ
SM
H )nj,kP

sig
jk

(
xi,MH ; θ⃗

)
+P bkg

k

(
xi; θ⃗

)
(6.3)

where µj is equal to µggH = (µF −
√
µFΓH/ΓSMH ) for the ggH process, while

it is equal to µggH+int =
√
µFΓH/ΓSMH for the SggH + I process, following the

formula in Equation 5.7, and is equal to µV (another independent parameter)
for the two other production modes taken into account (VBF and VH). The
estimation of the event yields and probability density functions for signal and
background is described in the following sections.

6.2 Signal modeling

For each combination of category and production process, the distribution of
events in mγγ from the simulation is fitted using a Double Crystal Ball (DCB)
function, defined in Equation 3.7. The fits are performed simultaneously
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using MC samples at three Higgs boson mass points (120, 125, 130 GeV), in
order to have templates that can be interpolated to any MH value. In order
to do this, the DCB parameters at the different MH values are interpolated
linearly, requiring one additional parameters for each DCB parameter, while
the normalization is interpolated using a parabola.

The 5 DCB parameters (µ, σ, αL, αR, nL, nR) together with the additional
5 parameters required by the linear interpolation, are fitted using the sum
of the χ2 between the DCB function and the MC histogram for all three
MH values, while the normalizations of the DCB functions are based on the
integral of the histograms in the range MH − 15 GeV,MH + 10 GeV. This
range was chosen to be inclusive on signal samples, containing a region larger
than [−10,+6]σ for a typical 1.5 GeV mass resolution, while also minimizing
the overlap with the negative region due to the interference on the right
part of the spectrum. The asymmetry of the range is a consequence of
the asymmetric shape of SggH + I. The fit range is between MH − 7 GeV
and MH + 3 GeV, to avoid fitting the region where the histograms for the
SggH + I process can have negative wbins due to the interference. Before
this fit procedure, a pre-fit is done only to the 125 GeV mass point, and
the resulting parameters are used to initialize the final fit. Moreover, in
the final fit, the value of the right-tail parameters are fixed to the pre-fit
values, since they cannot be estimated reliably due to the limitation of the
fit range to MH +3 GeV. Also the dependence of the signal normalization on
MH , influenced by variations in the signal cross-section σ, branching ratio
B, and the product of acceptance and selection efficiency ϵ × A, as well as
all other signal model parameters, are parameterized as a function of MH
to allow MH variations in the final fit. Figure 6.1 illustrates example fits
for two categories for the ggH+int. process, with normalization and shape
parameters interpolated using second degree polynomials.

Overall, this multistep procedure defines the parametric signal model
employed in the global maximum likelihood fit. All the fits performed are
reported in Section A.1 A.2 in the Appendix. Figure 6.2 includes all pro-
duction modes for three example categories. The complete set of plots is
available in Figures A.33, A.34, A.35, A.36 in the Appendix.
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Figure 6.1: Example fits for two categories for the SggH + I (left) and SggH
(right). The top plots corresponds to category 9 (lowest pT region, high BDT
score), while the bottom ones to category 10 (loose VBF tag).

Figure 6.4 presents the weighted average of all categories for the 4 different
processes. The effective resolution of the signal Mγγ distribution, for a Higgs
boson with MH = 125 GeV, is also displayed. The different resolution is
primarily determined by changes in the photon energy resolution between
categories and processes due to their different kinematical regions.

Any mismodelling far from the peak due, for example, to the fact that
the SggH +I shape gets negative in its right tail, is covered by the very small
signal/background ratio in those regions, as verified with dedicated tests,
detailed in Section 6.3. In Figure 6.3 the sum of SggH +I MC histograms for
categories from 0 to 9 is shown, evaluated at the Run 2 luminosity, together
with error bands calculated from the background Poissonian fluctuations.
This shows that the positive and negative tails, far off the peak, which are
due to the interference are in a region dominated by the background. The
only missing category is the loose VBF tag one, which is richer in background
because of the absence of BDT score cuts and would yield a too optimistic
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picture.

Figure 6.2: Signal model averaged over the three data-taking years including
all production modes for three example categories.

Figure 6.3: Sum of SggH + I MC histograms for categories from 0 to 9,
evaluated at the Run 2 luminosity using the samples for 2018, together with
error bands calculated from the background Poissonian fluctuations. Each
category is weighted with S/(S+B), and the sum is normalized such that the
reweighting does not affect the total event count. The only missing category
is the loose VBF tag one.

In order to check for large discrepancies between MC histograms and sig-
nal models at large non-SM ΓH , both the S+I models and the MC histograms
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Figure 6.4: Signal models including all categories of 2018, for the four pro-
duction modes. From left to right and from top to bottom: SggH , SggH + I,
VBF, VH.
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were plotted at different ΓH values, by using the formula:

(SggH+I)(mγγ , ΓH) = (1−
√
ΓH/ΓSM

H )SggH(mγγ , Γ
SM
H )+

√
ΓH/ΓSM

H ) (Sggh+I)(mγγ , Γ
SM
H ),

(6.4)

including only gluon-gluon fusion signal and Sggh+I processes, for templates
defined from 2018 MC samples at ΓH = ΓSMH . Some examples of the best
and worst cases are shown in Figure 6.5 for MH = 125 GeV.

There are some discrepancies in the region of the right tail (near 128 GeV)
but they occur where the signal is very low in yield and the fit is dominated
by the background. They are due to the fact that on the right part of the tail
there are more events in the signal than in the Sggh+I models, and therefore
when the coefficient of the pure signal term is negative (when ΓH > ΓSMH ) a
negative yield for those bins is obtained when combining the two processes.
This is ultimately a consequence of the fact that the parametric signal models
are by construction positive definite.

6.3 Background modeling

Parametric models to describe the background in different analysis categories
are derived from data side-bands. The Mγγ distributions in the data side-
bands, defined from 100 to 115 GeV and from 135 to 180 GeV, are fitted
using various plausible background model PDFs, monotonically decreasing,
including exponential functions, Bernstein polynomials, Laurent series, and
power law functions and their higher order equivalents. An F-test[91] is per-
formed with a goodness-of-fit criterion to determine a set of background PDF
functions and their orders. The choice of the background PDF is considered
as an additional discrete nuisance parameter to account for the uncertainty
in this arbitrary function selection [92], as explained in Section 6.4.

Figure 6.6 shows the background model PDFs considered in one analysis
category.

The background model in all categories are available in Figures A.37 ,
A.38, A.39, and A.40 in the Appendix. It is possible that a sizeable bias is
introduced for large ΓH/ΓHSM values because of the interference contributions
outside the signal region (115, 135 GeV). A set of Anderson-Darling tests [93]
was performed to estimate statistically the discrepancy between the best-fit
PDF and the sum of the best-fit PDF and the interference at ΓH ∼ 500ΓSMH ,
for the range Mγγ > 130 GeV. In Figure 6.7 the test score distributions for
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Category VBFTag_0 (2jets events - small interference):

Category UntaggedTag_0 (high pT, “moderately small” interference)

Category UntaggedTag_9 (low pt, large interference)

Figure 6.5: Sggh + I signal models, together with the relative histograms
from MC, for ΓH/Γ

SM
H = 1, 25. Both the signal models and the histograms

have been derived from the ones at the nominal width through the proper
formula used also in the physics model (6.4).
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Figure 6.6: Background model PDFs in one example category for 2018 sam-
ples.
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1000 toys are shown for the cases ΓH = 0 (no interference), ΓH ∼ 500ΓSMH
and, as a control, ΓH ∼ 5000ΓSMH , showing that at ΓH ∼ 500ΓSMH no signifi-
cant deviations from the no-interference case are present. In particular, the
similarity between the AD score distributions for the no-interference and the
500 ΓH/Γ

SM
H case implies the absence of bias, unlike the case at an extremely

large width value, where the difference in the distributions is evident.

Figure 6.7: Anderson-Darling test score distributions for 1000 toys comparing
the best-fit PDF and the sum of the best-fit PDF and the interference at
ΓH = 0ΓSMH (left), ΓH ∼ 500ΓSMH (center), ΓH ∼ 5000ΓSMH (right), for the
range Mγγ > 130 GeV.

6.4 Treatment of systematic uncertainties in

the fit

In the likelihood fit, systematic uncertainties on the extraction of ΓH are
implemented as nuisance parameters included in the minimization of the
likelihood function. This section summarizes the treatment of nuisance pa-
rameters in likelihood-based inference, distinguishing between discrete and
continuous nuisance parameters. The latter are further categorized based on
their constraint modeling.

6.4.1 Discrete nuisance parameters

Let µ denote the parameter of interest and id a discrete nuisance parameter
that can take values in a finite set {i1, i2, . . . , ik}. This represents the case of
the choice of the background function, for instance. The likelihood function
is denoted as L(µ, id), and in the discrete profiling method, the profile
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likelihood is constructed by maximizing over the discrete nuisance values:

Ldiscrete(µ) = max
i=1,...,k

L(µ, ii) (6.5)

No additional constraint terms are added to the likelihood for discrete
nuisance parameters. The method effectively selects, for each value of θ, the
discrete configuration that yields the highest likelihood.

6.4.2 Continuous nuisance parameters

Let θ now denote a continuous nuisance parameter. In this case, the like-
lihood is multiplied by constraint terms to incorporate prior knowledge or
auxiliary measurements. The total likelihood, if the parameter of interest is
µ becomes:

Ltotal(µ, θ) = Lstat(µ, θ) ·
∏
i

Ci(θi) (6.6)

where Ci(θi) is the constraint term for the i-th nuisance parameter. The
constraints can be distinguished on the basis of the PDF used to model it.

For nuisance parameters without any prior information, no constraint
term is added. These parameters are left free in the fit:

C(θ) = 1 (6.7)

Such parameters may represent unknown quantities for which no auxiliary
measurement or theory uncertainty is available.

In many cases, Gaussian constraints are applied:

C(θ) = exp

[
−1

2

(
θ − θ0
σ

)2
]

(6.8)

where θ0 is the nominal value (e.g., zero shift), and σ is the standard deviation
representing the uncertainty.

For nuisance parameters affecting the normalization (e.g., luminosity or
theoretical uncertainties), multiplicative uncertainties are better modeled us-
ing a log-normal distribution. The corresponding constraint takes the form:

C(θ) =
1

θ
√

2π ln k
exp

[
−1

2

(
ln(θ/θ0)

ln k

)2
]

(6.9)
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where θ0 is the nominal normalization, and k defines the relative uncertainty
(e.g., k = 1.1 for a 10% uncertainty).

This structured approach enables the incorporation of systematic uncer-
tainties into the inference process, ensuring robust estimation and hypothesis
testing in the presence of both discrete and continuous sources of uncertainty.

6.5 Sources of systematic uncertainties

In this analysis, the systematic uncertainty related to the data-driven back-
ground estimation is addressed using the discrete profiling method, as de-
scribed earlier. The uncertainties on the signal are divided in experimental
and theoretical ones. They are further classified in normalization or shape
uncertainties. Indeed, if, for a certain systematic uncertainty, the shape of
the mγγ distribution remains unaffected, the uncertainty is handled as a
log-normal variation in the event yield and represents a normalization uncer-
tainty. These include theoretical uncertainties, but also many xperimental
ones, such as those influencing the BDTs used for event categorization, effi-
ciencies, or the luminosity. On the other hand, uncertainties, both theoretical
and experimental, that alter the shape of the Mγγ distribution are incorpo-
rated into the signal template functions as Gaussian constrained nuisance
parameters, and represent shape uncertainties. In this case the DCB param-
eters of the models are therefore not only functions of the single parameter
MH , but depend as well on the associated NPs. For all uncertainties, their
impact is evaluated individually for each analysis category. Nuisance parame-
ters are completely correlated between different categories and processes, i.e.,
for each independent source of systematic uncertainty there is one nuisance
parameter that is propagated in all processes and categories.

The parameters representing the peak position are modified, by adding
one nuisance per systematic uncertainty, multiplied by a coefficient equal to
the the 1σ variation of the mean value. The same treatment is applied to
σ, aL, and nL, with a multiplicative instead of additive combination.

For each source of systematic uncertainty two alternative mγγ distribu-
tions are produced, by varying the variable of interest (the calorimeter scale,
for instance) by ±1σ, and applying the full analysis chain on the modified
dataset. In this way changes in both selection efficiency, category migrations,
and shape variations of the fit variable mγγ are taken into account. The coef-
ficients inserted in the DCB parameters are evaluated by means of additional
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fits to the mγγ histograms from these alternative datasets, evaluating the half
difference between each DCB parameter in the +1σ and the −1σ alternative
dataset fit.

As motivated earlier, the right-tail parameters are not modified because
the fit range is too small to allow it, and most of the range, on the right-hand
side of the peak, contains only the gaussian core of the DCB.

6.5.1 Theory systematics

Theoretical uncertainties impact both the overall cross-section prediction for
a given process and the distributions of kinematic variables used in event se-
lection and categorization. When cross-section measurements are performed,
the uncertainties in the total cross-section are omitted and instead treated as
uncertainties in the SM predictions. However, uncertainties related to event
kinematics, which influence the efficiency and acceptance of the analysis, are
still taken into account. Both the uncertainties affecting overall cross-section
normalizations and those impacting event kinematics are considered when
measuring signal strengths and coupling modifiers.

The sources of theoretical uncertainties considered in this analysis are:

� QCD scale and αS uncertainties: The QCD scale uncertainty arises
from variations in the renormalization and factorization scales used
when calculating the expected SM cross-section and event kinemat-
ics, accounting for missing higher-order terms in perturbative calcula-
tions. The guidelines provided in [19] are followed. The uncertainty
in the overall normalization is estimated from three sources: varying
the renormalization scale by a factor of two, varying the factoriza-
tion scale by a factor of two, and varying both simultaneously in the
same direction. Depending on the production process, the magnitude
of the normalization uncertainty ranges from approximately 0.5% for
VBF production to 2% for ggH production. For the gluon-gluon fusion
process, the QCD scale uncertainties are taken into account using the
LHC-WG1 scheme, which includes the inclusive N3LO uncertainty [19].

The αS uncertainty is due to imperfect knowledge of αS at the q2 scale
of its event, and it is evaluated for two alternative values, where the
scale is fixed at mZ : αdown

S (mZ) = 0.116, αup
S (mZ) = 0.120, while the

nominal value employed is αS(mZ) = 0.118. The overall normalisation
uncertainties are computed following the PDF4LHC prescription [19],
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while the uncertainties in the event kinematics are calculated from the
NNPDF PDF sets, which contain sets of weights for the different choices
of αS and QCD scales.

This procedure is only applied thoroughly for the ggH, VBF, VH sam-
ples, with S component only, generated with Madgraph, while for the
SggH + I samples (generated with SHERPA) technical problems due
to the process implementation in the generator complicate the esti-
mation of this type of errors. Indeed, there is not a reliable sets of
weights in the samples generated and processed with the full CMS
simulation, accounting for QCD scale and αS variations. For this rea-
son, 10M generator-level events were produced for each variation, in
order to evaluate their differences in the differential cross section as
a function of mγγ, around the Higgs boson mass. The ratio between
the differential cross-section for each variation and the nominal sam-
ple was calculated in coarser bins and was fitted with a flat function
for each variation. The maximum envelope of these ratios is deter-
mined to be around ±10%, as shown in Figure 6.8, therefore a relative
Gaussian uncertainty of 7% (equivalent standard deviation of a ±10%
uniform band) was associated with the ensemble of QCD scale and αS
uncertainties and was applied to the interference contribution, before
summing it with the S component in the SggH + I PDF.

Figure 6.8: Differential cross section with respect to diphoton invariant mass
around the Higgs boson mass (left) and ratio between the differential cross-
section for each variation and the nominal sample in coarser bins (right).

Given the very small (2%) relative contribution of the interference in
terms of cross-section [46], the uncertainty of the normalization for
the ggH+int. process is taken to be the same as the ggH process.
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Nonetheless, the aforementioned 7% uncertainty is taken into account
by generating alternative MC distributions for ggH+int., with interfer-
ence contributions scaled by 0.93 and 1.07, which are then fitted with
the DCB function , as shown in Figure 6.9 for an example category.
Systematic uncertainties on the relevant parameters of the SggH + I
model, i.e. the mean, σ and left-tail DCB parameters, for each cate-
gory, are evaluated by taking the differences between the fitted values
and the nominal values of this parameters, as for others shape-related
systematic uncertainties.

Figure 6.9: DCB fit of alternative distributions with interference contribu-
tions scaled by 0.93 and 1.07, as decribed in the text, to account for the
uncertainties on the QCD modeling, muR, muF and alphaS.

� Interference in the VBF process: There is not much theoretical
information in literature on the amount of interference for the VBF
process, in particular with the categories used in this analysis, and there
is no available simulation of interference in VBF. It is known that the
effect should be smaller than for the gluon gluon fusion, with induced
mass shifts of the order of 20 MeV, going in the opposite direction
as in gluon gluon fusion [19]. For this reason a dedicated systematic
uncertainty is applied, as large as the 100% of the effect (at nominal
ΓH)predicted for the gluon-gluon fusion process. This is performed by
assigning systematic uncertainties on the left-tail DCB parameters for
the VBF process, for each category, equal to the differences between
the Sggh + I values and the signal-only values of this parameters for
the gluon-gluon process. Nonetheless, the impact of this uncertainty
is negligible, hence to simply the fit the relevant nuisance parameters



160 CHAPTER 6. MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD FIT

have been pruned in the final evaluations . This has been verified
by including this uncertainty on the VBF process, and estimating the
expected sensitivity of the analysis.

� PDF (parton density functions) uncertainties: These uncertain-
ties account for the imperfect knowledge of the momentum distributions
of the parton inside protons. For signal samples, the overall normaliza-
tion uncertainties are computed following the PDF4LHC prescription
[19], while the uncertainties in the event kinematics are calculated from
the NNPDF PDF sets. The PDF sets produce a set of 60 weights,
which are combined, to simplify the fit, by using the Principal Com-
ponent Analysis (PCA) algorithm, to evaluate a single PDF weight
component, taking into account the main part of the variance, reduc-
ing the number of PDF events weights to 1, for all production modes
[94]. This is possible because the impact of PDF uncertainties in the
analysis is very limited. Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is a
linear dimensionality reduction technique. It linearly transforms data
onto a new coordinate system defined by principal components, which
are orthonormal vectors capturing the directions of maximum variance.
Formally, the principal components are a sequence of p unit vectors,
where the i-th vector maximizes variance while being orthogonal to the
first i − 1 vectors. Each principal component corresponds to a direc-
tion that minimizes the average squared perpendicular distance from
the data points to the line, ensuring linear uncorrelation among trans-
formed dimensions. An important diagnostic quantity in the PCA is
the explained variance ratio, which indicates the proportion of the total
variance in the dataset that is captured by each principal component.
By examining the cumulative explained variance ratio, one can deter-
mine how many components are sufficient to represent the data with
minimal loss of information. For instance, if the first principal compo-
nent explains most of the variance, it may be justified to retain only
that component for subsequent analysis.

In order to validate the usage of PCA, the explained variance ratio was
evaluated on all samples, by performing the PCA analysis with 5 com-
ponents instead of one. As shown in Figure 6.10 for the interference
process, the first component contains at least 75% of the total vari-
ance, which is acceptable because the impact of PDF uncertainties is
expected to be of the order of 0.1%, as in previous CMS Run 2 H → γγ
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analyses [24].

Figure 6.10: Explained variance ratio for the interference sample, after the
application of the PCA algorithm with 5 components on the PDF weights.

� Uncertainty in the H → γγ branching fraction: the probability
of the Higgs boson decaying to two photons is required to calculate the
SM expected cross section, but this branching fraction is not known
exactly. The uncertainty is currently estimated to be 2% [19]. Since this
uncertainty affects the overall normalization of the signal processes, it
is included in the signal strength and coupling modifier measurements,
and is considered as an uncertainty in the SM predictions for cross
section measurements.

6.5.2 Experimental systematics

The experimental systematic uncertainties are divided in shape and normal-
ization uncertainties.

Shape experimental systematics

� Residual photon energy scale and smearing: Corrections for the
residual differences between the photon energy scales and resolution in
the data and simulation are discussed in 4.2.1. The sources of system-
atic uncertainty that directly affect them are the variations in R9, elec-
tron identification, preselection ET threshold, and non-closure. Both
scale and smearing systematics uncertainties are binned depending on
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Figure 6.11: Comparison between the nominal signal model, the one for
ΓH/Γ

SM
H = 25, and the models when the nuisance corresponding to the

smearing in the bin R9 < 0.965 in the barrel in 2017 is equal to ±1σ, for the
best (left) and worst (right) category (in terms of impact of this systematic
uncertainty).

the photon |η| (barrel or endcap) and R9 value, in two bins per variables
for a total of 4. For the scale corrections, all the related uncertain-
ties are added in quadrature for each systematic uncertainty, to assign
combined errors for the scale corrections for each bin of η and R9. The
value is estimated by comparing the H → γγ and Z → e+e− scale re-
sponses, after appliying the scale corrections, using simulated samples.
On the other hand, for the smearing corrections, the assigned system-
atics is a flat uncertainty of 0.05% regardless of the R9/|η| bin, except
for 2016 and 2017, where an inflated uncertainty of 0.8% is applied for
all photons with pT > 50 GeV, to cover observed non-closures. These
inflated uncertainties are, effectively, the most impactful uncertainties
in the analysis. The smearing systematic uncertainties alter the signal
shape in a way comparable to the variations due to the interference,
therefore a comparison between the nominal signal model, the one for
ΓH/Γ

SM
H = 25, and the alternative models for one of the most impactful

uncertainties, i.e. the error on the smearing in the bin R9 < 0.965 in
the barrel in 2017. The results are shown in Figure 6.11, for SggH + I
in the best and worst case, and demonstrate that in the most sensitive
categories the effect of smearing uncertainties and interference can be
disentangled.
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� Non-linearity of energy scale: In order account for the fact that
the scale is calibrated on Z → e+e− and applied to H → γγ, where the
average pT of ECAL superclusters is higher, a 0.2% scale uncertainty
addressing ECAL non-linearity, derived by comparing E/p for electrons
with ET ∼ 90/2 = 45 GeV and high-energy electrons (i.e. with ET > 50
GeV), as shown in Figure 6.12, is applied. This uncertainty, because
of how large it is compared to the other ones, is applied directly in the
DCB mean value parameters, without fitting alternative templates.

Figure 6.12: Data/MC differences in electrons E/p as a function of electron
pT , showing the difference between ECAL Z and Higgs boson typical energy
scales in Run 1. The value of 0.2% was derived in Run 2 with the same
technique, yielding a larger coefficient, due to increased integrated radiation
doses.

� Shower Shape Corrections: Systematic uncertainties related to
shower shape variables are due to the fact that the energy regres-
sion and scale corrections both employ the shower shape variables,
which are different for electrons (used to calibrate) and photons. The
impact is ealuated by comparing the simulated energy response of
Z → e+e− events, after reweighting the shower shapes variables from
the Z → e+e− to the H → γγ case. The uncertainty in the energy
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scale due to this effect varies from 0.01% to 0.15%, depending on the
photon |η| and R9 values.

� Non-uniformity of light collection: The systematic uncertainties
on the FNUF scale corrections, described in Section 4.2.1, are evalu-
ated by combining the uncertainties from the laser transparency correc-
tions, and the light collection model. The FNUF corrections are only
implemented for high R9 photons, because low R9 (converted) photons
interact with ECAL in the same way as electrons. The largest uncer-
tainty are for the 2018 data-taking, because of the increasing integrated
ionizing dose on ECAL crystals, and amounts to about 0.12% in the
barrel and 0.3% in the endcap.

� Modeling of material upstream of ECAL: The amount of mate-
rial through which particles traverse before reaching the ECAL, mainly
due to tracker sensors and support structures, influences the behavior
of electromagnetic showers and may not be accurately represented in
simulation, causing differences in the reconstructed scale of photons
and electrons. Dedicated MC samples with ±10% variations in the
material budget upstream of ECAL are used to estimate the impact
on the photon energy scale, by means of a double ratio between the
reconstructed over generated energy for ggH(γγ) at mH = 90 GeV (to
decouple differences due to non-linearity) and Z → ee, with respect to
the same double ratio with the nominal material budget. This proce-
dure is performed in 6 categories, by dividing the sample two R9 bins
with a boundary at 0.965, and in 3 |η| regions. The double ratio as a
function of the material budget variation is shown in Figure 6.13 for
the category with the largest variations (endcap high R9).

The uncertainties that modify only the event yield include:

� Integrated Luminosity: Uncertainties of 2.5%, 2.3%, and 2.5% are
determined by the CMS luminosity monitoring for the 2016, 2017,
and 2018 data sets, respectively [58, 76, 77]. These uncertainties are
partially correlated across different data sets to account for common
sources of uncertainty in the luminosity measurement schemes.

� Photon Identification BDT Score: The uncertainty associated
with the photon identification BDT score is estimated by varying the
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Figure 6.13: Double ratio between Ereco/Egen of ggH(γγ) at mH = 90 GeV
and Z → ee, with respect to the same ratio with the nominal material budget.

set of events used to train the quantile regression corrections, which
captures the residual discrepancies between data and simulation. The
uncertainty in signal yields is estimated by propagating this uncertainty
through the complete analysis chain.

� Jet Energy Scale and Smearing Corrections: The jet energy scale
is measured using the pT balance of jets with Z bosons and photons in
Z → e+e−, Z → µ+µ−, and γ + jets events, along with the pT balance
between jets in dijet and multijet events [95]. The uncertainty in the
jet energy scale is a few percent and is dependent on pT and η. The
impact of jet energy scale uncertainties on event yields is evaluated
by varying the jet energy corrections within their uncertainties and
propagating the effect to the final result. This analysis makes use
of only 1 uncertainty for jet scale and 1 for resolution, and they are
uncorrelated across the years.

� Per-photon energy resolution estimate: This uncertainty is de-
signed to cover all differences between data and simulation in the dis-
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tribution of the mass resolution, predicted from the per-photon resolu-
tion, which is an output of the energy regression. The predicted mass
resolution is an input of the diphoton BDT, therefore the uncertainties
propagate to the event yield. The maximum yield variation due to this
systematic uncertainty in the analysis categories is around 5%, however
for most categories the impact is below the percent level.

� Trigger Efficiency: The efficiency of the trigger selection is evaluated
with Z → e+e− events using the tag-and-probe technique. The mag-
nitude of this uncertainty is less than 1%. An additional uncertainty
accounts for a gradual shift in the timing of the ECAL L1 trigger in-
puts in the region where |η| > 2.0, which caused specific trigger ineffi-
ciencies during the data taking in 2016 and 2017. Both photons and,
to a greater extent, jets can be affected by this inefficiency, with the
maximum impact on yields for categories targeting VBF production
reaching 1.4%.

� Photon Preselection: The uncertainty in the preselection efficiency
is calculated from the error on the ratio of efficiencies measured in data
and simulation, i.e. the so-called scale factors, and its uncertainty is
less than 1%.



Chapter 7

Results

The results of this analysis are first derived in the expected case, i.e. without
using data in the signal region, and in the observed case, where the final ΓH
constraints are derived. All the results are extracted by performing a binned
fit, with 0.25 GeV width, to the data combining all categories and data taking
years, using the CMS combine framework. As explained in Section 6.1, the
physical parameters µF , µV ,mH are free in the fit, but are constrained with
data, thanks to the scaling of the signal components with µF or µV and to the
dependence of the signal template functions on mH . Moreover, as explained
in Section 6.1, the binning needs to be smaller than the mass resolution, in
order to have sensitivity to the shape variations due to the interference, and
to reduce the bias due to the background steep derivative.

The fit is performed by minimizing the negative log-likelihood, starting
from the likelihood definition in Eq. (6.2):

Z = −2∆ lnL = −2 ln
L(data|ΓH/ΓSMH , θ⃗)

L(data|Γ̂H/ΓSMH ,
⃗̂
θ)

(7.1)

where Γ̂H/Γ
SM
H and

⃗̂
θ are the best-fit values of the Higgs boson width mod-

ifiers and nuisance parameters. The 68% and 95% confidence intervals are
identified when Z = 1.00, and 3.84 respectively. Due to the mathemati-
cal boundary on ΓH in the physics model, it is necessary, in some steps
of the limit extraction, to re-parametrize

√
µFΓH/ΓSMH as

√
µFλ with λ =√

ΓH/ΓSMH , so that λ can reach negative values allowing the fit to work in a
well-behaved fashion, specifically with mathematical continuity both in the
likelihood and in its derivatives.

167
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7.1 Expected results

Expected results for the parameter of interest (POI) of the physics model
( ΓH

ΓSM
) are obtained in three ways:

1. Via 1D likelihood scans in ΓH , by comparing, for each ΓtestH value,
the Asimov dataset, i.e. a set of histograms (one for each category)
interpolating the S + B (signal and background) models in 0.25 GeV
bins for ΓH = 1, with the same histograms evaluated using the signal
models at ΓH = ΓtestH . In summary, the likelihood is evaluated by using
the Asimov datasets as data points for each category;

2. Via frequentist limits calculations at different confidence levels, in the
asymptotic approximation, dubbed as AsymptoticLimits method;

3. Via the Feldman-Cousins approach, which evaluates the frequentist
limits at different confidence levels, by using toy datasets, i.e. several
O(1000) sets of histograms, generated from the Asimov histograms us-
ing Poisson fluctuations in all bins.

The so-called asymptotic approximation used in the limit calculation re-
lies on a set of statistical assumptions that ensure the validity of the analytic
results derived from Wilks’ and Wald’s theorems [96]. These assumptions
are generally satisfied in the large-sample limit and allow the profile likeli-
hood ratio test statistic to follow a simple and universal form. The likelihood
function L(λ,θ), in particular, is assumed to be smooth and well-behaved
in the vicinity of its maximum. In this regime, the log-likelihood function
can be approximated by a quadratic expansion around the global maximum
likelihood estimator (MLE), such that

−2 ln
L(λ,θ)

L(λ̂, θ̂)
≈ (λ− λ̂)2

σ2
, (7.2)

where λ̂ denotes the MLE of the parameter of interest, and σ represents
its standard deviation estimated from the curvature of the log-likelihood at
the maximum. Under these conditions, the estimator λ̂ is approximately
Gaussian distributed around the true value λtrue with variance σ2.

The AsymptoticLimits method is based on an asymptotic approximation
of the distributions of the LHC test statistic, which is defined as a pro-
file likelihood ratio, under two hypotheses, usually representing signal and
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background-only. In this analysis, the parameter of interest is the interference
strength modifier, λ, which scales the amplitude of the interference term be-
tween the Higgs boson production and the continuum diphoton background.
The two hypotheses considered are therefore

� the background-only hypothesis, corresponding to λ = 0, where no
interference contribution is present, and

� the signal-plus-background hypothesis, corresponding to λ = 1,
which represents the Standard Model prediction for the interference
strength.

The test statistic used to test a given value of λ is defined as:

qλ =


−2 ln

L(λ,
ˆ̂
θλ)

L(λ̂, θ̂)
0 ≤ λ̂ ≤ λ,

0 λ̂ > λ,

(7.3)

where L(λ,θ) is the likelihood function of the data given the interference
strength λ and the set of nuisance parameters θ. The notation λ̂ and θ̂ denote
the unconditional maximum likelihood estimators of these parameters, while
ˆ̂
θλ are the conditional estimators obtained by maximizing the likelihood for
a fixed value of λ. The constraint λ ≥ 0 is enforced in the fit, such that if the
unconstrained best-fit value λ̂ is negative, it is set to zero when evaluating
Eq. (7.3). This ensures a one-sided test statistic, appropriate for setting
upper limits on λ.

Under the asymptotic approximation [96], the sampling distribution of
qλ is known analytically both under the signal-plus-background hypothe-
sis (λ = 1) and under the background-only hypothesis (λ = 0). This al-
lows the computation of two p-values without the need to generate pseudo-
experiments:

pλ = P (qλ ≥ qobsλ |λ = 1), (7.4)

pb = P (qλ ≥ qobsλ |λ = 0). (7.5)

The quantity pλ quantifies the compatibility of the observed data with the
signal-plus-background hypothesis (Standard Model interference), while pb
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quantifies the compatibility with the background-only hypothesis (no inter-
ference).

The modified frequentist confidence level is defined as

CLs =
pλ

1 − pb
, (7.6)

which protects against excluding the signal hypothesis in the presence of
downward statistical fluctuations of the background. The upper limit on λ
at a confidence level α (typically 95%) is determined by finding the largest
value of λ for which CLs(λ) ≤ 1 − α.

Before checking the validity of the asymptotic approximation for this anal-
ysis, an Asimov-based estimation of the expected sensitivity is performed.
The result of the Negative log-likelihood (NLL) scan on the Asimov dataset
corresponding to full Run2 data and MC is shown in Figure 7.1, together
with a breakdown of uncertainties in different groups, performed by gradu-
ally freezing groups of systematic uncertainties.
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Figure 7.1: Negative log-likelihood scan on the Asimov dataset for full Run2,
together with a breakdown of uncertainties in different groups.

The resulting expected limits for full Run2 at 68(95)% CL are, respec-
tively, ΓH/Γ

SM
H < 6.6(21.2), translating in absolute limits of 27 (87) MeV.
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The impact of systematic uncertainties is smaller than the statistical one,
amounting to a in quadrature (linear) difference of 27% (4%) between the
nominal and statistics only 95% CL limits.

For each nuisance parameter, the impact is evaluated by fixing its value
to ±1σ, re-doing the fit and subtracting by the obtained ΓH values the nom-
inal ones. The impact of the most important profiled parameters is shown in
Figure 7.2, and it contains both systematic uncertaintied and profiled quan-
tities, such as µ, MH and background shape parameters. The full impacts
are available in Figure A.41 in the Appendix. Some nuisance parameters
describing energy scale and smearing errors, have one-sided impacts because
of the non-trivial interplay between scale and resolution and the lineshape
fit, when fixing one nuisance parameter at the time.

A successful closure test was performed to validate the signal parametriza-
tion, by generating template datasets using directly the MC samples for sig-
nal and interference, instead of the functional models, and the best p.d.f. for
the background, as shown in Figure 7.3.

The NLL scan on the Asimov dataset with λ as POI is available in Figure
7.4, showing compatibility with the scan in ΓH/Γ

SM
H . The fact that the

minimum using an Asimov-based scan is not exactly at ΓH = 1 is an effect
of the binning. It was verified that decreasing the bin size to 0.125 GeV, the
minimum moved to, λ = +0.998+1.809

−1.824 (68% CL). Given the increased run
time of the fit with double binning, the small discrepancy with respect to
the nominal case, and the successful closure test with MC datasets, it was
decided to keep the 0.25 GeV binning.

In order to check for the presence of biases in the statistical procedure,
around 500 toys at nominal ΓH have been generated and fitted with the
nominal likelihood, and the histogram of the best-fit values divided by the
error (formula in the x-axis) has been fitted. The distribution of the pulls for
toy pseudo-experiments is available in Figure 7.5, showing very small bias,
measured using the average, but also a variance different from the expected
value of 1, meaning that the asymptotic approximation cannot be applied.
This behaviour reflects the non-trivial interplay between the shape modifi-
cation due to the interference and the background, and also the correlation
between the floated parameters (ΓH ,mH , µF , µV ), and is also coherent with
the non-parabolic shape of the

√
−2∆ lnL(ΓH) function, shown in Figure 7.4.

Indeed, in the asymptotic approximation, which in this analysis fails, the pull
variance is close to 1 and the

√
−2∆ lnL(ΓH) function is parabolic around

the minimum, allowing to extract 68% and 95% CL constraints directly from
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Figure 7.2: Expected impacts of systematic uncertainties. For the uncon-
strained parameters (i.e. MH , µF , µV and background functions normaliza-
tions) the reported errors correspond to their 68% error in the nominal fit.
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the
√
−2∆ lnL(ΓH) function.

Given the failure of the asymptotic approximation, a toy-based limit ex-
traction procedure must then be applied. Indeed, to extract the upper limit
on λ, in this analysis the Feldman-Cousins approach, chosen because of its
generality, is employed. The Feldman-Cousins results are also compared, as
a control, with the results drawn from a asymptotic frequentist approach.
Note also, that both the Feldman-Cousins and the asymptotic approach take
into account the physical boundary λ > 0, to derive the limits, by normaliz-
ing the likelihood at its value at λ = 0 instead that at the minimum, in case
where the best fit value is λ < 0. The results, in terms of upper limit at 95%
CL (UL), of the AsymptoticLimits method, in the expected (blinded) case
are shown in Table 7.1, together with the value obtained in the Asimov-based
scan.

Feldman–Cousins confidence intervals The Feldman–Cousins method
provides a unified approach for constructing confidence intervals that han-
dles both upper and lower bounds in a statistically consistent way, avoid-
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Figure 7.5: Pulls of the best-fit values, divided by the average error, for a set
of toys.

UL on λ at 95% CL UL on Γ/ΓSM Exp. quantile
1.9 3.4 0.025 -2σ
2.5 6.0 0.160 -1σ
3.3 11.5 0.500 Median
4.6 21.0 N/A Asimov
4.7 22.5 0.840 +1σ
6.4 41.3 0.975 +2σ

Table 7.1: Results of the AsymptoticLimits method, in the expected
(blinded) case.
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ing classical flip-flopping between one-sided and two-sided intervals [44].The
Feldman-Cousins (FC) procedure for computing confidence intervals, using
the test statistic q(λ), require, for each point λ to:

� compute the test statistic qobs/quant(λ) at the desired quantile (in the
expected case), for example by taking the median, or the ±Nσ quantile
value, or in the observed case;

� compute the expected distribution of q(λ) under the hypothesis of λ as
the true value;

� evaluate the confidence level pλ = P
[
q(λ) > qobs/quant(λ) | λ

]
At the end of the procedure, a pλ function is obtained, and any λ point

belongs to a certain confidence region CLα if pλ is larger than α (e.g. 0.3173
for a 1σ region, as 1 − α = 0.6827). The pλ functions at different expected
quantiles (median, ±1σ, ±2σ) are shown in Figure 7.6. In particular, in the
expected median case, the limit at 95% CL is ΓH < 140 MeV.
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Figure 7.6: P-values pλ as a function of λ at different expected quantiles
(median, ±1σ, ±2σ).
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7.2 Pre-unblinding tests

Goodness of fit tests have been performed on toys and data with both the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Anderson-Darling algorithms, as shown in Figure
7.7, with good results, while blinded observed impacts are shown in Figure
7.8. Only one observed pull in the impacts is above 2.1 σ, and no pull above
3 σ is present.
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Figure 7.7: Goodness of fit tests on toys, together with the value obtained
on data, with both the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (left) and Anderson-Darling
(right) algorithms.

Background-only fits, where the signal region 115-135 GeV is not em-
ployed, have been performed, and the aggregated plot, summing the event
for all categories, is shown in Figure 7.9.

Fits to single categories are available in Figures A.43, A.44, A.45 and
A.46 in the Appendix.

7.3 Observed results

Finally, an observed log-likelihood scan in λ has been performed, as shown
in Figure 7.10.
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Figure 7.8: Blinded observed impacts.
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formed in the data sidebands, together with the nominal signal model
(µF = µV = λ = 1).
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Figure 7.10: Observed log-likelihood scan of λ.

The best fit value is λ = −3.6, and the impact of systematics is larger
than in the expected case, due most likely to the fit converging in a point
very far from the nominal one. From the background-only fits, it can be seen
that the bin at 123 GeV is under-fluctuating, driving the signal shape to be
narrower with respect to the nominal signal model, up to the level where the
fit prefers that the tails are suppressed on the left, which is the opposite case
as the nominal interference. This effect, which is a kind of under-fluctuation,
motivates the negative best fit value. Physically, a negative λ means that
the interference yield (the coefficient in the physics model) is negative (i.e.
constructive interference instead of destructive as the nominal case).

Fits to the full invariant mass region, without blinding the signal window,
and leaving the physical parameters free, i.e. ”signal+background” fits are
shown in Figure 7.11 after summing events of all categories, without and
with a per-category S/B reweighting. Fits to single categories are available
in Section A.7 in the Appendix.

A ”signal+background fit” is shown in Figure 7.12, summing events of all
categories, with a per-category S/B reweighting and background subtraction,
together with the signal+background template at different values of λ, where
the fit behaviour can be understood more clearly.
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Figure 7.11: Signal+background fits, after summing events of all categories,
without (left) and with a S/B reweighting of each category(right).
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Figure 7.12: Signal+background fit, after summing events of all categories
with a per-category S/B reweighting, and background subtraction, together
with the signal template at different values of λ.

Observed limits are obtained both in the asymptotic approximation (us-
ing the Combine AsymptoticLimits routines) and with the Feldman-Cousins
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approach, and in both cases the physical boundaries λ > 0 has been applied
by subtracting the log-likelihood at λ = 0 to the log-likelihood values for
positive λ. The observed limit at 95% CL obtained with AsymptoticLimits
is λ < 3.5, which is lower than the value expected from the Asimov dataset
(λ < 4.6), and this reflects the best fit value underfluctuation.

Observed results using the Feldman-Cousins are available in Figure 7.13,
and summarized in Table 5.2, comparing them with the other methods. As
expected, the Feldman-Cousin based limit is the most conservative.

Figure 7.13: Plot of the statistical coverage provided by the Feldman-Cousins
approach (with 1000 toys for each point), in terms of 1-CL vs. ΓH/Γ

SM
H , in

the median expected scenario (red line), observed (black line), together with
1 and 2σ yellow and green bands.

The final limits are the ones given by the Feldman-Cousins approach:
ΓH < 91.8(138.2) MeV in the observed(expected) case. This limit is more
than 3 times better than the one put in the H → ZZ∗ → 4l channel in the
on-shell case (ΓH < 300 MeV) [11].
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λ Γ/ΓSM = λ2 Γ (MeV)

Best fit w/o phys. boundary -3.6 N/A N/A

Best fit with phys. boundary 0 0 0

Expected UL (68% CL) in asympt. approx. 2.7 7.4 30.3

Observed UL (68% CL) in asympt. approx. 1.3 1.6 6.4

Expected UL (95% CL) in asympt. approx. 4.6 21.0 86.0

Observed UL (95% CL) in asympt. approx. 3.5 12.3 50.2

Expected UL (68% CL) with Feldman-Cousins 3.1 9.8 40.2

Observed UL (68% CL) with Feldman-Cousins 2.6 6.9 28.1

Expected UL (95% CL) with Feldman-Cousins 5.8 33.7 138.2

Observed UL (95% CL) with Feldman-Cousins 4.7 22.4 91.8

Table 7.2: Summary of the best fits and limits at 68% and 95% CL in
different aproaches. The expected limits are provided with Asimov datasets
in the asymptotic case and with the median expected quantile for Feldman-
Cousins.
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Summary

The CMS Higgs boson physics program has yielded a wide range of measure-
ments and constraints of Higgs boson properties, one of which is presented
in this dissertation. This work focuses on the determination of the Higgs
boson total width in the diphoton decay channel, using CMS data collected
during LHC Run 2 at a center-of-mass energy of 13 TeV, corresponding to
an integrated luminosity of 137 fb−1. The analysis relies on the interfer-
ence between signal and continuum background processes, which provides
indirect sensitivity to the Higgs boson width. Indeed, in the γγ final state,
the interference between Higgs boson production and continuum background
processes induces both a shift in the apparent resonance peak position and
a change in the shape of the diphoton mass spectrum. These effects are
modelled by performing a shape fit to the mγγ distribution. To optimise the
sensitivity, events are categorised according to the transverse momentum of
the diphotons, and to a multi-variate score that enhances signal-background
discrimination.

The analysis includes the dominant interference contributions from gg
and qg initial states. The resulting constraints on the Higgs boson width are
obtained leaving also the overall couplings of the Higgs boson to top quark
and vector bosons, and the Higgs boson mass, as free parameters in the fit.
The observed (expected) upper limit is ΓH < 92(138) MeV at 95% confidence
level, where the Standard Model prediction is ΓSM

H = 4.1 MeV. The main
challenge of the constraint arises from the small amplitude of the interference
effects relative to the overall diphoton mass spectrum. This analysis provides
the first experimental on-shell constraint on ΓH that employs the interference-
based approach, and improves both the current limit on ΓH in the diphoton
channel and the on-shell limit in the ZZ∗ on-shell case (ΓH < 330 MeV).
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A.1 Signal model fits
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Figure A.1: Signal model fits for GGH process and 2016preVFP categories.
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Figure A.2: Signal model fits for GGH process and 2016postVFP categories.
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Figure A.3: Signal model fits for GGH process and 2017 categories.
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Figure A.4: Signal model fits for GGH process and 2018 categories.
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Figure A.5: Signal model fits for GGH+INT. process and 2016preVFP cat-
egories.
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Figure A.6: Signal model fits for GGH+INT. process and 2016postVFP cat-
egories.
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Figure A.7: Signal model fits for GGH+INT. process and 2017 categories.
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Figure A.8: Signal model fits for GGH+INT. process and 2018 categories.
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Figure A.9: Signal model fits for VBF process and 2016preVFP categories.
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Figure A.10: Signal model fits for VBF process and 2016postVFP categories.
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Figure A.11: Signal model fits for VBF process and 2017 categories.
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Figure A.12: Signal model fits for VBF process and 2018 categories.
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Figure A.13: Signal model fits for VH process and 2016preVFP categories.
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Figure A.14: Signal model fits for VH process and 2016postVFP categories.
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Figure A.15: Signal model fits for VH process and 2017 categories.
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Figure A.16: Signal model fits for VH process and 2018 categories.
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A.2 Signal model interpolation functions
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Figure A.17: Signal model interpolation functions for GGH process and
2016preVFP categories.
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Figure A.18: Signal model interpolation functions for GGH process and
2016postVFP categories.
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Figure A.19: Signal model interpolation functions for GGH process and 2017
categories.
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Figure A.20: Signal model interpolation functions for GGH process and 2018
categories.
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Figure A.21: Signal model interpolation functions for GGH+INT. process
and 2016preVFP categories.
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Figure A.22: Signal model interpolation functions for GGH+INT. process
and 2016postVFP categories.
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Figure A.23: Signal model interpolation functions for GGH+INT. process
and 2017 categories.
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Figure A.24: Signal model interpolation functions for GGH+INT. process
and 2018 categories.
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Figure A.25: Signal model interpolation functions for VBF process and
2016preVFP categories.
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Figure A.26: Signal model interpolation functions for VBF process and
2016postVFP categories.
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Figure A.27: Signal model interpolation functions for VBF process and 2017
categories.
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Figure A.28: Signal model interpolation functions for VBF process and 2018
categories.
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Figure A.29: Signal model interpolation functions for VH process and
2016preVFP categories.
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Figure A.30: Signal model interpolation functions for VH process and
2016postVFP categories.
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Figure A.31: Signal model interpolation functions for VH process and 2017
categories.



206 APPENDIX A. APPENDIX

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130

 [GeV]Hm

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

=
12

5)
H

X
/X

(m
: @125 = 10.17expN

: @125 = 1.37 pbσ
: @125 = 0.23%Β

: @125 = 5.12%Α x ∈

vh_2018_UntaggedTag_0_13TeV

UntaggedTag 0

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130

 [GeV]Hm

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

=
12

5)
H

X
/X

(m

: @125 = 11.59expN

: @125 = 1.37 pbσ
: @125 = 0.23%Β

: @125 = 5.84%Α x ∈

vh_2018_UntaggedTag_1_13TeV

UntaggedTag 1

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130

 [GeV]Hm

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

=
12

5)
H

X
/X

(m

: @125 = 1.64expN

: @125 = 1.37 pbσ
: @125 = 0.23%Β

: @125 = 0.83%Α x ∈

vh_2018_UntaggedTag_2_13TeV

UntaggedTag 2

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130

 [GeV]Hm

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

=
12

5)
H

X
/X

(m

: @125 = 6.86expN

: @125 = 1.37 pbσ
: @125 = 0.23%Β

: @125 = 3.46%Α x ∈

vh_2018_UntaggedTag_3_13TeV

UntaggedTag 3

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130

 [GeV]Hm

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

=
12

5)
H

X
/X

(m

: @125 = 0.85expN

: @125 = 1.37 pbσ
: @125 = 0.23%Β

: @125 = 0.43%Α x ∈

vh_2018_UntaggedTag_4_13TeV

UntaggedTag 4

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130

 [GeV]Hm

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

=
12

5)
H

X
/X

(m

: @125 = 2.90expN

: @125 = 1.37 pbσ
: @125 = 0.23%Β

: @125 = 1.46%Α x ∈

vh_2018_UntaggedTag_5_13TeV

UntaggedTag 5

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130

 [GeV]Hm

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

=
12

5)
H

X
/X

(m

: @125 = 0.65expN

: @125 = 1.37 pbσ
: @125 = 0.23%Β

: @125 = 0.33%Α x ∈

vh_2018_UntaggedTag_6_13TeV

UntaggedTag 6

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130

 [GeV]Hm

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

=
12

5)
H

X
/X

(m

: @125 = 2.02expN

: @125 = 1.37 pbσ
: @125 = 0.23%Β

: @125 = 1.02%Α x ∈

vh_2018_UntaggedTag_7_13TeV

UntaggedTag 7

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130

 [GeV]Hm

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

=
12

5)
H

X
/X

(m

: @125 = 0.16expN

: @125 = 1.37 pbσ
: @125 = 0.23%Β

: @125 = 0.08%Α x ∈

vh_2018_UntaggedTag_8_13TeV

UntaggedTag 8

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130

 [GeV]Hm

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3
=

12
5)

H
X

/X
(m

: @125 = 0.79expN

: @125 = 1.37 pbσ
: @125 = 0.23%Β

: @125 = 0.40%Α x ∈

vh_2018_UntaggedTag_9_13TeV

UntaggedTag 9

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130

 [GeV]Hm

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

=
12

5)
H

X
/X

(m

: @125 = 28.78expN

: @125 = 1.37 pbσ
: @125 = 0.23%Β

: @125 = 14.50%Α x ∈

vh_2018_VBFTag_0_13TeV

VBFTag 0

Figure A.32: Signal model interpolation functions for VH process and 2018
categories.
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A.3 Signal model summary plots
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Figure A.33: Signal models including all processes for 2016preVFP cate-
gories.
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Figure A.34: Signal models including all processes for 2016postVFP cate-
gories.
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Figure A.35: Signal models including all processes for 2017 categories.



210 APPENDIX A. APPENDIX

105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140

 (GeV)γγm

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

E
ve

nt
s 

/ (
 0

.5
 G

eV
 )

Simulation

model (2018)
Parametric

 = 1.27 GeVeffσ

Simulation Preliminary CMS 13 TeV

γγ →H UntaggedTag_0

Multiple processes 2018

UntaggedTag 0

105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140

 (GeV)γγm

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

E
ve

nt
s 

/ (
 0

.5
 G

eV
 )

Simulation

model (2018)
Parametric

 = 1.51 GeVeffσ

Simulation Preliminary CMS 13 TeV

γγ →H UntaggedTag_1

Multiple processes 2018

UntaggedTag 1

105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140

 (GeV)γγm

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

E
ve

nt
s 

/ (
 0

.5
 G

eV
 )

Simulation

model (2018)
Parametric

 = 1.31 GeVeffσ

Simulation Preliminary CMS 13 TeV

γγ →H UntaggedTag_2

Multiple processes 2018

UntaggedTag 2

105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140

 (GeV)γγm

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

22

E
ve

nt
s 

/ (
 0

.5
 G

eV
 )

Simulation

model (2018)
Parametric

 = 1.48 GeVeffσ

Simulation Preliminary CMS 13 TeV

γγ →H UntaggedTag_3

Multiple processes 2018

UntaggedTag 3

105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140

 (GeV)γγm

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

E
ve

nt
s 

/ (
 0

.5
 G

eV
 )

Simulation

model (2018)
Parametric

 = 1.24 GeVeffσ

Simulation Preliminary CMS 13 TeV

γγ →H UntaggedTag_4

Multiple processes 2018

UntaggedTag 4

105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140

 (GeV)γγm

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

E
ve

nt
s 

/ (
 0

.5
 G

eV
 )

Simulation

model (2018)
Parametric

 = 1.40 GeVeffσ

Simulation Preliminary CMS 13 TeV

γγ →H UntaggedTag_5

Multiple processes 2018

UntaggedTag 5

105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140

 (GeV)γγm

0

2

4

6

8

10

E
ve

nt
s 

/ (
 0

.5
 G

eV
 )

Simulation

model (2018)
Parametric

 = 1.27 GeVeffσ

Simulation Preliminary CMS 13 TeV

γγ →H UntaggedTag_6

Multiple processes 2018

UntaggedTag 6

105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140

 (GeV)γγm

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

20

22

E
ve

nt
s 

/ (
 0

.5
 G

eV
 )

Simulation

model (2018)
Parametric

 = 1.66 GeVeffσ

Simulation Preliminary CMS 13 TeV

γγ →H UntaggedTag_7

Multiple processes 2018

UntaggedTag 7

105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140

 (GeV)γγm

0

1

2

3

4

5

E
ve

nt
s 

/ (
 0

.5
 G

eV
 )

Simulation

model (2018)
Parametric

 = 1.16 GeVeffσ

Simulation Preliminary CMS 13 TeV

γγ →H UntaggedTag_8

Multiple processes 2018

UntaggedTag 8

105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140

 (GeV)γγm

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

E
ve

nt
s 

/ (
 0

.5
 G

eV
 )

Simulation

model (2018)
Parametric

 = 1.49 GeVeffσ

Simulation Preliminary CMS 13 TeV

γγ →H UntaggedTag_9

Multiple processes 2018

UntaggedTag 9

105 110 115 120 125 130 135 140

 (GeV)γγm

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

E
ve

nt
s 

/ (
 0

.5
 G

eV
 )

Simulation

model (2018)
Parametric

 = 1.65 GeVeffσ

Simulation Preliminary CMS 13 TeV

γγ →H VBFTag_0

Multiple processes 2018

VBFTag 0

Figure A.36: Signal models including all processes for 2018 categories.
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A.4 Background model fits
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Figure A.37: Fit to the blinded data to determine the collection of functions
used to fit the background for 2016preVFP categories.
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UntaggedTag 0 UntaggedTag 1 UntaggedTag 2 UntaggedTag 3

UntaggedTag 4 UntaggedTag 5 UntaggedTag 6 UntaggedTag 7

UntaggedTag 8 UntaggedTag 9 VBFTag 0

Figure A.38: Fit to the blinded data to determine the collection of functions
used to fit the background for 2016postVFP categories.
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UntaggedTag 0 UntaggedTag 1 UntaggedTag 2 UntaggedTag 3

UntaggedTag 4 UntaggedTag 5 UntaggedTag 6 UntaggedTag 7

UntaggedTag 8 UntaggedTag 9 VBFTag 0

Figure A.39: Fit to the blinded data to determine the collection of functions
used to fit the background for 2017 categories.
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UntaggedTag 0 UntaggedTag 1 UntaggedTag 2 UntaggedTag 3

UntaggedTag 4 UntaggedTag 5 UntaggedTag 6 UntaggedTag 7

UntaggedTag 8 UntaggedTag 9 VBFTag 0

Figure A.40: Fit to the blinded data to determine the collection of functions
used to fit the background for 2018 categories.
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Figure A.41: Full expected impacts for ΓH .

Expected impacts on ΓH
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Figure A.42: Full observed impacts for λ.

Observed impacts on λ
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A.6 Background-only fits
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Figure A.43: Background-only fits for 2016preVFP categories.
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Figure A.44: Background-only fits for 2016postVFP categories.
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Figure A.45: Background-only fits for 2017 categories.
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Figure A.46: Background-only fits for 2018 categories.
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Figure A.47: Signal + background fits for 2016preVFP categories.
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Figure A.48: Signal + background fits for 2016postVFP categories.
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Figure A.49: Signal + background fits for 2017 categories.
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Figure A.50: Signal + background fits for 2018 categories.
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Riley, Matevž Tadel, Peter Wittich, Frank Würthwein, and Avi Yagil.
Parallelized and vectorized tracking using Kalman filters with CMS
detector geometry and events. EPJ Web of Conferences, 214:02002,
2019. URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/201921402002,
doi:10.1051/epjconf/201921402002.

[68] Reconstruction of signal amplitudes in the CMS electromagnetic
calorimeter in the presence of overlapping proton-proton interactions.
Journal of Instrumentation, 15(10):P10002, oct 2020. doi:10.1088/

1748-0221/15/10/P10002.

[69] M. Anfreville, D. Bailleux, J.P. Bard, A. Bornheim, C. Bouchand,
E. Bougamont, M. Boyer, R. Chipaux, V. Daponte-Puill, M. De-
jardin, J.L. Faure, P. Gras, P. Jarry, C. Jeanney, A. Joudon, J.P.
Pansart, Y. Penichot, J. Rander, J. Rolquin, J.M. Reymond, J. Tar-
tas, P. Venault, P. Verrecchia, L. Zhang, K. Zhu, and R.Y. Zhu.
Laser monitoring system for the CMS lead tungstate crystal calorime-
ter. Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research Sec-
tion A: Accelerators, Spectrometers, Detectors and Associated Equip-
ment, 594(2):292–320, 2008. URL: https://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0168900208001599, doi:https://doi.org/

10.1016/j.nima.2008.01.104.

[70] Common tools for analyses of Higgs boson in the diphoton decay channel
with Run 2 ultra-legacy data. CMS Analysis Note CMS AN-2021/025,
CMS Collaboration, 2021. Internal CMS document. URL: https://
cms.cern.ch/iCMS/analysisadmin/cadi?ancode=AN-2021/025.

[71] Measurement of the mass of the Higgs boson in the diphoton decay
channel in pp collisions at 13 TeV with the legacy Run 2 dataset. CMS
Analysis Note CMS AN-2020/217, CMS Collaboration, 2020. Internal
CMS document. URL: https://cms.cern.ch/iCMS/analysisadmin/
cadi?ancode=AN-2020/217.

[72] Alexandre Zabi. Triggering on electrons and photons with the CMS
experiment at the LHC. Journal of Physics: Conference Series,
404(1):012056, dec 2012. doi:10.1088/1742-6596/404/1/012056.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/201921402002
https://doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/201921402002
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/15/10/P10002
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/15/10/P10002
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168900208001599
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168900208001599
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2008.01.104
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2008.01.104
https://cms.cern.ch/iCMS/analysisadmin/cadi?ancode=AN-2021/025
https://cms.cern.ch/iCMS/analysisadmin/cadi?ancode=AN-2021/025
https://cms.cern.ch/iCMS/analysisadmin/cadi?ancode=AN-2020/217
https://cms.cern.ch/iCMS/analysisadmin/cadi?ancode=AN-2020/217
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/404/1/012056


BIBLIOGRAPHY 235

[73] The FLUKA code: Overview and new developments. EPJ - Nuclear
Sciences & Technologies, 10, 2024. doi:https://doi.org/10.1051/

epjn/2024015.

[74] François-Xavier Gentit. Litrani: a general purpose Monte-Carlo pro-
gram simulating light propagation in isotropic or anisotropic media. Nu-
clear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research Section A: Accelera-
tors, Spectrometers, Detectors and Associated Equipment, 486(1):35–39,
2002. Proceedings of the 6th International Conference on Inorganic
Scintillators and their Use in Scientific and Industrial Applications.
doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-9002(02)00671-X.

[75] Joshua Lorne Bendavid. Evidence for a narrow Higgs-like diphoton
resonance with a mass of 125 GeV in pp collisions at

√
s = 7–8

TeV. Ph.d. thesis, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Depart-
ment of Physics, Cambridge, MA, 2013. Includes bibliographical ref-
erences (pp. 153–158). Cataloged from PDF version of thesis. URL:
https://dspace.mit.edu/handle/1721.1/79539.

[76] CMS Collaboration. CMS luminosity measurement for the 2017 data-
taking period at

√
s = 13 TeV. CMS Physics Analysis Summary

CMS-PAS-LUM-17-004, 2018. URL: https://cds.cern.ch/record/

2621960/.

[77] CMS Collaboration. CMS luminosity measurement for the 2018 data-
taking period at

√
s = 13 TeV. CMS Physics Analysis Summary

CMS-PAS-LUM-18-002, 2019. URL: https://cds.cern.ch/record/

2676164/.

[78] J. Alwall, R. Frederix, S. Frixione, V. Hirschi, F. Maltoni, O. Mat-
telaer, H.-S. Shao, T. Stelzer, P. Torrielli, and M. Zaro. The auto-
mated computation of tree-level and next-to-leading order differential
cross sections, and their matching to parton shower simulations. Jour-
nal of High Energy Physics, 2014(7), July 2014. arXiv:1405.0301,
doi:10.1007/JHEP07(2014)079.

[79] Extraction and validation of a new set of CMS PYTHIA8 tunes
from underlying-event measurements. The European Physical Jour-
nal C, 80(1), January 2020. arXiv:1903.12179, doi:10.1140/epjc/
s10052-019-7499-4.

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1051/epjn/2024015
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1051/epjn/2024015
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-9002(02)00671-X
https://dspace.mit.edu/handle/1721.1/79539
https://cds.cern.ch/record/2621960/
https://cds.cern.ch/record/2621960/
https://cds.cern.ch/record/2676164/
https://cds.cern.ch/record/2676164/
http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.0301
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2014)079
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.12179
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7499-4
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7499-4


236 BIBLIOGRAPHY

[80] Richard D. Ball, Valerio Bertone, Stefano Carrazza, Luigi Del Deb-
bio, Stefano Forte, Patrick Groth-Merrild, Alberto Guffanti, Nathan P.
Hartland, Zahari Kassabov, Jose I. Latorre, Emanuele R. Nocera, Juan
Rojo, Luca Rottoli, Emma Slade, and Maria Ubiali. Parton distribu-
tions from high-precision collider data: NNPDF Collaboration. The Eu-
ropean Physical Journal C, 77(10), October 2017. arXiv:1706.00428,
doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5199-5.

[81] Pier Francesco Monni, Emanuele Re, and Marius Wiesemann.
MiNNLOPS: optimizing 2 → 1 hadronic processes. Eur. Phys. J.
C, 80(CERN-TH-2020-084, LAPTH-027/20, MPP-2020-75):1075, 2020.
arXiv:2006.04133, doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08658-5.

[82] Enrico Bothmann, Gurpreet Singh Chahal, Stefan Hoeche, Johannes
Krause, Frank Krauss, Silvan Kuttimalai, Sebastian Liebschner, Davide
Napoletano, Marek Schonherr, Holger Schulz, Steffen Schumann, and
Frank Siegert. Event generation with Sherpa 2.2. SciPost Phys., 7:034,
2019. URL: https://scipost.org/10.21468/SciPostPhys.7.3.034,
doi:10.21468/SciPostPhys.7.3.034.

[83] Piotr Bargie la, Federico Buccioni, Fabrizio Caola, Federica Devoto,
Andreas von Manteuffel, and Lorenzo Tancredi. Signal-background
interference effects in higgs-mediated diphoton production beyond
nlo. The European Physical Journal C, 83(2), February 2023.
URL: http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11337-w, doi:
10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11337-w.

[84] GEANT4 Collaboration. Geant4 - a simulation toolkit. Nuclear In-
struments and Methods in Physics Research Section A: Accelerators,
Spectrometers, Detectors and Associated Equipment, 506(3):250, 2003.
doi:10.1016/S0168-9002(03)01368-8.

[85] Transverse-momentum resummation for the signal-background interfer-
ence in the h→ γγ channel at the LHC.
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