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Abstract

A measurement is performed of Higgs bosons produced with high transverse mo-
mentum (pT) via vector boson or gluon fusion in proton-proton collisions. The result
is based on a data set with a center-of-mass energy of 13 TeV collected in 2016–2018
with the CMS detector at the LHC and corresponds to an integrated luminosity of

138 fb−1. The decay of a high-pT Higgs boson to a boosted bottom quark-antiquark
pair is selected using large-radius jets and employing jet substructure and heavy-
flavor taggers based on machine learning techniques. Independent regions targeting
the vector boson and gluon fusion mechanisms are defined based on the topology
of two quark-initiated jets with large pseudorapidity separation. The signal strengths
for both processes are extracted simultaneously by performing a maximum likelihood
fit to data in the large-radius jet mass distribution. The observed signal strengths rel-
ative to the standard model expectation are 4.9+1.9

−1.6 and 1.6+1.7
−1.5 for the vector boson

and gluon fusion mechanisms, respectively. A differential cross section measurement
is also reported in the simplified template cross section framework.
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1 Introduction

The observation at the CERN LHC of a Higgs boson (H) consistent with the standard model
(SM) expectation and the subsequent measurements of its properties [1–5] have advanced the
understanding of electroweak (EW) symmetry breaking and the origin of the mass of funda-
mental particles [6–13]. Higgs boson production at high momentum transfer can be a sensi-
tive probe of beyond the SM (BSM) physics at high energy scales, and measurements in this
regime provide important input for effective field theory interpretations of H interactions [14–
19]. Thus, studying Higgs bosons at high transverse momentum (pT) has become an integral
part of the physics program at the LHC.

The Higgs boson decay to a bottom quark-antiquark pair (bb) has the highest branching frac-
tion of any H decay mode [20]. When the Higgs boson is produced with high momentum, the
H → bb decay products are merged into a single large-radius jet. This distinctive boosted jet
topology can be identified by its substructure and heavy flavor properties, and as a result the
H → bb decay provides an important channel for the exploration of Higgs boson production
at high pT.

Leading order (LO) Feynman diagrams of the three H production mechanisms with highest
cross section in proton-proton (pp) collisions are shown in Fig. 1: gluon fusion (ggF), vector
boson fusion (VBF), and vector boson associated production (VH). A small contribution to the
H cross section also arises from associated production with a top quark-antiquark pair (ttH).
The dominant SM contribution comes from ggF, which contributes 87% of the H cross section
at

√
s = 13 TeV when considering the full range of Higgs boson pT. However, the relative

contribution from ggF is expected to decrease with the pT of the Higgs boson, contributing
only 50 (30)% of the cumulative H cross section for pT > 450 (1200) GeV [21]. While the relative
contribution from VH increases as a function of Higgs boson pT, that of VBF has minimal pT de-
pendence. Each of these production mechanisms provides a different probe of H interactions,
and precise measurement of each one is necessary to investigate all possible manifestations of
BSM physics in the Higgs sector.
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Figure 1: Lowest order Feynman diagrams of the Higgs boson production modes with highest
cross section in 13 TeV proton-proton collisions, from left to right: gluon fusion, vector boson
fusion, and vector boson associated production.

Existing searches in the boosted H → bb channel from the ATLAS and CMS experiments have
focused on inclusive Higgs boson production [22–24] or associated production with a vector
boson [25–27]. This work extends, for the first time, high-pT Higgs boson measurements in
the H → bb channel to VBF production. The analysis is performed using pp collision data
collected with the CMS detector at the LHC in 2016–2018, corresponding to an integrated lumi-

nosity of 138 fb−1 [28–30]. The VBF process, which is sensitive to H couplings to vector bosons,
and the ggF process, which is primarily sensitive to H couplings to top quarks and gluons, are
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measured simultaneously. In order to disentangle the two processes, the analysis is performed
in two categories. The first category is enriched in VBF events and targets the characteristic
topology of two quark-initiated jets with high pseudorapidity (η). The second category is en-
riched in ggF events.

In both categories, the H → bb decay mode is isolated from quark- and gluon-initiated jets by a
multivariate large-radius jet classifier known as the DeepDoubleB (DDB) tagger [31]. Updates
with respect to the previous version of the DDB tagger [32, 33] yield a gain in expected signal
significance of about a factor of 2 compared to the previous CMS H → bb search [24]. As a
result, the analysis reported here provides not only the first measurement of H production via
VBF at high pT, but also the most precise measurement of ggF Higgs boson production in this
regime, superseding the measurement in Ref. [24].

2 The CMS detector

The CMS apparatus [34] is a multipurpose, nearly hermetic detector, designed to trigger on [35,
36] and identify electrons, muons, photons, and hadrons [37–39]. Information about particles
traversing the detector is provided by the all-silicon inner tracker, and by the crystal electro-
magnetic and brass-scintillator hadron calorimeters, all of which operate inside a 3.8 T super-
conducting solenoid, and by the gas-ionization muon detectors embedded in the flux-return
yoke outside the solenoid.

Events of interest are selected using a two-tiered trigger system. The first level, composed of
custom hardware processors, uses information from the calorimeters and muon detectors to
select events at a rate of around 100 kHz within a fixed latency of about 4 µs [35]. The second
level, known as the high-level trigger, consists of a farm of processors running a version of the
full event reconstruction software optimized for fast processing, and reduces the event rate to
around 1 kHz before data storage [36].

A more detailed description of the CMS detector, together with a definition of the coordinate
system used and the relevant kinematic variables, can be found in Ref. [34].

The dataset used in this analysis is divided into four data-taking periods to account for the 2017
upgrade of the CMS tracking detector, differences in accelerator and detector conditions, and
updates to reconstruction algorithms and calibrations. These data-taking periods correspond
to early 2016, late 2016, 2017, and 2018. Data from 2016 is split into an early and a late data-
taking period due to changes made mid-year.

3 Simulated samples

Simulated samples of signal and background events are produced using various Monte Carlo
(MC) event generators, with the CMS detector response modeled by GEANT4 [40]. Indepen-
dent samples are generated for each of the four data-taking periods using identical generator
configurations, but accounting for changes in the accelerator and detector running conditions.

The background from jets produced via the strong interaction, referred to as quantum chromo-
dynamics (QCD) multijet events, is modeled at LO accuracy using the MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO 2.4.2
generator [41] with up to four partons from the matrix element calculation.

The W+jets and Z+jets processes are modeled at LO accuracy using the MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO

generator. These samples include decays of the bosons to all flavors of quarks and up to three
(four) extra partons at the matrix element level for W+jets (Z+jets). Jets from the matrix ele-
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ment calculations and parton shower description are matched using the MLM prescription [42].
Correction factors are applied to the W+jets and Z+jets samples to match the generator-level
pT distributions with those predicted by the highest available order in the perturbative ex-
pansion. The QCD next-to-LO (NLO) corrections are derived using MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO,
simulating W and Z boson production with up to two additional partons and FXFX matching
to the parton shower [43]. The EW NLO corrections are taken from theoretical calculations in
Refs [44–47].

Electroweak production of W and Z bosons is modeled using MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO at LO
accuracy. Diboson processes are modeled at LO accuracy with PYTHIA 8.226 [48], and the total
cross sections are corrected to next-to-NLO (NNLO) accuracy with the MCFM 7.0 program [49].
Top quark-antiquark (tt) and single-top quark production are modeled at NLO in QCD using
POWHEG 2.0 [50–54].

The ggF Higgs boson production process is simulated using the HJMINLO event generator [55,
56] with the Higgs boson mass set to 125 GeV. Finite top quark mass effects [57] are included
following the recommendation in Ref. [21]. The POWHEG generator [58–60] is used to model
Higgs boson production via VBF, VH, and ttH at NLO accuracy. The VBF sample is reweighted
to account for NNLO corrections to the pT spectrum and N3LO corrections to the inclusive
cross section [61, 62]. These corrections have a negligible effect on the yield for this process for
events with Higgs boson pT > 450 GeV. EW corrections are also applied to the VBF, VH, and
ttH processes [21].

For parton showering and hadronization, all generated samples are interfaced with PYTHIA 8.230,
with the parameters for the underlying event description set via the CP5 tune [63]. The parton
distribution function (PDF) set NNPDF3.1 [64] at NNLO accuracy is used for all processes.

4 Event reconstruction and selection

The particle-flow (PF) algorithm [65] aims to reconstruct and identify each individual particle in
an event using an optimized combination of information from the various elements of the CMS
detector. The primary vertex is taken to be the vertex corresponding to the hardest scattering
in the event, evaluated using tracking information alone, as described in Ref. [39].

Jets are reconstructed by clustering PF candidates using the anti-kT algorithm [66] as imple-
mented in the FASTJET software package [67]. Small-radius jets are clustered with a distance
parameter of 0.4. Large-radius jets, which are used to capture the decay products of heavy
boosted objects, use a distance parameter of 0.8 [68].

Jet momentum is taken to be the vectorial sum of all PF candidate momenta in the jet. Ad-
ditional pp interactions within the same or nearby bunch crossings, known as pileup, can in-
crease the apparent jet momentum by contributing additional tracks and calorimetric energy
deposits. To mitigate this effect for small-radius jets, tracks originating from pileup vertices are
discarded and an offset correction is applied to correct for remaining contributions [69]. For
large-radius jets, the pileup per particle identification algorithm [70] is used to weight the PF
candidates prior to jet clustering. Jet energy corrections are derived from simulation to bring
the measured response of jets to that of particle level jets on average [71]. Additional selection
criteria are applied to remove jets that are likely to be dominated by instrumental effects or
reconstruction failures [68, 69].

To isolate the H signal, a large-radius jet with high pT is required. Events are selected by a
combination of triggers, with each trigger imposing a minimum threshold on either the pT of
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a large-radius jet or the event HT, the scalar pT sum of all small-radius jets in the event with
|η| < 3. For large-radius jets used in the trigger selection, a minimum trimmed jet mass [72]
is also required. The trigger selection is about 90% efficient with respect to the offline selection
for events containing large-radius jets with pT from 450–500 GeV and |η| < 2.5, and is fully
efficient for pT > 500 GeV and |η| < 2.5. In order to ensure high trigger efficiency, each event is
required to contain at least one large-radius jet with pT > 450 GeV and |η| < 2.5. Large-radius
jets are required to pass the tight jet identification requirement [68] and be separated from all

isolated photons or charged leptons by a distance of ∆R =
√

∆η 2 + ∆φ 2
> 0.8, where ∆η and

∆φ are the differences in pseudorapidity and azimuthal angle, respectively.

For large-radius jets originating from the decay of a massive boson (W, Z, H), contamination
from underlying event and pileup can lead to an overestimate of the jet invariant mass and
degraded jet mass resolution. The soft drop algorithm [73], with parameters β = 0 and zcut =
0.1, is applied to mitigate these effects by removing PF candidates consistent with soft and
wide-angle radiation from the jet. For jets originating from the decay of a massive boson, the
soft drop mass (mSD) peaks at the boson mass, while for quark- and gluon-initiated jets, mSD

has a smoothly falling spectrum.

In order to avoid regions where non-perturbative effects lead to discrepancies in generator
predictions [74], large-radius jets are required to have ρ > −6.0, where ρ = 2 ln(mSD/pT).
Large-radius jets with ρ > −2.1 are also vetoed, since above this threshold the jet constituents
are no longer fully contained in a cone of R = 0.8. This ρ selection is fully efficient for H signal
events.

The multivariate DDB tagger discriminant is used to determine whether a large-radius jet orig-
inates from a heavy particle decaying to a bb pair [31]. The DDB tagger is based on a deep
neural network that is trained to distinguish large-radius jets containing scalar X → bb decays
from jets originating from light quarks or gluons. The DDB tagger is trained on jet features,
such as the number of PF candidates and low-level quantities describing secondary vertices
within the jet. The addition of low-level features leads to a large improvement in performance
relative to the previous version of the tagger [32, 33]: for a QCD jet mistag rate of 1%, the sig-
nal efficiency of the updated DDB tagger is about 75%, more than twice that obtained by the
previous version.

In order to ensure that the DDB tagger selection does not impact the shape of the background
mSD distribution, the DDB network is trained on a signal sample composed of simulated decays
of bosons with masses ranging from 20 to 200 GeV. The success of this decorrelation method is
demonstrated in Fig. 2, which shows the shape of the mSD distribution for simulated QCD jets
with 450 < pT < 1200 GeV after different DDB selection criteria have been applied. The shape
of the mSD distribution is shown to be mostly independent of the DDB threshold value.

The large-radius jet with the highest DDB score is identified as the Higgs boson candidate. This
criterion selects a H candidate jet within ∆R < 0.8 of the generated particle in more than 90%
of simulated H → bb events.

Events containing H candidate jets with high DDB tagger score enter the “DDB pass” region.
The definition of the DDB pass region is chosen to maximize the expected sensitivity to VBF
H production, and the DDB tagger threshold corresponds to a signal efficiency of about 40%
and a QCD multijet mistag rate of 0.5%. Events containing H candidate jets below this DDB
threshold enter the “DDB fail” region, which is later used to constrain the normalization and
shape of the QCD multijet background.

Higgs boson candidate jets are required to be consistent with the two-prong substructure of
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must satisfy the loose identification criteria described in Ref. [38] and have pT > 10 GeV and
|η| < 2.4. For electrons (muons), the isolation variable corresponds to the pileup-corrected
sum pT of charged hadrons and neutral particles in a cone of R = 0.3 (0.4) around the lepton
divided by the lepton pT. The isolation is required to be less than 0.15 and 0.25 for electrons and
muons, respectively. Hadronically decaying tau leptons (τh) are reconstructed from jets using
the hadrons-plus-strips algorithm [80]. To distinguish genuine τh decays from jets originating
from the hadronization of quarks or gluons, as well as from electrons or muons, the DEEPTAU

algorithm is used [81]. For the purposes of a lepton veto, τh must have pT > 20 GeV and
|η| < 2.3.

In order to measure the VBF and ggF production mechanisms simultaneously, the selected
events (both DDB pass and fail) are partitioned into two categories. The VBF category selection
is optimized for sensitivity to VBF production by targeting the characteristic forward (high |η|)
quark-initiated jets. Events entering this category are required to contain two small-radius jets
in addition to the H candidate. The small-radius jets are required to have a pseudorapidity
separation of |∆η| > 3.5 and invariant mass of mjj > 1 TeV, where the selection criteria are
chosen to maximize the sensitivity to VBF production. If an event contains more than two
small-radius jets, the highest and second highest in pT are used to construct ∆η and mjj. Events
containing fewer than two small-radius jets, or where |∆η| < 3.5 or mjj < 1 TeV, fall into the ggF
category. Figure 3 shows the predicted relative contribution of each production mechanism to
the total Higgs boson signal in the VBF and ggF categories.

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1
Signal fraction

176 events

ggF category

27.3 events

VBF category

ggF

VBF

VH

ttH

CMS Simulation  (13 TeV)-1138 fb

Figure 3: Simulated relative contributions of the four leading H production processes to the
total H signal yield in the VBF and ggF categories, shown in the DDB pass region. Small
contributions from the VH and ttH processes are also included. The total number of predicted

H events in the 138 fb−1 dataset are 27.3 and 176 in the VBF and ggF categories, respectively.

The VBF category is divided into two bins in mjj with different signal purity: 1 < mjj < 2 TeV
and mjj > 2 TeV. When combined statistically, this yields about 20% improvement in the signif-
icance of a VBF signal compared to a single bin. Similarly, the ggF category is divided into six
bins in the H candidate jet pT with boundaries 450, 500, 550, 600, 675, 800, and 1200 GeV. The
upper pT bound of 1200 GeV does not have a significant impact on the sensitivity and excludes
a region where the QCD multijet background is difficult to model. The subdivision into pT bins
improves the expected ggF significance by about 20%.
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5 Background estimation

Because of its large cross section, QCD multijet production is the dominant background in the
combined DDB pass and fail regions. Significant resonant backgrounds arise from W+jets and
Z+jets processes, where the two-prong decay of a high-pT vector boson is mistagged as a H
candidate. Electroweak W and Z boson production contribute in particular to the background
in the VBF category because of the presence of two forward quark-initiated jets. For events in
which a high-pT top quark is produced, it is possible that a large-radius jet captures only two

of the three prongs of the decay and passes the N1,DDT
2 selection. The presence of a bottom

quark in these decays makes them more likely to pass the DDB requirement. In this way, top
quark production contributes to the nonresonant component of the background. This section
describes the estimate of the background contribution from each of these processes.

Additional small background contributions from diboson, VH, and ttH processes (each ex-
pected to be < 1% of the total background) are estimated from simulation. Both VH and ttH
are assumed to occur at SM rates.

5.1 QCD background

The soft drop jet mass in QCD multijet events follows a steeply falling distribution. The pre-
dicted shape of the QCD background in the DDB pass region is derived using data in the
background-enriched DDB fail region. The full prediction of the QCD background yield in the
DDB pass region takes the form

Ni
P = Ndata,i

F RMC,i
P/F TP/F(pi

T, ρi) Tres(pi
T, ρi), (2)

where bin i corresponds to pi
T and ρi. Ndata,i

F is the number of data events minus the number

of predicted non-QCD background events in bin i in the DDB fail region. The ratio RMC,i
P/F is

the number of simulated QCD events in the DDB pass region divided by that in the DDB fail
region.

Two transfer factors, TP/F and Tres, account for shape differences in the jet pT and mSD distribu-
tions between the DDB pass and fail regions. In the ggF category, the functional form of each
transfer factor is taken to be a two-dimensional Bernstein polynomial in the H candidate jet pT

and ρ:

TP/F(pT, ρ) =

nρ

∑
k=0

npT

∑
l=0

ak,l

[

bk,nρ
(ρ)bl,npT

(pT)
]

, (3)

where nρ and npT
are the degrees of the polynomial in ρ and pT, respectively, ak,l are fitted

coefficients, and bν,n are one-dimensional Bernstein polynomials:

bν,n(x) =

(

n

ν

)

xν(1 − x)n−ν. (4)

The variables pT and ρ are affine transformed to lie within the domain of the Bernstein basis. In
the VBF category, each transfer factor is parameterized only in ρ, and a sum of one-dimensional
Bernstein polynomials is used.

The first transfer factor, TP/F, accounts for possible pT- or mSD-dependent effects due to the
DDB selection by parameterizing the ratio of the QCD event yield in the DDB pass and fail
regions. The coefficients ak,l of TP/F are derived with a dedicated fit to the mSD distribution in
QCD MC simulation. Discrepancies in the tagger performance between data and simulation
are accounted for with a second transfer factor, Tres. The coefficients of Tres are obtained in the
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final simultaneous fit to data described in Section 7. Independent transfer factors TP/F and Tres

are defined for each data-taking period, and in the ggF category and each of the two mjj bins in
the VBF category.

For each transfer factor, the optimal number of free parameters is determined by a Fisher F-
test [82]. As a first step, a low-order polynomial of n1 parameters is taken as the baseline
function. An alternative function with n2 > n1 parameters is tested against the baseline. In
the case where the baseline function has nρ = npT

, the alternative function is determined by
increasing the polynomial order in ρ. The alternative function is adopted as the new baseline if
it provides a significantly better goodness-of-fit (F-statistic with p-value [83] less than 0.05). The
polynomial order is optimized independently for TP/F and Tres, separately in each data-taking
period and in the ggF category and each of the two mjj bins in the VBF category.

Tests with alternative functional forms for the transfer factors show that the final result has
negligibly small dependence on the choice of the parameterization.

5.2 W+jets and Z+jets backgrounds

The W+jets and Z+jets backgrounds are modeled using simulation, with normalizations and
kinematic distributions corrected for NLO QCD and EW effects, as described in Section 3. A
scale factor ( fsub) is applied to the W+jets and Z+jets processes to correct for the efficiency of

the two-prong substructure selection (N1,DDT
2 < 0). A dedicated W tag control region (CR) is

used to simultaneously derive fsub, a correction factor on the jet mass resolution ( fσ), and a jet
mass shift (δm). These corrections are applied to the predictions from simulation for W+jets
and Z+jets, as well as all H signal processes.

Events entering the W tag CR must pass a trigger requiring a muon with pT > 50 GeV. Events
must contain a muon passing the tight identification requirements defined in Ref. [38] and
have pmiss

T > 40 GeV. The pT of the muon plus pmiss
T system, which forms a W boson proxy,

must be greater than 200 GeV. Finally, at least one b-tagged small-radius jet is required. This
region contains a high fraction of tt events, and the substructure variable requirements select
primarily top quark decays to boosted W bosons.

Two template mSD distributions are constructed from simulation in the W tag CR: events that
contain a W boson, and events that do not. Variations in the jet mass scale and jet mass reso-
lution are calculated for the template containing a W boson using linear morphing [84]. The
desired corrections are then extracted from a template fit to data in the W tag CR. This fit is per-
formed simultaneously in the regions passing and failing the two-prong substructure selection

(N1,DDT
2 < 0 and N1,DDT

2 > 0, respectively).

The fitted values of fsub, fσ, and δm are shown in Table 1 with their uncertainties. These correc-
tions are measured independently for each data-taking period. In the fit to the signal regions
in data, the uncertainties on these corrections are treated as systematic uncertainties.

Table 1: Summary of corrections for the jet substructure selection (scale factor fsub), jet mass
resolution (scale factor fσ), and jet mass scale (shift δm) for different data-taking periods.

fsub fσ δm [MeV]

Early 2016 0.99 ± 0.16 1.13 ± 0.04 −240 ± 410
Late 2016 0.82 ± 0.15 1.21 ± 0.03 +440 ± 340
2017 1.05 ± 0.10 1.09 ± 0.02 +470 ± 180
2018 0.94 ± 0.08 1.07 ± 0.03 −990 ± 250
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A nonresonant background arises from W+jets and Z+jets events in which the selected candi-
date jet does not correspond to the decay of the vector boson. Since such jets originate instead
from QCD processes, they are accounted for in the QCD background estimation.

5.3 Top quark background

Top quark processes contribute a nonresonant component of a few percent to the total back-
ground. While the shape of the mSD distributions in tt and single-top quark processes are
estimated from simulation, both the overall normalization and the DDB tagger efficiency are
constrained using data. This is accomplished by including a single-muon CR, which closely
mimics the signal selection described above, but selects a semileptonic decay of the tt pair
rather than all-hadronic.

Events entering the single-muon CR must pass a trigger requiring a muon with pT > 50 GeV.
Following trigger selection, events must contain a muon with pT > 55 GeV and |η| < 2.1. The
muon must satisfy the loose identification requirements defined in Ref. [38] and have isolation
variable less than 0.25. Events containing electrons or τh are vetoed. At least one large-radius

jet with pT > 400 GeV, |η| < 2.5, mSD > 40 GeV and N1,DDT
2 < 0 is required, and this jet must

be separated from the muon by an angular distance of ∆φ > 2π/3. At least one small-radius
b-tagged jet with pT > 50 GeV and |η| < 2.5 is also required. The resulting CR is more than
80% pure in top quark processes. Small contributions from QCD, W+jets, and Z+jets processes
are estimated from simulation.

In order to account for kinematic differences between the single-muon CR and the VBF-specific
phase space, an additional systematic uncertainty is applied to the tt yield in the VBF category.
The magnitude of this uncertainty is derived from a comparison of the data-to-simulation scale
factor obtained in the inclusive single-muon CR and in the same CR with additional require-
ments on the number of small-radius jets, ∆η, and mjj.

The DDB pass and fail regions of the single-muon CR are treated as single-bin counting exper-
iments in the final fit framework.

6 Systematic uncertainties

Several sources of experimental uncertainty arise from the reconstruction and calibration of
physics objects from low-level detector responses.

A data-to-simulation scale factor is applied to the H → bb and Z → bb predictions to account
for the difference in efficiency of the DDB tagger selection. This scale factor is included in the
signal extraction fit as a constrained nuisance parameter with a nominal value of unity and a
conservative uncertainty of 30%. The magnitude of this uncertainty is based on the results of
dedicated measurements in QCD multijet events with gluon to bb splitting topologies similar
to the H → bb signal [85], but a precise scale factor cannot be derived due to the limited
number of gluon splitting events in the pT regime relevant for this analysis. The DDB scale
factor is instead constrained in situ via the observed Z → bb yield in the DDB pass and fail
regions and constitutes the dominant experimental uncertainty.

The uncertainties on the corrections for substructure selection, jet mass scale, and jet mass
resolution detailed in Section 5.2 are treated as constrained nuisance parameters. These uncer-
tainties are correlated among the W, Z, and Higgs boson production processes, and are further
constrained by the presence of W and Z boson resonances in the mSD distribution. Additional
systematic uncertainties are applied to the event yields of W+jets, Z+jets, tt , and Higgs boson
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production to account for the uncertainties due to the jet energy scale and resolution [71, 86]
and the limited event count of simulated samples. A bin-by-bin uncertainty is applied to ac-
count for the limited number of simulated QCD events in the dedicated fit to determine the
transfer factor TP/F .

Other experimental uncertainties, including those related to the determination of the integrated
luminosity [28–30], variations in the amount of pileup obtained by adjusting the total inelastic
cross section, modeling of the trigger efficiency, and the isolation and identification of the veto
leptons are also considered, and contribute only a few percent to the total uncertainty.

In addition to experimental uncertainties, theoretical uncertainties are included in the final fit
to account for inaccuracy in the modeling of SM processes.

The dominant theoretical uncertainty applied to all Higgs boson signal processes is due to the
choice of renormalization and factorization scales. This uncertainty is propagated to the total
expected yield of the H signal according to the prescription recommended in Ref. [21], amount-
ing to approximately 20% and 5% in the ggF and VBF signal yields, respectively. Uncertainties
in the H signal yields due to initial- and final-state radiation are also calculated by varying
the renormalization scale and non-singular term using the PYTHIA 8 showering algorithm [87].
The Hessian PDF uncertainty is also applied to H signal yield, according to the prescription of
Ref. [88].

Theoretical uncertainties on the W+jets and Z+jets processes account for missing higher-order
QCD and mixed QCD-EW effects beyond the corrections described in Section 3, following the
prescription of Ref. [47].

All theoretical uncertainties are considered to be correlated across all data-taking periods, and
experimental systematic uncertainties are considered to be uncorrelated, with the exception
of a correlated component of the uncertainty on the integrated luminosity (L). All systematic
uncertainties are incorporated into the analysis via nuisance parameters and treated according
to the frequentist paradigm [89].

Among the largest sources of systematic uncertainty are the theoretical uncertainties in the
Higgs boson production cross section, the size of simulated signal samples, and the uncertainty
in the data-to-simulation scale factor on the DDB tagger selection. Overall, the measurement
is limited by the statistical uncertainty in data, including the limited sample size available to
determine the QCD background yield under the Higgs boson peak via the transfer factor Tres,
as discussed in Section 5.1.

7 Results

A binned maximum likelihood fit to the observed mSD distributions is performed using the
sum of the signal and background contributions. The test statistic chosen to determine the
signal yield is based on the profile likelihood ratio [89]. The fit is performed simultaneously in
many bins: in both mjj bins of the VBF category and all pT bins of ggF category, in the single-
muon control region, in both the DDB pass and fail regions, and in all four data-taking periods.
The observed data and post-fit mSD distributions in the VBF category are shown in Fig. 4. For
display purposes, the data and fitted distributions in this Figure are summed over both mjj

bins and all four data-taking periods. For the ggF category, the observed data and post-fit mSD

distributions are shown in Fig. 5, again summed over all six pT bins and all data-taking periods
for display purposes. The data and post-fit event yields in the single-muon CR are shown for
each data-taking period in Table 2.
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Figure 4: Post-fit soft drop mass distribution in the VBF category, summed over all mjj bins
and data-taking periods for display purposes. The DDB fail (left) and pass (right) regions are
shown. The total background is broken down into contributions from different processes, and
the total uncertainty is shown as a red band. The lower panels show the difference between
the data and background prediction divided by the statistical uncertainty in data. The near-
perfect model agreement with data in the DDB fail region is by construction. The ggF and VBF
distributions are overlaid in red and green, respectively. Each signal is scaled to its fitted event
yield.

Table 2: Post-fit and observed data event yield in the single-muon control region for each data-
taking period.

DDB Fail DDB Pass
Post-fit Data Post-fit Data

Early 2016 558 ± 29 558 15.0 ± 3.9 15
Late 2016 527 ± 41 527 6.9 ± 3.2 6
2017 1411 ± 93 1411 27.2 ± 5.8 27
2018 1748 ± 100 1748 35.2 ± 7.3 34
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Figure 5: Post-fit soft drop mass distribution in the ggF category, summed over all pT bins
and data-taking periods for display purposes. The DDB fail (left) and pass (right) regions are
shown. The total background is broken down into contributions from different processes, and
the total uncertainty is shown as a red band. The lower panels show the difference between
the data and background prediction divided by the statistical uncertainty in data. The near-
perfect model agreement with data in the DDB fail region is by construction. The ggF and VBF
distributions are overlaid in red and green, respectively. Each signal is scaled to its fitted event
yield. The apparent discontinuity at high mass is due to the exclusion of bins with extreme
values of ρ.
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Table 3: Fitted signal strength for H → bb in the VBF and ggF channels for each data-taking
period and for the full data set.

L [ fb−1] VBF signal strength ggF signal strength

Early 2016 19.5 5.2+4.6
−3.8 2.5+4.7

−4.3

Late 2016 16.8 5.6+5.8
−4.2 0.6+4.4

−4.8

2017 41.5 0.8+2.8
−2.5 3.3+3.1

−2.7

2018 59.8 8.3+3.9
−3.0 0.4+2.6

−2.7

Combined 138 4.9+1.9
−1.6 1.6+1.7

−1.5

The best fit value of the signal strength, defined as the ratio of the measured to the SM expected
cross section times H → bb branching fraction, and an approximate 68% confidence level
(CL) interval are extracted following Ref. [90]. The fitted signal strengths for VBF and ggF
H production, denoted µVBF and µggF respectively, are extracted separately for the four data-
taking periods, and a combined fit over the full data set is performed for the final result. The
VH and ttH processes are assumed to occur at SM rates. The results are summarized in Table 3.
The combined signal strength for the VBF process is measured to be 4.9+1.9

−1.6, and the combined

signal strength for the ggF process is measured to be 1.6+1.7
−1.5. Tabulated results are provided in

the HEPData record for this analysis [91].

Figure 6 shows the combined two-dimensional likelihood scan performed over the VBF and
ggF signal strengths. The best fit point differs from the SM expectation by 2.7 σ, and from the
null hypothesis (no H production) by 4.0 σ.
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Figure 6: Two-dimensional likelihood contour of the VBF and ggF signal strengths. The color
scale represents twice the negative log likelihood difference with respect to the best fit point.
The observed 95% (dashed) and 68% (solid) contours are shown in white, and the best fit point
as a white cross. The SM expectation is marked by a red star.
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7.1 Differential measurement

The observed mSD distributions in the DDB pass region are shown separately in each bin in
Figs. 7 and 8, for VBF and ggF, respectively. The signal strength is also fitted independently per
reconstruction-level bin. Because the VBF (ggF) category can only weakly constrain the ggF
(VBF) process, the ratio of ggF to VBF is fixed to the SM expectation in this fit. The results are
shown in Fig. 9.
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Figure 7: Post-fit soft drop mass distribution in each of the two mjj bins in the VBF category,
summed over all data-taking periods for display purposes. The DDB pass region is shown.
The lower panels show the difference between the data and background prediction divided by
the statistical uncertainty in data. The ggF and VBF distributions are overlaid in red and green,
respectively. Each signal is scaled to its fitted event yield.

A maximum likelihood unfolding technique [92] is used to remove the effects of limited de-
tector acceptance and response on the measured production cross section. The fiducial cross
section is extracted simultaneously in five bins, each of which is considered as a separate pro-
cess and modified by a freely floating signal strength parameter in the likelihood model. The
three bins in the ggF channel correspond to generated Higgs boson pT in the ranges 300–450,

450–650, and > 650 GeV. The two bins in the VBF channel correspond to p
H
T > 200 GeV and

m
gen
jj in the ranges 1000–1500 GeV and > 1500 GeV, where m

gen
jj is the generator-level invariant

mass of the forward quark-initiated jets. This choice of bins is consistent with the simplified
template cross section (STXS) stage 1.2 scheme [20, 93]. Additional STXS bins corresponding

to ggF with p
H
T < 300 GeV and VBF with p

H
T < 200 GeV or m

gen
jj < 1000 GeV are found to have

negligible contribution to the signal region. The H signal yields in these bins are assumed to
occur at SM rates.

For the theoretical uncertainties, only those that affect the acceptance of signal events into the
analysis selection are taken into account. Each fitted signal strength parameter and its uncer-
tainty are scaled by the corresponding simulated cross section to obtain the best fit estimator
for the cross section and its uncertainty.

The unfolded fiducial cross sections are shown in Fig. 10, with the predictions from the signal
event generators overlaid. The measured cross sections and uncertainties are also reported in

Table 4. The best fit for the ggF bin with 300 < p
H
T < 450 GeV lies below zero cross section,
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Figure 8: Post-fit soft drop mass distribution in each of the pT bins in the ggF category, summed
over all data-taking periods for display purposes. The DDB pass region is shown. The lower
panels show the difference between the data and background prediction divided by the statis-
tical uncertainty in data. The ggF and VBF distributions are overlaid in red and green, respec-
tively. Each signal is scaled to its fitted event yield.
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Figure 9: Upper: the VBF signal strength is shown in black, fitted per mjj bin, with the ratio of
the ggF and VBF cross sections fixed to the SM expectation. The horizontal black line represents
the total uncertainty, and the orange bar represents the statistical-only component. The com-
bined VBF signal strength and its uncertainty are shown in blue. The SM expectation is shown
as a dashed line. Lower: the ggF signal strength is shown in black, fitted per pT bin, with the
ratio of the ggF and VBF cross sections fixed to the SM expectation. The horizontal black line
represents the total uncertainty, and the orange bar represents the statistical-only component.
The combined ggF signal strength and its uncertainty are shown in blue. The SM expectation
is shown as a dashed line.
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as can happen when the signal is estimated with a fit over a large background. However,
the uncertainty in this bin is found to be comparatively large due to the limited number of
these events passing the analysis selection, and the SM cross section value is well within the
uncertainty.
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Figure 10: Unfolded cross section in five of the STXS stage 1.2 bins: three bins of Higgs boson
pT in ggF, and two bins of generator-level mjj in VBF. The SM prediction from HJMINLO and
POWHEG (plus higher order EW and NNLO QCD corrections) is overlaid for the ggF and VBF
production mechanisms, respectively. The lower panel shows the ratio of the measured cross
section to the SM prediction.

Table 4: Summary of the best fit estimators for the cross sections and their uncertainties. The
last column shows the total uncertainty followed by the statistical component in parentheses.

Process Fiducial region σobs [fb] Uncertainty [fb]

ggF 300 < p
H
T < 450 GeV −190 +430

−450 (±410 stat.)

ggF 450 < p
H
T < 650 GeV 26 +25

−27 (+24
−23 stat.)

ggF p
H
T > 650 GeV 4 +6

−5 (±5 stat.)

VBF p
H
T > 200 GeV, 1.0 < m

gen
jj < 1.5 TeV 240 +200

−190 (±170 stat.)

VBF p
H
T > 200 GeV, m

gen
jj > 1.5 TeV 120 +68

−61 (+62
−59 stat.)
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8 Summary

A measurement has been performed of boosted Higgs bosons (H) produced via vector boson
fusion (VBF) or gluon fusion (ggF) and decaying to bottom quark-antiquark pairs. The analy-
sis goes beyond the inclusive H → bb measurements performed thus far to provide the first
exploration of Higgs bosons produced with high transverse momentum (pT > 450 GeV) in the
VBF channel. The signal strengths for both processes are extracted simultaneously by perform-
ing a maximum likelihood fit to data in the large-radius jet mass distribution. The observed
signal strengths for the VBF and ggF processes are 4.9+1.9

−1.6 and 1.6+1.7
−1.5, corresponding to a 2.7 σ

difference between data and the standard model expectation. The unfolded simplified tem-
plate cross sections, which will provide an important input to future combined interpretations
of H interactions, are also reported.
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M. Bartók33 , C. Hajdu , D. Horvath34,35 , K. Márton, F. Sikler , V. Veszpremi
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A. Bermúdez Martı́nez , M. Bianco , B. Bilin , A.A. Bin Anuar , A. Bocci , C. Botta ,
E. Brondolin , C. Caillol , G. Cerminara , N. Chernyavskaya , D. d’Enterria ,
A. Dabrowski , A. David , A. De Roeck , M.M. Defranchis , M. Deile , M. Dobson ,
L. Forthomme , G. Franzoni , W. Funk , S. Giani, D. Gigi, K. Gill , F. Glege ,
L. Gouskos , M. Haranko , J. Hegeman , B. Huber, V. Innocente , T. James , P. Janot ,
O. Kaluzinska , S. Laurila , P. Lecoq , E. Leutgeb , C. Lourenço , B. Maier ,
L. Malgeri , M. Mannelli , A.C. Marini , M. Matthewman, F. Meijers , S. Mersi ,
E. Meschi , V. Milosevic , F. Monti , F. Moortgat , M. Mulders , I. Neutelings ,
S. Orfanelli, F. Pantaleo , G. Petrucciani , A. Pfeiffer , M. Pierini , D. Piparo , H. Qu ,
D. Rabady , G. Reales Gutiérrez, M. Rovere , H. Sakulin , S. Scarfi , C. Schwick,
M. Selvaggi , A. Sharma , K. Shchelina , P. Silva , P. Sphicas60 , A.G. Stahl Leiton ,
A. Steen , S. Summers , D. Treille , P. Tropea , A. Tsirou, D. Walter , J. Wanczyk61 ,
J. Wang, S. Wuchterl , P. Zehetner , P. Zejdl , W.D. Zeuner

Paul Scherrer Institut, Villigen, Switzerland
T. Bevilacqua62 , L. Caminada62 , A. Ebrahimi , W. Erdmann , R. Horisberger ,
Q. Ingram , H.C. Kaestli , D. Kotlinski , C. Lange , M. Missiroli62 , L. Noehte62 ,
T. Rohe

ETH Zurich - Institute for Particle Physics and Astrophysics (IPA), Zurich, Switzerland
T.K. Aarrestad , K. Androsov61 , M. Backhaus , A. Calandri , C. Cazzaniga ,
K. Datta , A. De Cosa , G. Dissertori , M. Dittmar, M. Donegà , F. Eble , M. Galli ,
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L. Pétré , D. Pinna, A. Savin, V. Shang , V. Sharma , W.H. Smith , D. Teague, H.F. Tsoi ,
W. Vetens , A. Warden

Authors affiliated with an institute or an international laboratory covered by a cooperation
agreement with CERN
S. Afanasiev , D. Budkouski , I. Golutvin , I. Gorbunov , V. Karjavine , V. Korenkov ,
A. Lanev , A. Malakhov , V. Matveev95 , V. Palichik , V. Perelygin , M. Savina ,
V. Shalaev , S. Shmatov , S. Shulha , V. Smirnov , O. Teryaev , N. Voytishin ,
B.S. Yuldashev96, A. Zarubin , I. Zhizhin , G. Gavrilov , V. Golovtcov , Y. Ivanov ,
V. Kim95 , P. Levchenko97 , V. Murzin , V. Oreshkin , D. Sosnov , V. Sulimov ,
L. Uvarov , A. Vorobyev†, Yu. Andreev , A. Dermenev , S. Gninenko , N. Gol-
ubev , A. Karneyeu , D. Kirpichnikov , M. Kirsanov , N. Krasnikov , I. Tlisova ,
A. Toropin , T. Aushev , V. Gavrilov , N. Lychkovskaya , A. Nikitenko98,99 ,
V. Popov , A. Zhokin , R. Chistov95 , M. Danilov95 , S. Polikarpov95 , V. An-
dreev , M. Azarkin , M. Kirakosyan, A. Terkulov , A. Belyaev , E. Boos ,
V. Bunichev , M. Dubinin85 , L. Dudko , A. Gribushin , V. Klyukhin , O. Kodolova99 ,
S. Obraztsov , M. Perfilov, S. Petrushanko , V. Savrin , G. Vorotnikov , V. Blinov95,
T. Dimova95 , A. Kozyrev95 , O. Radchenko95 , Y. Skovpen95 , V. Kachanov , D. Kon-
stantinov , S. Slabospitskii , A. Uzunian , A. Babaev , V. Borshch , D. Druzhkin100 ,
E. Tcherniaev

Authors affiliated with an institute formerly covered by a cooperation agreement with CERN
V. Chekhovsky, V. Makarenko

†: Deceased
1Also at Yerevan State University, Yerevan, Armenia
2Also at TU Wien, Vienna, Austria
3Also at Institute of Basic and Applied Sciences, Faculty of Engineering, Arab Academy for



43

Science, Technology and Maritime Transport, Alexandria, Egypt
4Also at Ghent University, Ghent, Belgium
5Also at Universidade Estadual de Campinas, Campinas, Brazil
6Also at Federal University of Rio Grande do Sul, Porto Alegre, Brazil
7Also at UFMS, Nova Andradina, Brazil
8Also at Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing, China
9Now at The University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa, USA
10Also at University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, China
11Also at China Center of Advanced Science and Technology, Beijing, China
12Also at University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, China
13Also at China Spallation Neutron Source, Guangdong, China
14Now at Henan Normal University, Xinxiang, China
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70Also at Marmara University, Istanbul, Turkey
71Also at Milli Savunma University, Istanbul, Turkey
72Also at Kafkas University, Kars, Turkey
73Now at Istanbul Okan University, Istanbul, Turkey
74Also at Hacettepe University, Ankara, Turkey
75Also at Istanbul University - Cerrahpasa, Faculty of Engineering, Istanbul, Turkey
76Also at Yildiz Technical University, Istanbul, Turkey
77Also at Vrije Universiteit Brussel, Brussel, Belgium
78Also at School of Physics and Astronomy, University of Southampton, Southampton, United
Kingdom
79Also at University of Bristol, Bristol, United Kingdom
80Also at IPPP Durham University, Durham, United Kingdom
81Also at Monash University, Faculty of Science, Clayton, Australia
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