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Abstract: We analyse constraints that can be placed on CP violating operators in

the dimension-six Standard Model Effective Field Theory. We consider the associated

production of a Higgs boson and a photon in weak boson fusion. We construct an

asymmetry in a CP-sensitive observable which we use to analyse the sensitivity of this

channel to possible CP violation. Additionally, we constrain CP violating charged

and neutral anomalous triple gauge couplings with diboson and VBF V jj production

at the LHC. We analyse charged triple gauge couplings in the dimension-six Standard

Model Effective Field Theory using asymmetries to place constraints of CP-violating

Wilson coefficients. For neutral triple gauge couplings we present bounds in terms

of a general anomalous coupling framework using high energy transverse momentum

bins. Finally, we consider next-to-leading order electroweak virtual corrections to

W + jets production at the LHC. We investigate the ability of a neural network

to learn electroweak k-factors for partonic channels with two, three and four final

partons.





Contents

Abstract 3

Contents 5

Declaration 9

Acknowledgements 11

1 Introduction 13

1.1 The Standard Model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

1.1.1 The Gauge Lagrangian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16

1.1.2 The Fermion Lagrangian . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

1.1.3 The Higgs Lagrangian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

1.1.4 The Yukawa Lagrangian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 19

1.1.5 Beyond the Standard Model . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

1.2 Collider Phenomenology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

1.2.1 Collider parameters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

1.2.2 Measurements and observables . . . . . . . . . . . 23

1.2.3 Resonance searches . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 24

1.2.4 Higgs phenomenology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25



6 Contents

1.2.5 Monte Carlo event generators . . . . . . . . . . . . 26

1.2.6 Statistical analyses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28

I Constraining CP violating operators beyond the Stand-
ard Model 31

2 Effective Field Theory 33

2.1 EFTs in particle physics . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

2.2 Fermi Theory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

2.3 Standard Model Effective Field Theory . . . . . . . . . . . 36

2.3.1 Phenomenology of SMEFT operators . . . . . . . . . 37

2.3.2 Constraining Wilson coefficients . . . . . . . . . . . 40

3 Constraining SMEFT operators with associated hγ production in

WBF 43

3.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 43

3.2 Signal and Backgrounds in the Standard Model . . . . . . . . 45

3.2.1 Process simulation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 45

3.2.2 Extracting the signal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46

3.3 Determination of the b-Yukawa coupling . . . . . . . . . . 49

3.4 EFT analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51

3.4.1 Selection of operators . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52

3.4.2 CP structure of the EFT and observable consequences . . . 55

3.5 Conclusions and outlook . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58



Contents 7

4 Constraining CP violating operators in Triple Gauge Couplings 61

4.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 61

4.2 Charged aTGCs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62

4.2.1 Process simulation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65

4.2.2 Combined constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67

4.3 Neutral aTGCs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69

4.3.1 ZZ production . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70

4.3.2 Zγ production . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72

4.4 Conclusions and outlook . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74

II Machine Learning 77

5 Machine Learning in High Energy Physics 79

5.1 Neural Networks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 80

5.2 Decision Trees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 82

5.2.1 Averaging methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84

5.2.2 Boosting methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 84

6 Learning virtual corrections 85

6.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85

6.2 Sherpa set up . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86

6.3 Neural network . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88

6.4 Results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 89

6.5 Conclusions and outlook . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95

7 Conclusions 97



8 Contents

A Additional information for "Learning virtual corrections" 101

B Industrial placement: Monitoring aircraft turnaround with AI 105

B.1 Introduction and motivation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 105

B.2 Convolutional neural networks and computer vision . . . . . . 107

B.2.1 Convolutional neural networks . . . . . . . . . . . 107

B.2.2 Object detection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 109

B.3 Monitoring the turnaround . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 110

B.3.1 Object detection model . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 110

B.3.2 Turning data into knowledge . . . . . . . . . . . . 112

B.3.3 Aircraft sensors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 114

B.4 Conclusions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115

Bibliography 117



Declaration

The work in this thesis is based on research carried out in the Institute for Particle

Physics Phenomenology at Durham University. No part of this thesis has been

submitted elsewhere for any degree or qualification. This thesis is partly based on

the joint research below.

• Chapter 2 is based on the article Constraining SMEFT operators with as-

sociated hγ production in Weak Boson Fusion published in Physics Letters

B [1].

• Chapter 3 is based on the article Constraining CP violating operators in charged

and neutral triple gauge couplings published in Physics Letters B [2].

• Chapter 5 is based on research undertaken in collaboration with Frank Krauss

and Marek Schönherr.

Copyright © 2022 Parisa Gregg.

The copyright of this thesis rests with the author. No quotation from it should be

published without the author’s prior written consent and information derived from

it should be acknowledged.





Acknowledgements

First and foremost, I would like to thank my supervisor Frank Krauss for his expertise,

patience and guidance, without which this work would not have been possible. I

would also like to thank Anke Biekötter, Marek Schönherr and Raquel Gomez-

Ambrosio, with whom I have had the privilege of collaborating and whose expertise

and insights have taught me a great deal.

The IPPP has been a wonderful, welcoming and inspiring place to work over the

course of my PhD. I feel extremely fortunate to have studied here and to have met

a great number of incredible people. In particular, thank you to the members of

OC321 (lets have some fun) for being the best office pals anyone could ask for; wine

time, book club and ballroom dancing have been some of the highlights of the past

few years. Special mention must also be given to Jack, Lois, Dorian, Oscar, Mia,

Elliott, Daniel, Joe, Henry, Ryan and Andrew for generously volunteering their time

to proofread parts of this thesis.

I would like to thank my housemates past and present: Danny, Vincent, Elliott and

Andrew, for their friendship and for making the various lockdowns bearable.

To Andrew, thank you for your love and kindness and for your ceaseless support and

encouragement throughout.

Finally, thank you to Mum, Dad and Maziar for your endless love and support,

without which I would not be where I am today.





Chapter 1

Introduction

In 2012 a scalar resonance was discovered at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC)

igniting intense efforts to measure its properties. To date these have proven consistent

with those of a Standard Model Higgs boson, consolidating the Standard Model (SM)

as our best current theory of the universe. In chapter 1 we introduce the Standard

Model and its phenomenology at collider experiments.

Although no new resonances have been discovered since the Higgs boson, we know

from other contradictory phenomena that the Standard Model is incomplete, mo-

tivating the search for new physics beyond it. With the possibility that signals of

new physics models may occur at scales beyond the reach of the LHC, as well as

the accumulation of a vast LHC dataset over the past nine years, focus has shifted

towards placing model independent constraints on experimentally allowed deviations

from the Standard Model. In chapter 2 we introduce the Standard Model Effective

Field Theory (SMEFT). This theory parametrises the effect of new physics at high

energies on measurements at the lower energy scale of the LHC. With this framework

we can look for hints of Beyond the Standard Model (BSM) phenomena in current

and future LHC data.

The effects we are searching for can be extremely subtle, necessitating the combina-

tion of as many measurements as possible across the multitude of particle interaction

processes occurring at the LHC. In chapter 3 we look at the weak boson fucion
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(WBF) Higgs production channel with an associated photon. The constraints ob-

tained on charge and parity (CP) violating parameters of the SMEFT with this

channel are comparable with those from the WBF channel alone, motivating its

inclusion in global fits.

The study of BSM CP-odd interactions is important as they provide additional

sources of CP-violation which are unaccounted for in the SM yet necessary to explain

the baryon asymmetry observed in the universe. In chapter 4 we study diboson and

vector boson fusion V jj production at the LHC in order to probe couplings between

three gauge bosons. We investigate the constraints that can be placed on CP-odd

SMEFT operators in these couplings.

As we gather increasing amounts of data from the LHC and enter the high luminosity

era, we are able to probe progressively smaller deviations from SM predictions. It is

therefore vital that our theoretical predictions for signal and background processes

are accurate. In some cases this necessitates the inclusion of next-to-leading order

(NLO) calculations. However, these can come with a large computational overhead.

In chapters 5 and 6 we introduce common machine learning techniques used in high

energy physics and present an initial exploration of the use of machine learning in

calculating NLO electroweak virtual corrections to W + jet processes at the LHC.

In a wider context machine learning has a vast number of applications in the modern

world. In appendix B we give details of a project undertaken at Jeppesen, which

demonstrates a use case of convolutional neural networks for object detection at

airports.

1.1 The Standard Model

In 1897 J.J.Thomson discovered the first fundamental particle, the electron, through

the deflection of cathode rays in a magnetic field. Over the next century a theoretical

framework was built up to describe electrons and the other fundamental particles
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u c t γ h
d s b g
νe νµ ντ W
e µ τ Z

Table 1.1: The Standard Model particle content. The three gener-
ations of quarks and leptons are shown in top-left and
bottom-left respectively. The centre column contains the
gauge bosons and the scalar Higgs is shown in the top
right.

as well as their interactions, leading to the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics.

The SM has proven to be extremely successful in explaining and predicting almost

all observed experimental phenomena, its latest triumph being the discovery of a

new particle consistent with the theorised Higgs boson at CERN’s LHC in 2012 [3,4].

The Standard Model is a quantum field theory (QFT) constructed to describe three

of the four known fundamental forces of nature: strong, weak and electromagnetic.

The fourth, the gravitational force, is not considered in the SM as its effect on physics

at the particle scale is negligible. The model describes the fundamental particles of

matter as a set of fermions that interact under these forces via the exchange of vector

bosons. These fermions are further split into two types: quarks, which participate

in strong, weak and electromagnetic interactions; and leptons, which are not acted

upon by the strong force. The particle content of the SM is summarised in table 1.1.

In QFT particles are described as excitations of quantum fields. The dynamics and

interactions of these fields are determined by the Lagrangian of the theory. We can

decompose the SM Lagrangian into the sum,

LSM = Lgauge + Lfermion + LHiggs + LYukawa, (1.1.1)

where Lgauge describes the SM gauge fields, Lfermion describes the dynamics of the

fermions, LHiggs contains the kinetic and potential Higgs terms which determine the

properties of the Higgs field and LYukawa describes the interaction between the Higgs

field and fermions. We will briefly examine each of these terms in the following
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sections. A more detailed formulation can be found in [5–7].

The SM is a gauge theory and eq. (1.1.1) is invariant under transformations of the

local symmetry group,

SU(3)c × SU(2)L × U(1)Y . (1.1.2)

Here we show the colour, c, left, L, and hypercharge, Y , charge subscripts which we

generally drop in the remainder of this thesis. The number of bosons that mediate

interactions is determined by the number of generators of the group. In general an

SU(N) group has N2 − 1 generators. Thus, the SU(3) group has eight generators

which give the eight gluons. The SU(2) group has three generators and the U(1)

group has one generator. The generators of the SU(2) and U(1) groups give the W±

and Z bosons and the photon after electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB).

1.1.1 The Gauge Lagrangian

The gauge Lagrangian contains the kinetic and self interaction terms of the SM

gauge fields,

Lgauge = −1
4F

µνFµν

= −1
4G

a
µνG

µν
a −

1
4W

i
µνW

µν
i −

1
4BµνB

µν ,

(1.1.3)

with field strength tensors for each gauge group given by

Ga
µν = ∂µG

a
ν − ∂νGa

µ + g3f
abcGb

µG
c
ν

W i
µν = ∂µW

i
ν − ∂νW i

µ + g2ε
ijkW j

µW
k
ν

Bµν = ∂µBν − ∂νBµ

(1.1.4)

where the indices, a and i are the SU(3) colour and SU(2) weak indices. The

coefficients g3 and g2 are coupling constants, fabc and εijk are structure constants

for the SU(3) and SU(2) groups and Ga
µ, W i

µ and Bµ are the gauge fields of SU(3),

SU(2) and U(1) respectively.
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1.1.2 The Fermion Lagrangian

The second term in eq. (1.1.1) describes the dynamics of fermions and their inter-

actions with the gauge fields. For one generation of fermions this can be written as

Lfermion = iQL /DQL + iuR /DuR + idR /DdR + iLL /DLL + ieR /DeR, (1.1.5)

where /D = γµDµ and Dµ is the covariant derivative given by

Dµ = ∂µ − ig3G
a
µt
a − ig2W

i
µτ

i − igYBµY. (1.1.6)

Here g3, g2 and gY are coupling constants and ta, τ i and Y are the generators of the

SU(3), SU(2) and U(1) groups. The τ i can be written in terms of the Pauli matrices

as σi/2. The left chiral quark and lepton fields form SU(2) doublets

LL =

νL
eL

 QL =

uL
dL

 (1.1.7)

whereas the right chiral quark and charged lepton fields, uR, dR and eR, are singlets

under SU(2) transformations. Furthermore, the quark fields are triplets under SU(3),

uL =


urL

ubL

ugL

 , uR =


urR

ubR

ugR

 (1.1.8)

where the r, g, b superscripts represent the QCD colours: red, blue, green.

Any fermion mass terms in the Lagrangian must involve a coupling between left

chiral and right chiral states. However, as these states transform differently under

SU(2), direct coupling terms are not gauge invariant. Instead the fermion masses

are generated via the Higgs Mechanism.
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1.1.3 The Higgs Lagrangian

The Higgs field is an SU(2) doublet of two complex scalar fields with U(1) hypercharge

Y = 1/2:

H =

φ
+

φ0

 = 1√
2

φ1 + iφ2

φ3 + iφ4

 . (1.1.9)

Its properties are described by

LHiggs =
∣∣∣DµH

∣∣∣2 − µH†H − λ(H†H)2, (1.1.10)

where the last two terms describe the Higgs potential V (H), and the covariant

derivative of the Higgs field is given by,

DµH = (∂µ − ig2W
i
µτ

i − igYBµY )H (1.1.11)

When µ2 < 0 the minimum of the potential occurs for a non-zero value of the Higgs

field

〈H〉 = |H| =
√
−µ2

2λ = v√
2
, (1.1.12)

where |H| =
√
H†H and v is the vacuum expectation value (VEV) which has been

experimentally measured to be v ∼ 246 GeV. This results in the spontaneous breaking

of the electroweak symmetry as this non-zero vacuum state of the Higgs field is not

invariant under the SU(2) × U(1) group.

In the unitary gauge the Higgs doublet can be written as

H = 1√
2

 0

v + h

 , (1.1.13)

where h is the perturbation about the minimum corresponding to the Higgs boson.

Substituting this definition of the Higgs field into the potential defined in eq. (1.1.10)

we obtain the Higgs boson mass

m2
h = 2λv2. (1.1.14)

The gauge boson mass terms come from evaluating the kinetic term of eq. (1.1.10)
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after electroweak symmetry breaking,

∣∣∣Dµ〈H〉
∣∣∣2 =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
1
2

 gYBµ + g2W
3
µ g2

(
W 1
µ − iW 2

µ

)
g2

(
W 1
µ + iW 2

µ

)
gYBµ − g2W

3
µ

 ,
 0

v√
2


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

(1.1.15)

=v
2g2

2

4 W+
µ W

−µ + v2

4
(
g2

2 + g2
Y

)
ZµZ

µ. (1.1.16)

In the last line the new massive fields are defined as linear combinations of the old

fields by

W±
µ = 1√

2
(
W 1
µ ∓ iW 2

µ

)
, Zµ = gYBµ − g2W

3
µ√

g2
2 + g2

Y

= cθW
3
µ − sθBµ, (1.1.17)

where cθ = cos θW , sθ = sin θW and θW is the rotation angle of the Z boson with

respect to W 3 and B. The remaining orthogonal combination of fields, Aµ =

(gYBµ + g2W
3
µ)/

√
g2

2 + g2
Y = sθW

3
µ + cθBµ does not couple to the Higgs field. It is

therefore left massless and is identified as the photon.

1.1.4 The Yukawa Lagrangian

The final part of the SM Lagrangian describes the interaction of the Higgs field with

fermions

LYukawa = −
(
QLH̃

)
YuuR −

(
QLH

)
YddR −

(
LLH

)
YeeR + h.c. (1.1.18)

where Yu, Yd and Ye are the Yukawa matrices and H̃ = iσ2H∗. Only couplings

between an SU(2) singlet and SU(2) doublet are included to preserve gauge invariance.

As the Yu and Yd Yukawa matrices are not diagonal in the flavour basis they lead to

flavour and CP violating effects through the Cabbibo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM)

matrix.

The fermion masses can be obtained from the Yukawa Lagrangian by substituting

the Higgs doublet from eq. (1.1.13). Only including terms linear in the vacuum
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expectation value and h gives

LYukawa = − v√
2

(v + h)Y αβ
u uαl u

α
R−

v√
2

(v + h)Y αβ
d dαl d

α
R−

v√
2

(v + h)Y αβ
e eαl e

α
R+h.c.,

(1.1.19)

were the indices, α and β indicate the fermion flavours. After diagonalising the

Yukawa matrices we find the fermion masses mα = yαv/
√

2, where yα are the matrix

eigenvalues. We can see eq. (1.1.19) also contains terms which couple the Higgs to

the fermions with a coupling strength proportional to the fermion masses.

1.1.5 Beyond the Standard Model

The Standard Model has been hugely successful in describing the fundamental

particles and their interactions via the strong, weak and electromagnetic forces

and its predictions have been experimentally verified with discoveries such as the

top quark at Fermilab [8, 9] and the Higgs Boson at CERN [3,4]. However, despite

its usefulness and outstanding track record, the SM is known to be incomplete.

Unsolved problems include, but are by no means limited to:

Neutrino masses - In the SM, there are no right handed neutrino states and therefore

no neutrino mass terms, as these terms require a coupling between left and right

chiral fields. However, the observation of neutrino oscillations [10] indicates that

neutrinos do have mass.

Dark matter and dark energy - There is an inconsistency between the matter we can

see, and measurements of galaxy rotation velocities [11] and gravitational lensing [12].

This implies the existence of additional matter that we have not yet detected, referred

to as dark matter. Cosmological models predict that dark matter makes up around

85% of the matter in the universe. Additionally, explanations of the observed

accelerating expansion of the universe require a new form of energy, referred to as

dark energy [13], which is not described in the SM.

Baryon asymmetry - There is an asymmetry between the amount of matter and

antimatter observed in our universe, necessitating mechanisms of CP violation [14].
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However, the amount of observed CP violation from SM processes is insufficient

to explain the observed baryon asymmetry of the universe. This motivates the

exploration of further sources of CP violation beyond the SM. In chapters 4 and 5 we

will look at constraints on CP violating effects from higher dimensional operators.

Flavour problem - The masses of the fermions range from the electron at 0.511 MeV

to the top quark at 173 GeV. They enter the SM in a rather ad-hoc way via the

Yukawa couplings to the Higgs boson and there is no clear theoretical motivation

for them to span over multiple orders of magnitude.

1.2 Collider Phenomenology

High-energy particle colliders have been key tools in testing predictions of the Stand-

ard Model and in the search for new physics. The Large Electron-Positron (LEP)

collider at CERN led to the observation of the W and Z bosons in 1983 [15, 16] and

determined the number of lepton generations through the measurement of the Z

boson decay width [17]. In 1994, the Tevatron proton-proton collider at Fermilab

observed the top quark [18], and in 2012 the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) at CERN

discovered a resonance in proton-proton collisions consistent with the Higgs Boson [3].

The discoveries of these particles have all been made through the observation of res-

onances, and the properties of the colliders determine whether the resonance will be

kinematically allowed.

Complementary to the physical experiments at colliders, particle physics phenomen-

ology provides a vital role in determining the observable consequences of theories

such as the Standard Model. A significant part of this relies on the simulation of

collisions through Monte Carlo event generators.

In this section we look at the properties of high energy colliders and what information

about the initial and final states we can gain with particle detectors. We then review

the principles behind resonance searches and conclude with an introduction to the
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computational and statistical techniques used to compare theory with experiment.

Much of this section is based on [19–21].

1.2.1 Collider parameters

The beam energy at a collider determines which physical processes are kinematically

allowed. The total centre of momentum (c.m.) energy in a collision between two

ultra-relativistic (p� m) particles can be approximated as

ECM =
√
s ≈ 2E1 ≈ 2E2 (1.2.1)

where s is the Mandelstam invariant s = (p1 + p2)2. Here p1 and p2 denote the

particle 4-momenta p = (E, ~p) where E is the energy and ~p is the 3-momentum.

Colliders should ideally maximise the c.m. energy of the colliding particles, as this

results in reaching a higher new physics threshold. However, this energy is reduced

through synchrotron radiation. For a circular collider with radius R

∆E ∝ 1
R

(
E

m

)4
. (1.2.2)

Therefore, accelerators with a larger radius using heavier particles will experience

less energy loss for a given beam energy. A circular hadron collider can thus reach

much higher energies than a lepton collider for a given radius.

It is also necessary to consider the structure of our targets when designing a collider.

In electron-positron collisions all the energy is converted into the final state and this

energy is well known. However, for a proton-proton collider only a fraction of the

c.m. energy is carried by the partons (quarks and gluons). It is therefore necessary

to deduce the partons involved in the collision and their energies from the resulting

decay products. On the other hand, as the initial state inherently varies with each

collision, hadron colliders do not need to operate over an energy range and different

physical processes can occur. This can be both a blessing and a curse, as interesting

interactions can take place but at the cost of higher background events. As leptons
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only interact under the electroweak force, their collisions are much cleaner with fewer

background events.

Another important parameter is the luminosity. Instantaneous luminosity is the

ratio of the number of particles passing each other per unit time to the cross section.

A useful related measure is the integrated luminosity over time. This tells us how

much data the experiment will collect in a certain run time of the collider. For

example Run 1 of the LHC collected 20 fb−1. Run 2 then collected a further 150

fb−1 and Run 3 which will commence in 2022 is expected to accumulate 300 fb−1.

The planned High Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC) is estimated to further increase the

integrated luminosity by a factor of 10 to 3000 fb−1.

The total number of scattering events is given by

N = Lσ(s), (1.2.3)

where L is the integrated luminosity and σ(s) is the total scattering cross section.

With larger luminosities, the increased number of events reduces the statistical

uncertainty and we are able to gain sensitivity to more subtle new physics effects.

However, the uncertainty may then become dominated by experimental systematic

errors and theoretical uncertainties. It is important that these are also reduced in

order to gain the maximum amount of information from the data.

1.2.2 Measurements and observables

In a hadronic collision the parton and hadron (lab) centre-of-mass frames do not

coincide. It is therefore desirable that any observable measured is invariant between

these frames. As the particles are initially travelling in the z direction, taken to be

along the beam axis, we look for observables that are invariant under longitudinal

Lorentz boosts. Variables that only have transverse components satisfy this condition.

Some useful observables are the transverse momentum, pT =
√
p2
x + p2

y and the

azimuthal angle about the z axis, φ.
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Another common observable is the rapidity, given by

y = 1
2 ln

(
E + pz
E − pz

)
. (1.2.4)

For ultra relativistic particles in the massless limit, E ≈ |~p|, and the rapidity coincides

with the definition of the pseudo-rapidity variable, η, defined by

y → 1
2 ln

(
1 + cos θ
1− cos θ

)
= − ln

(
tan

(
θ

2

))
≡ η, (1.2.5)

where θ is the polar angle between ~p and the beam axis. As the rapidity and pseudo-

rapidity are additive under longitudinal boosts, the difference between two rapidities

is invariant.

We can use the pseudo-rapidity and azimuthal angle to define the separation between

two objects

∆R =
√

∆η2 + ∆φ2. (1.2.6)

This is particularly useful in jet definitions where ∆R gives the cone size; hadrons

within this cone are considered to constitute the jet.

These are a sample of common observables used in experimental analyses. We shall

see in chapter 3 how we can combine observables using multi-variate techniques to

enhance sensitivity to a signal process and reduce background events. Furthermore,

we can construct different observables to be sensitive to certain effects such as CP

violation. This will be examined in chapters 3 and 4.

1.2.3 Resonance searches

The most common way of discovering high-mass particles is through a resonance

signal. In QFT the propagator contribution of an unstable particle of mass M and

total decay width Γ is given by

R(s) = 1
(s−M2)2 + Γ2M2 , (1.2.7)
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which is known as the Breit-Wigner function. For two particles a and b, decaying

to n final state particles via an unstable particle V ∗, this function has a peak at the

invariant mass given by

s = (pa + pb)2 = (
n∑
i

pi)2 ≈M2
V
∗ , (1.2.8)

where pa, pb and pi are the 4-momenta of a, b and the final state particles respectively,

and MV ∗ is the mass of the unstable particle V ∗. The distribution of the number

of events with the invariant mass will therefore exhibit a peak at the mass of the

unstable particle. The LHC was built to search for a Higgs resonance in the 115-140

GeV mass range, which was previously constrained by Tevatron and LEP. In 2012,

the LHC succeeded in its goal, identifying a resonance consistent with the Higgs at

mass mh = 125 GeV.

However, if the centre of mass energy of the collider is below the invariant mass

of a new particle then we will be unable to detect a resonance. This highlights

the importance of looking at and optimising other observables that can be used to

indirectly seach for new physics.

1.2.4 Higgs phenomenology

The dominant Higgs production mechanisms at the LHC are gluon fusion (ggF)

and vector boson fusion (VBF). Higgs production in association with vector bosons

(V h) and top quarks (tt̄h) are also important. This is due to the fact the Higgs

predominantly couples to heavy particles. The Feynman diagrams for the production

mechanisms are shown in fig. 1.1. Gluon fusion and associated top quark production

modes provide sensitivity to the top quark Yukawa coupling, whilst the V h and

VBF modes allow us to measure the coupling strength of the Higgs to gauge bosons.

The initial Higgs discovery was made through the analysis of events from H → γγ,

H → ZZ∗ → 4l and H → WW ∗ → lvlv decays. The low branching ratios of

these decay modes are mitigated by the fact they have low backgrounds and easily
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Figure 1.1: Feynman diagrams of the main Higgs boson production
mechanisms; vector boson fusion (VBF) (top left), pro-
duction in association with a vector boson (V h) (top
right), tt̄ production (bottom left) and gluon fusion
(ggF) (bottom right).

identifiable topologies. The largest Higgs branching ratio in the SM is H → bb̄.

However, analysis of this process is complicated by the presence of a large QCD

background. In chapter 3 we look at the associated production of a Higgs boson with

a photon in weak boson fusion with the Higgs decaying to b quarks. This process is

of interest as the additional photon in this channel suppresses the dominant QCD

background [22,23].

1.2.5 Monte Carlo event generators

Monte Carlo event generators are vital tools in particle physics. They are useful for

calculating observables predicted by a theory in order to match against observables

measured by experiments. The simulation of a collision at the LHC is a complicated

task. In event generators the process is broken down into several stages, which are

depicted schematically in fig. 1.2. Generally, the simulation starts with the hard

scattering. This defines the main collision process. The parton distribution functions



1.2. Collider Phenomenology 27

Figure 1.2: Schematic representation of the different stages of a
particle collision from [24]. The hard scattering and
subsequent parton shower are shown in red. The had-
ronisation stage and hadron decay are shown in green,
whilst the purple oval indicates secondary interactions.

(PDFs) describe the initial partons in the process and matrix element generators give

the probability distribution of the outgoing partons. Most event generators have

inbuilt matrix element generators for tree level processes. However, for loop level

processes an external tool is often interfaced.

The next stage is the parton shower. This describes the evolution of the hard

scale down to the hadronization scale, the lower momentum scale at which the

perturbation theory breaks down. The initial and final state particles of the hard

process emit QED and QCD radiation. Gluons can trigger radiation themselves,

producing an extended shower.

The final products of the collision must be colourless due to confinement. Hadron-

isation is the non-perturbative procedure used to cluster partons produced in the

hard scattering and parton shower into hadrons. These hadrons may not be stable
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particles and so the final step is the modelling of hadronic decay.

In this thesis we make use of the MadGraph [25] and SHERPA [26] Monte Carlo event

generators and the OpenLoops [27] matrix element generator for loop level processes.

1.2.6 Statistical analyses

In this section we outline the statistical procedure used in high energy particle physics

to place limits on parameters of interest. We use this prescription in chapter 3,

implemented using the CheckMATE [28] software.

The question of discovering or placing limits on a certain signal process is framed as

a hypothesis test. The parameter of interest is the signal strength factor, µ, which

is often expressed as µ = σ/σSM, where σ is the measured cross section of a certain

process and σSM is the cross section of the same process predicted by the SM.

The number of events expected in the ith bin of the histogram of a certain variable

of interest is given by,

E[Ni] = µSi +Bi, (1.2.9)

where Si is the number of signal events and Bi is the number of background events.

Therefore, we can have a null background-only hypothesis, H0, with µ = 0, and an

alternate signal + background hypothesis, H1, with a non-zero value of µ . For the

SM signal hypothesis, µ = 1.

For a given set of data the likelihood function is given by the product of the Poisson

probabilities for all bins,

L(µ, θ) =
N∏
j=1

(
µSj +Bj

)nj
nj!

e−(µSj+Bj). (1.2.10)

We can then construct the likelihood profile ratio

λ(µ) = L(µ, ˆ̂θµ)
L(µ̂, θ̂)

(1.2.11)

where θ are nuisance parameters that affect the probability distribution of Sj and

Bj but are not of interest to us. The variables µ̂ and θ̂ are values of µ and θ that
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maximize the likelihood function, whereas ˆ̂θµ is the value of θ that maximises the

likelihood for a given value of µ.

We can use the variable λ(µ) to construct the test statistic

qµ = −2 ln [λ(µ)] , (1.2.12)

which is used to measure the discrepancy between a given dataset and a hypothesised

value of µ. The discrepancy is quantified by the computation of the p-value

pµ =
∫ ∞
qµ,obs

f(qµ|µ)dqµ (1.2.13)

where f(qµ|µ) is the probability density function of qµ under the assumption of signal

strength µ.

In the CLs limit setting procedure, pµ is calculated under the background only

assumption, CLb, and under the signal assumption for a certain value of µ, CLs+b,

with CLs = CLs+b/(1-CLb ). The 95% CLs upper limit on µ is thus obtained by

solving for CLs = 5%.

In experiments CLs is calculated with respect to the observed data thus the value of

qµ,obs in the lower limit of the integral in eq. (1.2.13) is obtained from experimental

data. In our case we are forecasting the expected CLs limits that could be obtained

at a given luminosity. The value of qµ,obs is thus obtained using a simulated dataset

with a standard model signal.
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Chapter 2

Effective Field Theory

Effective field theories (EFTs) are founded on the principle of the separation of scales.

This means that we can describe phenomena using only the relevant physics at the

energy or length scale at which they occur. For example, you do not need to consider

the topography of planets when analysing planetary motion. Likewise it is possible

to calculate the hydrogen spectrum to some precision without considering the fact

that the proton is made up of quarks and gluons. In this chapter we introduce the

concept of EFTs with the example of Fermi Theory, before presenting the Standard

Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT) framework used in chapters 3 and 4. We

discuss some key aspects of the phenomenology of SMEFT operators in the Warsaw

basis as well as the methods and experimental processes used to constrain their

Wilson coefficients. Parts of this chapter are based on [29–31].

2.1 EFTs in particle physics

In particle physics the assumption of a hierarchy of scales means that new physics

could appear at a scale Λ which is much greater than the energy scale, E, at which

an experiment is taking place. We can use effective field theories to describe the

suppressed effects of the new physics at the experimentally available scale.
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Heavy particles beyond the scale Λ are "integrated out" of the action by only per-

forming the path integral over them. So if we have a Lagrangian describing light

particles ψL and heavy particles ψH ,

Lfull(ψL, ψH) = LH(ψH , ψL) + LL(ψL), (2.1.1)

we can then integrate out the heavy states,

∫
DψHei

∫
Lfull(ψH ,ψL) = e

∫
iLeff(ψL). (2.1.2)

where the effective Lagrangian is given by,

Leff(ψL) = LL(ψL) + δL(ψL) (2.1.3)

The δL(ψL) piece can be expanded into an infinite tower of terms of increasing

dimension giving the EFT Lagrangian,

LEFT(ψL) = LL(ψL) +
∑
i

ci
Oi

Λdim(Oi)−4 , (2.1.4)

Higher-order operators are suppressed by increasing powers of the scale Λ. Con-

sequently, for lower energy processes, only a certain number of operators will real-

istically contribute. However, as we approach the Λ energy scale, the decrease in

importance of terms with increase in expansion order no longer holds true. Thus,

the EFT is only valid at energies below Λ which is sometimes referred to as the

cut-off scale.

Effective field theories are extremely useful for studying both low and high energy

effects. For example, if the theory is known to all scales, it may still be cumbersome

to use the full theory in calculations at a particular scale. Therefore, EFTs are often

used to simplify perturbative calculations. Conversely, if the full theory is unknown,

then EFTs can be used to parametrise the unknown higher order interactions and

constrain their effects and a lower attainable scale.
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Figure 2.1: Feynman diagrams for muon decay in the full elec-
troweak theory (left) and in the Fermi effective theory
(right), where the shaded circle indicates the effective
four point interaction vertex.

2.2 Fermi Theory

An example of an EFT in which we start with the full theory and integrate out

the heavy states is Fermi Theory. This theory is an EFT of the SM below the

weak scale in which the W and Z bosons are integrated out. It is therefore a good

approximation of low energy phenomena, such as the decay of the muon µ→ νµeνe.

In Fermi theory the amplitude for this process is given by the Feynman diagram in

fig. 2.1 (right),

iM = −i2
√

2GF [ū(νµ)γρPLu(µ)][ū(e)γσPLv(νe)], (2.2.1)

where PL = 1/2(1− γ5) is the left handed projection operator and GF is the Fermi

constant.

However, in the full SM theory this process is mediated by the W boson as show in

the left Feynman diagram in fig. 2.1. Using the electroweak Feynman rules the SM

amplitude for this process is given by,

iM =
(
−i g√

2

)2

[ū(νµ)γρPLu(µ)] −i
p2 −M2

W

(
gρσ − pρpσ

M2
W

)
[ū(e)γσPLv(νe)], (2.2.2)

where MW is the mass of the W boson and g is the weak coupling strength. At
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scales much lower than the mass of the W boson, p2 � M2
W , we can expand this

amplitude in powers of p2/M2
W � 1 giving,

iM≈ −i g2

2M2
W

[ū(νµ)γρPLu(µ)][ū(e)γσPLv(νe)]
(

1 +O
(
p2

M2
W

))
. (2.2.3)

The first term in the expansion is equivalent to the four point interaction term in

eq. (2.2.1). We can match the coefficients of these two terms to find the relation

GF/
√

2 = g2/8M2
W . Thus, at energies, E � MW , Fermi theory can be used as a

valid approximation to the full electroweak theory.

2.3 Standard Model Effective Field Theory

As discussed in chapter 1, the Standard Model is an incredibly successful description

of nature. However, we know that it is not complete. Given the absence of any

significant direct or indirect deviation from its predictions at current colliders it

is reasonable to assume that there could be new particle content which is much

heavier than the weak scale. It is therefore possible to integrate out any potential

heavy BSM particles and describe their effects in a model independent way using a

Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT).

The Lagrangian of the SMEFT is built of the same fermion, gauge and higgs fields

as the SM. It is constructed by considering all the gauge-invariant operators that

can be built from these fields that are invariant under the SU(3)×SU(2)×U(1) gauge

group. Lepton and baryon number conservation are also imposed. The terms in

the Lagrangian can be organised by operator dimension. Here we will only consider

operators up to dimension six giving,

LSMEFT = LSM +
∑
i

c
(5)
i

Λ O
d=5
i +

∑
i

c
(6)
i

Λ2 O
d=6
i , (2.3.1)

where the ci are the Wilson coefficients which parametrise the importance of the

effective interactions. It turns out that there is only one operator at dimension-five,



2.3. Standard Model Effective Field Theory 37

the Weinberg Operator,

O5 =
(
Hlcp

)
(lrH) + h.c (2.3.2)

However, it violates lepton number conservation and so we only need to consider

operators at dimension-six. A minimal, non-redundant set of operators is called

a basis. For three generations of fermions, there are 2499 operators possible at

dimension-six, thus constructing a basis is a highly non-trivial task. The first

complete construction of a basis of dimension-six operators was derived in [32] and

is referred to as the Warsaw basis. Ignoring flavour structure, the 59 1 independent

operators that are allowed are organised into eight classes: X, H6, H4D2, X2H2,

ψ2H3, ψ2XH, ψ2H2D and ψ4, where X is a field strength tensor, H is the higgs

doublet and ψ = q, u, d, l, e is a fermion field. The operators in each class are shown

in table 2.1

The Warsaw basis is defined in terms of SU(3)×SU(1)×U(1) invariant operators

before spontaneous symmetry breaking. However, to study their phenomenology it

is more convenient to study interactions of the mass eigenstates in the broken phase.

2.3.1 Phenomenology of SMEFT operators

Dimension-six operators result in deviations from SM predictions through modifying

the couplings of interactions that appear the SM Lagrangian, as well as though the

addition of new vertices that are not present in the SM. Furthermore, the introduction

of dimension-six operators results in shifts in the SM fields and parameters such as

the boson masses, coupling constants and the Higgs vacuum expectation value.

Upon the addition of the Warsaw basis dimension-six SMEFT operators, the Higgs

part of the Lagrangian becomes

LHiggs =
∣∣∣DµH

∣∣∣− µH†H − λ (H†H)2
+ CHOH + CH�OH� + CHDOHD, (2.3.3)

1There are four additional four-fermion operators which violate the constraint of baryon number
conservation.
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where we redefine theWilson coefficients Ci = ci/Λ2 and the operators, OH ,OH�,OHD,

are given in table 2.1. This results in a shift in the vacuum expectation value [33],

v → v

(
1 + 3v2

8λ CH
)
. (2.3.4)

The Higgs field is then expanded around the vacuum. However, the resulting form

of the kinetic Higgs terms is now not canonical. It is therefore necessary to rescale

the Higgs field in order to restore canonically normalised kinetic terms,

h→ h

(
1 + v2

4 CHD − v
2CH�

)
. (2.3.5)

The phenomenological consequence of this field redefinition is that every interac-

tion vertex involving the Higgs field will have a dependence on the CHD and CH�

Wilson coefficients. Furthermore, this also results in a shift in the Higgs mass with

dependence on CH , CH� and CHD coefficients compared to the SM mass defined in

eq. (1.1.14).

Similarly, for the gauge sector it is also necessary to rescale the W i
µ, Bµ and Ga

µ

fields, as well as the g1, g2 and g3 couplings. These shifts depend on the CHW ,

CHB and CHG Wilson coefficients respectively. Thus, after defining the physical

W±, Z and γ bosons in the mass basis, we get modifications to the W and Z

boson masses dependent on CHW , and CHW , CHB, CHWB and CHD, respectively.

The electromagnetic and electroweak couplings are also modified with dependence

on CHW , CHB and CHWB. Therefore, the corrections to dimension-four vertices

originating from parameter shifts in the gauge and Higgs sector can have dependence

on these Wilson coefficients.

As mentioned previously, SM vertices can also receive direct contributions as a result

of higher dimensional operators. For this the operator must have the same field

content as the SM vertex after electroweak symmetry breaking. (Note that this is

not a condition for the vertex to be modified by parameter shifts.) In order for this

to be realised, the dimension-six SMEFT operator must have two or more powers

of the Higgs field, or two or more derivatives compared to the dimension-four SM
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operator. In this manner, vertices can have additional contributions which can be

roughly described as proportional to v2/λ or p2/λ respectively. When the additional

contribution is proportional to v2/λ, the SM coupling is rescaled. However, the p2/λ

proportionality means that the kinematics of the interaction change. In particular,

the deviation from the SM will be greater at higher energies.

The final phenomenological effect of higher-dimensional operators is the addition of

new vertices that are not present in the SM. For example, the four-point interaction

between three gauge bosons and a Higgs boson. Both the OHWB and OHW operators,

as well as their CP-odd counterparts contribute to this vertex. We will study this

interaction in more detail in chapter 3.

In the gauge sector, the deviations from SM gauge couplings and new additional

vertex structures are often parametrized in terms of anomalous couplings, κV , gV1 ,

gV4 , gV5 , ΛV , Λ̃V and κ̃V , which can be written in terms of the dimension-six Wilson

coefficients. For example, the triple gauge WWV vertex can be parameterised in

terms of the effective Lagrangian,

iLWWV
eff =gWWV

[
gV1 V

µ
(
W−
µνW

+ν −W+
µνW

−ν
)

+ κVW
+
µ W

−
ν V

µν + λV
M2

W

V µνW+ρ
ν W−

ρµ

+ igV5 εµνρσ
((
∂ρW−µ

)
W+ν −W−µ

(
∂ρW+ν

))
V σ

+ igV4 W
−
µ W

+
ν (∂µV ν + ∂νV µ)− κ̃V

2 W−
µ W

+
ν ε

µνρσVρσ

− λ̃V
2M2

W

W−
ρµW

+µενραβVαβ,

(2.3.6)

where V ≡ Z, γ. In the SM gV1 = κV = 1 and all the other couplings are zero.

The κ̃V and λ̃V couplings parameterise CP violating effects. It is also important to

consider the possible heavy particles that can lead to these couplings. For example,

the gZ1 coupling can be generated by integrating out a new heavy vector boson. A

model in which the SM is extended by a vector triplet and a vector singlet field

is studied in [34]. This and other possible extensions to the SM which result in

dimension-six operators in the low-energy regime, have been analysed in [35–38].
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In this thesis we will mainly constrain SMEFT parameters in terms of Wilson

coefficients. In section 4.3 we use a more general form of anomalous couplings to

constrain CP violating effects in neutral triple gauge couplings.

2.3.2 Constraining Wilson coefficients

Constraints on SMEFT operators from experiment

In order to constrain the values of the SMEFT Wilson coefficients we look to exper-

iments. The sources of data used to constrain the SMEFT operators relevant for

Higgs physics include electroweak precision observables from the LEP experiment,

as well as Higgs production and decay measurements at the LHC. Measurements of

diboson production at LEP and the LHC also provide constraints. In particular, in

the Warsaw basis, the O(3)
Hl , O

(1)
Hl , Oll, OHD, OHWB, OHe, OHu, OHd, O(3)

Hq, O
(1)
Hq and

OW operators are involved, and can be constrained, in diboson production and EW

precision measurements. On the other hand, Higgs measurements are affected by

the OeH , OdH , OuH , OG, OH�, OuG, OHW , OHB and OHG operators [39].

Higher dimensional operators not only affect the total production cross section of

processes, they can also result in different vertex structures to the SM, as mentioned

in the previous section. Therefore, differential distributions often provide greater

sensitivity to the effects of SMEFT operators. Furthermore, additional derivatives

in higher dimension operators mean they can be constrained through kinematic

distributions, where their effect scales to be greater with larger pT .

In a study of contributions from dimension-six operators to Higgs data [40] the

VBF channel was found to be more sensitive to higher dimensional operators than

gluon fusion and associated vector boson production modes. More recently, in a

global fit [39] including Z-pole observables, WW production at LEP and LHC, and

Higgs Run I and II data from the LHC, the largest impact on the constraint of

the cW Wilson coefficient came from WW production at LEP. Higgs Run II data

provided the predominant constraint on cHW and additionally constrained the cHWB
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parameter along with Z-pole measurements. Several other global fits combining

these data sources (or subsets of) include [41–45].

Constraining CP-odd Wilson coefficients

Consider a scattering process with matrix element,MSM +MNP, whereMSM is the

SM matrix element, andMNP is the contribution from a particular dimension-six

operator. This gives a squared matrix element of,

|M|2 = |MSM|2 + 2R (M∗
SMMNP) +O(Λ−4). (2.3.7)

The resulting leading change in the cross section is thus proportional to the inter-

ference term in the equation above. However, for CP odd operators, the integration

over this term vanishes in the calculation of the total cross section. Therefore, the

CP-odd operators do not change the total event rate at the level of interference with

the SM. Additionally, they do not contribute to CP-even observables such as invari-

ant masses and transverse momenta. If we want to study CP-violating physics in the

interference, it is necessary to look for a CP-odd observable. This is an observable

whose expectation value vanishes if CP is conserved. For example, a commonly used

CP-odd variable is the triple product of three momenta [46],

(~p1 × ~p2) · ~p3. (2.3.8)

On the other hand, the quadratic M2
NP terms can contribute to the total cross

section for CP-odd operators. This is due to the fact that these terms will always

produce a CP-even effect. Thus, it is also possible to study CP-odd operators with

momentum dependent observables. However these effects will generally be more

subtle compared to the interference level effects in CP-odd observables as they are

suppressed by higher powers of Λ.



42 Chapter 2. Effective Field Theory
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µν OdB (q̄pσµνdr)H Bµν OHud + h.c. i(H̃†DµH)(ūpγµdr)

8:(L̄L)(L̄L) 8:(R̄R)(R̄R) 8:(L̄L)(R̄R)

Oll (l̄pγµlr)(l̄sγµlt) Oee (ēpγµer)(ēsγµet) Ole (l̄pγµlr)(ēsγµet)

O(1)
qq (q̄pγµqr)(q̄sγµqt) Ouu (ūpγµur)(ūsγµut) Olu (l̄pγµlr)(ūsγµut)

O(3)
qq (q̄pγµτ Iqr)(q̄sγµτ Iqt) Odd (d̄pγµdr)(d̄sγµdt) Old (l̄pγµlr)(d̄sγµdt)

O(1)
lq (l̄pγµlr)(q̄sγµqt) Oeu (ēpγµer)(ūsγµut) Oqe (q̄pγµqr)(ēsγµet)

O(3)
lq (l̄pγµτ I lr)(q̄sγµτ Iqt) Oed (ēpγµer)(d̄sγµdt) O(1)

qu (q̄pγµqr)(ūsγµut)

O(1)
ud (ūpγµur)(d̄sγµdt) O(1)

qd (q̄pγµqr)(d̄sγµdt)

O(8)
ud (ūpγµTAur)(d̄sγµTAdt) O(8)

qd (q̄pγµTAqr)(d̄sγµTAdt)

O(1)
qd (q̄pγµqr)(d̄sγµdt)

O(8)
qd (q̄pγµTAqr)(d̄sγµTAdt)

8:(L̄R)(R̄L) + h.c 8:(L̄R)(L̄R) + h.c 5:ψ2H3 + h.c

Qledq (l̄jper)(d̄sqtj) Q
(1)
quqd (q̄jpur)εjk(q̄ksdt) QeH (H†H)(l̄perH)

Q
(8)
quqd (q̄jpTAur)εjk(q̄ksTAdt) QuH (H†H)(q̄purH̃)

Q
(1)
lequ (l̄jper)εjk(q̄ksut) QdH (H†H)(q̄pdrH)

Q
(3)
lequ (l̄jpσµνer)εjk(q̄ksσµνut)

Table 2.1: The 59 independent dimension-six operators in the Warsaw basis following the notation
in [47]. The p, r, s, t subscripts are flavour indices and σI are the Pauli matrices.



Chapter 3

Constraining SMEFT operators

with associated hγ production in

WBF

3.1 Introduction

Since the discovery of a new particle with a mass of 125 GeV by the ATLAS and CMS

collaborations at the LHC, intense efforts have been made to measure its properties

to confirm they are consistent with those predicted by the Standard Model. Precise

measurements of the Higgs couplings to other particles are of great importance as

they probe the underlying mechanism of electroweak spontaneous symmetry breaking

(EWSB). These couplings determine the production and decay rates of the Higgs

boson and therefore deviations in rates from those predicted in the SM are a key

indication of new physics.

However, to date no significant evidence of deviation from the SM has been found.

This has lead to the emergence of the Standard Model Effective Field Theory as

one of the most useful tools to systematically study the data from the LHC and

other experiments for hints of new physics in a model independent way. With the
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possibility of another, higher energy, collider many years away, it is vital to extract

as much information as possible from processes accessible at the LHC. The analysis

of data from multiple complementary channels is therefore very useful.

In this chapter we study the associated production of a Higgs boson with a photon in

weak boson fusion (WBF), with the Higgs decaying to a b-quark pair. The dominant

decay of the Higgs boson is to b-quarks. However, with the production mechanisms

of gluon fusion and weak boson fusion, the resulting final state consists solely of

jets. This suffers from a large background of non-resonant b-quark production.

In [22, 23], WBF with an associated photon is proposed as a possibly interesting

channel to observe the Higgs boson decay to b-quarks, as the additional photon

suppresses the otherwise dominant QCD background. The ATLAS collaboration

studied this channel in [48] with a boosted decision tree (BDT) at 30.6 fb−1 and

found a significance of 1.4σ. In section 3.3 we analyse the potential of this channel for

an independent measurement of the b-quark Yukawa coupling at higher luminosities.

In section 3.4 we investigate the effects of possible Beyond the Standard Model

physics onWBF hγ production using the SMEFT framework. TheWilson coefficients

of operators relevant to Higgs physics have been constrained in [40–45,49–68]. These

works study a variety of channels including WBF. Here we propose the use of WBF

hγ production as an additional independent constraint. We particularly focus on

CP-odd operators in the gauge-Higgs sector of the SMEFT. The limits on CP-odd

Wilson coefficients are important as they provide constraints on additional sources

of CP violation which are needed to explain electroweak baryogenesis. Furthermore,

both the h and hγ WBF final states have comparable sensitivity to CP-odd operators.

The CP-odd operators relevant for our study have already been constrained in Higgs

boson [69–73] and diboson production processes [74–77] . In this work we show

that the WBF hγ final state is also a relevant signature in placing constraints. We

additionally propose the use of a CP-sensitive observable in order to constrain the

cHW̃ and cHW̃B Wilson coefficients in the Warsaw basis.
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3.2 Signal and Backgrounds in the Standard

Model

3.2.1 Process simulation

For our study we assume
√
s = 13 TeV throughout. The signal process of hγ produc-

tion in association with two jets at O(α4), is simulated with MadGraph5 v2.6.6 [25]

at leading order (LO) and with the default NNPDF23_NLO parton distribution func-

tion [78]. We use PYTHIA 8.2 [79] to model secondary emissions through parton

showering, perform hadronization and add the underlying event. It also decays the

Higgs boson into the b-quarks. We select the WBF topology through the usual

invariant mass cut on the tagging jets mjj. All jets, at both parton and hadron

level, are defined through the anti-kT algorithm [80] with R = 0.4. In the following,

the indices j and b refer to the light and b-jets respectively. At generation level the

following parton-level cuts are applied;

pT,j > 30 GeV, |ηj| < 5.,

pT,γ > 20 GeV, |ηγ| < 2.5,

∆Rγj > 0.4, mjj > 1200 GeV.

(3.2.1)

The combination of these cuts ensures that non-WBF contributions (gluon fusion,

tth and V h) to the signal are negligible at the 10% level [48].

All irreducible background processes are simulated at LO using Sherpa-2.2.7 [26]

with the default NNPDF30_NNLO parton distribution function [81] from LHAPDF 6.2.1

[82]; matrix elements are calculated with COMIX [83] and jets are parton showered

with CSSHOWER++ [84] [85]. For hadronisation we use the Sherpa default settings.

As background contributions to the signal final-state feature the direct production

of b-jets in the simulation, it is necessary to implement additional generation-level

cuts. We consider the following processes:
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• Continuum production of a b-jet pair, two light jets and a photon, bb̄jjγ. In

particular, we consider O(α4
sα) contributions which we denote QCD, as well

as electroweak (EW) Zγjj production with the Z boson decaying to b-quarks.

We impose the following additional cuts on these processes;

pT,b > 20 GeV, mbb ∈ [90, 200] GeV,

∆Rγb > 0.4, ∆Rjb > 0.4 ,
(3.2.2)

We have explicitly checked that the contributions from O(α2
sα

3) are negligible

at the 5% level and O(α3
sα

2) as well as O(αsα4) contribute less than 1% each.

• tt̄γ production and single top production with an associated photon. For the

tt̄γ and single top processes we force the decay of theW± boson to light quarks.

We do not apply specific cuts on the decay products of the on-shell top quarks,

but we require, again,

∆Rγj > 0.4 (3.2.3)

for the single-top processes.

3.2.2 Extracting the signal

In the initial analysis with Rivet 2.7.0 [86] we apply the following baseline cuts to

all signal and background processes:

1. We require an isolated photon with

pTγ > 20 GeV, |ηγ| < 2.5 (3.2.4)

and the isolation given by

∑
i,∆Riγ<0.4

pi⊥ < 10GeV. (3.2.5)
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2. We require exactly two light jets and two b-jets,

Njets = Nb−jets = 2, (3.2.6)

where both are defined with the anti-kT algorithm with R=0.4 and

pTj > 40 GeV, pTb > 30 GeV,

|ηj| < 4.5, |ηb| < 2.5 .
(3.2.7)

We assume perfect b-tagging efficiency.

3. To select the WBF topology, we cut on the invariant light-jet mass and the

pseudo-rapidity difference of the light jets

mjj > 1500 GeV, ∆ηjj > 4.5 . (3.2.8)

4. We require the invariant b-jet mass to be close to the Higgs mass

mbb ∈ [100, 140] GeV . (3.2.9)

This finalizes our baseline selection which we will use in the multivariate

analysis in section 3.3.

5. To allow for a fair comparison between a cut-and-count approach and the

multivariate analysis below, we apply the following additional cuts in our

cut-and-count analysis

|ηj1| > 1.5 , |ηj2| > 2 ,

ηcenγbb , η
cen
γ , ηcenbb < 0.5 ,

mjj > 2000 GeV,

(3.2.10)

where the centralities ηcenx relative to the WBF tagging jets are defined as

ηcenx =
∣∣∣∣∣∣ηx −

ηj1
+ηj2
2

ηj1 − ηj2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (3.2.11)

The signal and background process cutflows are shown in Fig. 3.1. The baseline
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Figure 3.1: Cross section after different cuts in our cutflow, as given
in eqs. (3.2.4) to (3.2.10). On the right axis, we display
the number of events for an integrated luminosity of
300 fb−1. Be aware that we applied stronger cuts on
the QCD and EW backgrounds at generator level which
explains their lower generator-level cross section com-
pared to the top backgrounds.

set of cuts, eqs. (3.2.4) to (3.2.9), reduces the contribution from tt̄γ and single top

processes by six and four orders of magnitude respectively, whilst only loosing one

order of magnitude in the signal. With the top-based backgrounds irrelevant after

cuts, the dominant background contribution for associated hγ production stems from

the continuum QCD process.

After the final cuts in eq. (3.2.10), we reach a signal-over-background ratio of S/B =

0.8 in our cut-and-count analysis. We translate this into a CLs limit [87] on the

signal strength

µ = σ(pp→ hjjγ) BR(h→ bb̄)
σSM(pp→ hjjγ) BRSM(h→ bb̄)

(3.2.12)

using the CLs limit setting implementation in CheckMATE [28]. The resulting limits

are µ < 1.1 for Lint = 30.6 fb−1 at 95% CL (µ < 0.4 for Lint = 300 fb−1 and µ < 0.3
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Figure 3.2: Distribution of the invariant mass of the b-jet pair mbb

before (solid lines) and after (dashed lines) a cut on the
BDT classifier of χBDT > 0.2.

for Lint = 3000 fb−1) assuming negligible systematic uncertainties.

3.3 Determination of the b-Yukawa coupling

The majority of studies of the decay of the Higgs to bottom quarks have been made

with the V h Higgs production mechanism. When the vector boson is required to

decay leptonically, this channel has good sensitivity to the H → bb̄ decay. This decay

has also been measured with VBF production in association with a photon in [48].

The measurement of the Higgs coupling to a b-quark pair in the VBF production

mode is important as it provides an independent measurement complementary to the

V h mode. In this study we will look at the prospects of constraining the b-Yukawa

coupling in the VBF topology at future luminosities.

In section 3.2.2 we applied a baseline set of cuts to events to extract the signal.

As the final state is somewhat complicated, in order to enhance our sensitivity to

the signal we perform a further multivariate analysis on events passing the cuts in
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Figure 3.3: Receiver operating characteristic curve for the BDT ana-
lysis. The asterisk marks the signal and background
efficiencies after the baseline and additional cuts in
eqs. (3.2.4) to (3.2.10).

eqs. (3.2.4) to (3.2.9). We use a Boosted Decision Tree (BDT) with TMVA [88] in

Root 6.22 [89]. We generate N=200 trees with a maximum depth of 3 and set the

minimum node size to 6%. As inputs we use the pT and η of all the final state

particles as well as the following variables,

mjj, ∆ηjj, ∆φjj, ∆Rγ,j1 , ∆Rγ,j2 ,

mbb, ∆ηbb, ∆φbb, ∆Rγ,b1 , ∆Rγ,b2 ,

pT,bb, ηbb,

mbbγ, ∆ηγ,bb, ∆φγ,bb, ∆Rγ,bb,

ηcenγbb , ηcenγ , ηcenbb .

(3.3.1)

We find that the variable that is used most by the BDT is the invariant mass of

the b-quarks. This is understandable as for the signal the mbb distribution is peaked

around the Higgs mass, whereas for the QCD background it is flat. The detector

has a finite resolution and so we explicitly check that the BDT cut used for limit

setting does not use an mbb range finer than the detector resolution (see fig. 3.2).
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L fb−1 95% CLs χBDT
30.6 µ < 0.8 0.1
300 µ < 0.25 0.2
3000 µ < 0.1 0.2

Table 3.1: Limits on the signal
strength µ assuming
negligible systematic
uncertainties.

L fb−1 95% CLs χBDT
30.6 µ < 0.9 0.1
300 µ < 0.3 0.2
3000 µ < 0.15 0.2

Table 3.2: Limits on the signal
strength µ assuming a
systematic uncertainty
of 50%.

When looking at the importance of other observables in the BDT classifier, we find

that although they are less important individually than the invariant mass of the

b-quark pair, their collective contribution is greater. We find that removing the mbb

variable reduces the efficiency of the signal classification by about 10%, for a fixed

background efficiency of 10%.

We find our multivariate analysis with a BDT classifier clearly outperforms a cut

and count analysis (including the cuts in eq. (3.2.10)). This can be seen in fig. 3.3,

where we show the BDT receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve in contrast

with the cut-and-count efficiency.

The BDT classifier is chosen to minimise the CLs limit on the signal strength µ, for

a given luminosity. Our results for integrated luminosities of L = 30.6 fb−1, 300 fb−1,

3000 fb−1 are shown in table 3.1. Here we have neglected systematic uncertainties

and assume statistical uncertainties to be dominant. These results show that an

observation of the h→ bb̄ decay channel will be possible at the HL-LHC.

However, at higher luminosities our assumption of negligible systematics no longer

holds. If we instead assume a 50% systematic uncertainty on the background, the

limits would be weakened to those shown in table 3.2.

3.4 EFT analysis

In this section we investigate the possible effects of Beyond the Standard Model

physics in WBF hγ production. We do this using the Standard Model Effective
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Figure 3.4: Relative cross section of relevant EFT operators with
respect to the SM cross section for the WBF channel
(grey) and for WBF with an additional photon (purple).
The value of the Wilson coefficients is set to ci = ci+2σ
where ci is the global fit central value from [39].

Field Theory framework introduced in section 2.3. We will look at which operators

are relevant for our signal and in which areas of the phase space we have the most

sensitivity to them. As the cross section of our signal process is relatively small, it

is interesting to also look at CP violating operators. These do not contribute to the

overall cross section at the level of interference with the SM, however we will study

how they can be constrained using asymmetries.

3.4.1 Selection of operators

In principle there are many operators which contribute to our signal. The ratios of

contributions from different operators to the total cross section with respect to the

SM cross section are shown in fig. 3.4. The WBF hγ channel has a relatively small

cross section and as such, many of the Wilson coefficients of these operators will be

constrained by other processes or by WBF without an additional photon, before our

signal becomes sensitive.

In our study we will focus on operators which lead to interactions between three

gauge bosons and the Higgs boson, as well as effective three-point interactions. In

the SM, the signal is suppressed by three t-channel W propagators when the photon

is radiated off the W boson and not an external quark. The Feynman diagram for
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Figure 3.5: Example diagrams for WBF Higgs production in asso-
ciation with a photon in the SM (top row) and in the
EFT (centre and bottom row).

this process is shown in the top left of fig. 3.5. However, the effective four-point

interactions have the benefit of only being suppressed by two t-channel propagators

(centre left of fig. 3.5). In order to enhance the relative importance of these diagrams,

we impose the requirement of a large separation between the photon and the jets,

∆Rγj.

The following operators lead to interactions between three gauge bosons and a Higgs

boson,

OHW = H†HW I
µνW

Iµν OHW̃ = H†HW̃ I
µνW

Iµν

OHWB = H†τ IHW I
µνB

µν OHW̃B = H†τ IHW̃ I
µνB

µν . (3.4.1)

The four point WWhγ interaction which arises from these operators has the vertex

structure [30],
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+ cHWB

2iev
Λ2

sθ
cθ

(
pµγgαν − pνγgαµ

)
− cHW

4iev
Λ2

(
gαµ(pγ − p1)ν + gαν(p2 − pγ)µ + gµν(p1 − p2)α

)
− cHW̃B

2iev
Λ2

sθ
cθ
εανµρ p

ρ
γ

+ cHW̃
4iev
Λ2 εανµρ

(
pγ + p1 + p2

)ρ
.

(3.4.2)

The contribution to this vertex arising from the OHW operator is exactly the same as

the structure of the SM WWγ vertex. For this operator the SM and EFT diagrams

differ only by the additional W t-channel propagator in the SM. The resulting

three point V V h interaction from the OHW operator has additional momentum

enhancement due to derivatives in the Wµν field strength tensors. The WWh vertex

resulting from this operator and its CP-odd counterpart has the structure [30],

+ cHW
4iev
Λ2

(
pν1p

µ
2 − gµν p1 · p2

)
+ cHW̃

4iev
Λ2 εµνρδ p

ρ
1p
δ
2.

(3.4.3)

The OHWB and OHW̃B operators only contribute to hZγ, hγγ and ZZh interactions.

These vertices do not allow for the photon in our process to be radiated from the

t-channel propagator. Their contribution will therefore be suppressed by the jet-

photon separation cut.

We generate events for the contributions of these operators to the signal with the

SMEFTsim implementation [47] of the Warsaw basis with MadGraph [25], neglecting

dimension six squared terms. After applying the same cuts as for the SM signal we

parametrise the WBF hγ cross section as

σ
(LO)
SM+EFT

σ
(LO)
SM

∣∣∣∣∣∣
cuts

− 1 =10−3 ·


(

1 TeV
Λ

)2 [
− 44 cHW − 240 cHWB

]

+
(

1 TeV
Λ

)4 [
83 c2

HW + 23 c2
HWB + 80 c2

HW̃ + 8 c2
HW̃B

] .
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Figure 3.6: Distribution of the CP angle ζ in the SM and including
the interference with the EFT.

Here we have shown the dimension squared terms although they are generally neg-

lected elsewhere in our analysis. The CP-odd contributions to the cross section

cancel out at the level of interference with the SM. However, their effects can still

be observed through angular distributions of final state particles.

3.4.2 CP structure of the EFT and observable

consequences

CP violation can only be detected without ambiguity through CP-odd observables.

These can be constructed from scalar and triple products of the momenta of final

state particles. As we have four particles in our final state, we scan over possible

combinations and find the best sensitivity with the combination,

ζ =
~pγ · (~pj2 × ~pbb)
|~pγ||~pj2||~pbb|

, (3.4.4)

where ~pγ is the momentum of the photon, ~pj2 is the momentum of the second pT -

ordered tagging jet and ~pbb is the momentum of the Higgs boson reconstructed from

the two b-jets.

For CP-odd operators this quantity should exhibit an asymmetry between the number



56
Chapter 3. Constraining SMEFT operators with associated hγ

production in WBF

of positive sign events, N
ζ

+ and the number of negative sign events, N
ζ
− . This is

shown in fig. 3.6 where we compare the distribution of ζ for the CP-even SM and

the CP-odd EFT. Here we have chosen rather large values of the Wilson coefficients

for illustrative purposes. We can see the SM distribution is symmetric, whereas the

EFT clearly introduces an asymmetry.

There is no contribution to the total cross section from the interference of the CP-odd

operators with the SM. It is therefore convenient to study a normalised asymmetry

between negative and positive events, rather than looking at N
ζ

+ and N
ζ
− directly.

We define the asymmetry as,

Aζ =
N+
ζ −N−ζ

N+
ζ +N−ζ

, ASM
ζ = 0. (3.4.5)

After the baseline cuts in eqs. (3.2.4) to (3.2.9) this asymmetry can be parametrised

in terms of the Wilson coefficients as,

Aζ = 10−3 ·
(

1TeV
Λ

)2

·
[
− 39 cHW̃ + 12 cHW̃B

]
. (3.4.6)

In this parametrisation we neglect the dimension six squared terms for the CP-odd

operators. These would modify the above numbers by less than 10% for O(1) Wilson

coefficients.

Considering only statistical uncertainties, we are able to constrain the Wilson coeffi-

cients cHW̃ and cHW̃B to,

cHW̃
Λ2 <

1.1
TeV2

cHW̃B

Λ2 <
3.6

TeV2 at 95% CL. (3.4.7)

The magnitude of the asymmetry, Aζ , depends on the kinematic region. This is

due to the fact that the relative contributions of particular diagrams are enhanced

in certain regions. Therefore, the cuts that we impose on the final state can have

an effect on the asymmetry. In fig. 3.7 we show how Aζ varies with the cut on

the invariant mass of the Higgs-photon pair, mbbγ. The more drastic the cut, the

greater the asymmetry. However, from the lower panel, we can see the drop in the

cross section as the cut on mbbγ is increased. There is therefore a trade off between
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Figure 3.7: Dependence of the asymmetry Aζ on a cut on the in-
variant mass of the Higgs-photon pair mbbγ > mcut

bbγ.
The shaded band represents the statistical uncertainty
on the asymmetry assuming an integrated luminosity
of 3 ab−1. The asterisk highlights the optimal cut on
the invariant mass for the given Wilson coefficient. In
the lower panel we show the distribution of the cross
section as a function of the mbbγ invariant mass.

selecting a signal region with a large asymmetry whilst still remaining inclusive

enough to reduce statistical uncertainties.

If we assume an optimal cut on the invariant mass of the Higgs-photon pair we can

improve the limits in eq. (3.4.7) to ,

cHW̃
Λ2 <

1.1
TeV2

cHW̃B

Λ2 <
3.1

TeV2 at 95% CL. (3.4.8)

The current best constraints on the Wilson coefficients cHW̃ and cHW̃B come from

observables in WBF and the Higgs decay h → ZZ → 4l respectively [71]. These

are quoted as | cHW̃
Λ2 | < 1.2

TeV2 and | cHW̃B

Λ2 | < 1.5
TeV2 for an integrated luminosity of 3

ab−1. In comparing these constraints we note that our analysis did not include

systematic errors, which we assume are larger for our process than for WBF without
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the additional photon. Nevertheless, this shows that a combination of the WBF hγ

signal with other processes probing the same dimension-six Wilson coefficients is

useful in testing the underlying paradigms of the EFT and may resolve degeneracies

in global fits.

3.5 Conclusions and outlook

In this chapter we studied WBF Higgs production with an associated photon. This

channel is interesting as it probes the b-yukawa coupling in weak boson fusion, with

the additional photon supressing the otherwise dominant QCD background. Using

a cut-and-count analysis we find the 95% CL limit on the signal strength, µ < 1.1

for Lint = 30.6 fb−1. The five-particle final state of this signature means that this

process is a prime candidate for the use of multivariate techniques. Using a BDT we

find an improved limit on the signal strength of µ < 0.8 at 95% CL for Lint = 30.6

fb−1. At the HL-LHC we find the limit µ < 0.1 at 95% CL. In the calculation of

these limits we have assumed negligible systematic uncertainties. However, at high

luminosities these may well become relevant. Assuming a systematic uncertainty of

50% on the background, we find the limit at the HL-LHC full luminosity of 3 ab−1

worsens to µ < 0.15 at 95% CL.

We additionally investigated the sensitivity of the WBF hγ channel to Beyond the

Standard Model couplings in the dimension-six SMEFT framework. In particular, we

focused on the CP-odd operators OHW̃ and OHW̃B in the Warsaw basis. To constrain

the Wilson coefficients of these operators we constructed a CP-sensitive observable

from scalar and triple products of momenta of final state particles. We defined an

asymmetry in this variable which we used to extract the limits, cHW̃
Λ2 < 1.1

TeV2 and
cHW̃B

Λ2 < 3.6
TeV2 at 95% CL for the luminosity of the full HL-LHC dataset of 3 ab−1,

where we have assumed dominant statistical uncertainty. We find these limits to

be comparable to those placed in [71] in a global fit of the Higgs sector including

WBF without the additional photon. Therefore, including the WBF hγ signature
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in global fits provides an independent test of the paradigms underlying the EFT.





Chapter 4

Constraining CP violating

operators in Triple Gauge

Couplings

4.1 Introduction

The non-Abelian structure of the SU(2)L symmetry group leads to the triple and

quartic self-couplings of the gauge bosons. These can be probed at colliders through

diboson production. In this chapter we study the CP-odd charged anomalous triple

gauge couplings (aTGCs) that contribute to the WWZ and WWγ vertices. Again

we will use the framework of dimension-six operators in the SMEFT [90–94]. In

particular, we look at constraints on the CP-odd Wilson coefficients coming from the

measurement of, WW → ll′νν [95], WZ → l+l−l±ν [96], Wγ → l±νγ [97], Zjj →

l+l−jj [98] and Wjj → lνjj [99] production. Constraints on these operators have

been previously placed using Higgs [1, 69–73] and diboson [74–77, 100] production,

as well as vector boson scattering [101]. The same set of processes as listed above

is used in [102]. Our analysis differs from theirs in the use of asymmetries instead

of full differential distributions. This has the benefit of reducing theoretical and

experimental systematic errors, which cancel in the normalised asymmetry. Our



62
Chapter 4. Constraining CP violating operators in Triple Gauge

Couplings

SM and BSM events are simulated with SHERPA and therefore provide independent

confirmation of the results found in [102]. They also serve to test the validity of the

SHERPA implementation of this sector.

Additionally, we study the interactions of neutral gauge bosons, ZZγ, ZZZ and

Zγγ in the processes, ZZ → 4l, 2l2ν [103, 104] and Zγ → 2lγ, 2νγ [105, 106]. These

couplings do not exist in the SM and are only introduced at dimension-8 in the

SMEFT [107]. Furthermore, the squared neutral aTGCs dominate over the linear due

to the polarization suppression of the SM interference [75,108,109]. This complicates

the interpretation of neutral aTGCs in the dimension-8 SMEFT. Therefore, we

instead use the most general parametrization of neutral aTGC’s given in [110] to

investigate CP-odd BSM effects. As the squared couplings are the most important,

rather than constructing an asymmetry, we constrain these effects in the high-pT

regime.

4.2 Charged aTGCs

Couplings between three gauge bosons exist in the Standard Model. However,

higher dimensional operators of the SMEFT produce deviations from the couplings

predicted by the SM. In diboson production the OW̃ and OHW̃B operators introduce

the possibility for CP violation through their modification of the WWγ and WWZ

interactions. Their effects can be described by the effective Lagrangian,

LEFT = LSM + cW̃
Λ2OW̃ + cHW̃B

Λ2 OHW̃B. (4.2.1)

In this study we look at WW, WZ, Wγ and VBF Zjj and Wjj production channels

at the LHC, to constrain the cW̃ and cHW̃B Wilson coefficients. For each channel,

i, we define an angle, ζi, from triple products of final state momenta. For the CP

violating operators OW̃ and OHW̃B, the differential distributions of the angle exhibit

modulations. An example is shown in fig. 4.1 for the ∆φjj distribution in Zjj

production. We can see from this plot that the modulation over the distribution
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Figure 4.1: ∆φjj distribution for the Zjj analysis.

varies above and below the SM for positive and negative values of ∆φjj. Therefore,

by simply counting the difference between positive and negative sign events, as we

do with our asymmetry definition in chapter 3, it is possible we could loose some

sensitivity. Instead, we divide each of the ∆φ distributions into pairs of bins with

bin boundaries ±[0, 1
4 ,

1
2 ,

3
4 ,

7
8 ,

15
16 , 1] · π. From these we construct the asymmetries,

Aij, which compare the difference in positive and negative sign events between each

bin pair. For example, we compare the number of events in bin [−π
4 , 0] with those

in bin [0, π4 ]. The asymmetry for a certain bin, j, in a given channel,i, is given by,

Aij = Ni,−j −Ni,+j

Ni,−j +Ni,+j
,

i = WW, WZ, Wγ, Zjj, Wjj, j = 1, . . . , 6 ,
(4.2.2)

and is defined such that it vanishes for the CP-even SM and SM background.

In fig. 4.2 we show the asymmetry for the most relevant bins of the ∆φ distribution

for Zjj and Wγ production. We can see that for the Zjj distribution we get large

asymmetries with larger uncertainties, compared to Wγ, in which the asymmetries

and their uncertainties are smaller. In using bin-wise asymmetries, the statistical

uncertainty is increased compared to the global asymmetry (as shown in fig. 4.2).

However, the magnitude of the asymmetry also increases, allowing us to trade off

better statistics for larger generated asymmetries in a constrained phase-space region.
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Figure 4.2: Dominant bin-wise asymmetries as defined in Eq. (4.2.2) for
the Zjj (top) and the Wγ (bottom) channels. The shaded
bands show the 2σ uncertainty on the asymmetry from statistics
and background subtraction. The channels shown result in the
strongest bounds on cW̃ and cHW̃B respectively. The global
asymmetry is defined using the full ∆φ phase space.

An advantage of asymmetries is that by taking a ratio of events, the systematic

uncertainties largely cancel. Therefore, the limits are determined by statistical un-

certainties and we do not consider systematic uncertainties. The only exception from

this is the error from background subtraction, which can be relevant for processes

with a small signal to background ratio. For channels with S/B < 1 we take the

background subtraction uncertainty to be, σbkg
Aij

=
√
Nbkg
ij /N sig

ij . For the WZ, Wγ
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and WW processes, S/B > 1 and the inclusion of σbkg affects the limits by less than

3%, 12% and 20% respectively.

4.2.1 Process simulation

Events are generated at leading order with SHERPA-2.2.10 [26] with the default

NNPDF30_nnlo_as_0118 parton distribution function [81] from LHAPDF 6.2.1 [82];

matrix elements are calculated with COMIX [83] and parton showered with CSS [84].

QED corrections are effected through a YFS soft-photon resummation [111, 112].

For multi-parton interactions, hadronisation, and subsequent hadron decays we use

the SHERPA default settings. EFT contributions are generated using the SMEFTsim

model [47] in SHERPA through its UFO [113] interface [114]. We consider the inter-

ference of the SM with the dimension-six operator only and neglect contributions

from the dimension-six squared terms.

For each of these channels we normalise the cross section for the SM to the cross

section observed in experiment and assume the same normalisation factor for the

EFT contribution. In order to take into account detector effects, for each channel

we multiply by a flat efficiency calculated from the ratio of the number of predicted

events to the predicted cross section, εdet = Nevents/(σpredLint). In the following we

give the specific details for each process.

WW production

For WW production, we consider an asymmetry in the sine of the difference of

the azimuthal angles φ of the two final state leptons ordered by their pseudorapid-

ity, ζWW = ∆φ``. We make use of the existing Rivet [86] analysis to reproduce the

experimental cuts and normalize the Sherpa cross section to the measured value

of σfid,EW = 379.1 ± 27.1 fb [95]. The detector efficiency is deduced from the dif-

ference between the predicted cross section and the predicted number of events
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εdet = 0.61. Since the signal-over-background ratio S/B > 1, we can safely neglect

the uncertainty from background subtraction.

WZ production

For WZ production, the CP-sensitive observable considered is ζWZ = ∆φZ`′ , where

`′ denotes the lepton from the decay of theW boson and Z denotes the reconstructed

Z boson from the same-flavor-opposite-sign lepton pair. We normalize the SHERPA

cross section to the measured value of σfid,EW = 254.7± 11.5 fb [96] and assume a

detector efficiency of εdet = 0.52. Since the signal-over-background ratio S/B > 1,

we can safely neglect the background contributions.

Wγ production

ForWγ production in the `νγ final state we define the CP-sensitive observable ζWγ =

∆φγ`, where ` and γ denote the lepton from the W boson decay and of the photon,

respectively. CMS has performed an analysis for Wγ production at 13 TeV for an

integrated luminosity of L = 127.1 fb−1 [97]. Including the decay of the W boson,

the analysis has measured a cross section of σfid = (3.32±0.16) pb. We implemented

the experimental cuts in Rivet and normalized the cross section after cuts to this

value. From the expected number of signal events and the expected cross section,

we deduce a detector efficiency of εdet = 0.59. For Wγ production, the signal-over-

background ratio after cuts is S/B ∼ 0.54 and we therefore explicitly take the

uncertainty from background subtraction into consideration. Since the dominant

background contributions arise from experimental effects such as nonprompt leptons

and photons and e-induced photons, it is difficult to estimate their shape. For this

reason, we assume the background shape to closely follow the signal shape in ∆φγ`.
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Zjj production

In vector boson fusion Zjj production, CP violation in the ZWW and γWW

couplings causes modulations in the ∆φjj distribution of the η-ordered jets, see

Fig. 4.1. We normalize the SHERPA cross section to the measured value of σfid,EW =

37.4 ± 6.5 fb [98] and take into account a factor of εdet = 0.85 for detector effects.

Since S/B ∼ 0.59, we consider the uncertainty from background subtraction using

the ∆φjj distribution for the background as given in the experimental reference.

Wjj production

For VBF Wjj production, we again base our analysis on the ∆φjj distribution of

the η-ordered jets. On top of the baseline selection used in [99], we apply a stricter

cut on the invariant mass of the tagging jets mjj > 1100 GeV, resulting in a signal-

over-background ratio of S/B ∼ 0.13. For the background, we have generated the

dominant QCD Wjj contribution with SHERPA to obtain the shape. We normalize

the event numbers to match the predicted number of total signal and background

events in [99] rescaled by the luminosity.

4.2.2 Combined constraints

We combine the constraints on the Wilson coefficients from measurements of the

WW , WZ, Wγ, Zjj and Wjj channels in a χ2 analysis. Since systematic un-

certainties cancel out in our observables, we do not need to consider correlations

between uncertainties of the different channels and directly calculate the χ2 from

the differential asymmetries Aij via

χ2 =
∑
i,j

(Aij − 0.)2

σ2
Aij

, i = WW, WZ, Wγ, Zjj, Wjj, j = 1, . . . , 6 , (4.2.3)

where σAij denotes the combined statistical uncertainty from signal and background

on the asymmetry in bin j of channel i. The number of expected events is greater

than 20 for all bins so we can assume they follow a Gaussian distribution.
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Figure 4.3: Constraints on Wilson coefficients at the 95% CL from
WW , Zjj,Wjj andWγ production for Lint = 139 fb−1

(top) and Lint = 3000 fb−1 (bottom). The limits from
WZ production are too weak to be shown in these plots.

In fig. 4.3 we present our results for the constraints on Wilson coefficients, cHW̃B

and cW̃ , expected for the LHC Run II at Lint = 139 fb−1 and for the HL-LHC at

Lint = 3000 fb−1. We show the limits coming from individual processes as well as

their combination. The strongest constraint on the cW̃ operator comes from Wjj,

whereas for cW̃ the tightest limit is from Wγ production. Our results approximately

agree with those in [102]. There are slight differences due to the inclusion of detector

efficiencies. Note that we have the ability to use an existing 13 TeV analysis and

therefore do not have to make any assumptions for the implemented cuts. This leads
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to a factor 10 decrease in the cross section in our analysis compared to the reference.

We find the expected limit on the CP-odd Wilson coefficient cHW̃B/Λ2 < 0.04 TeV−2

at L = 3000 fb−1. This improves upon the expected limits of cHW̃B/Λ2 < 3.1 TeV−2

we found in chapter 3 using Higgs production in WBF with an additional photon,

as well as the limit cHW̃B/Λ2 < 1.5 TeV−2 from standard Higgs processes [71].

The Wilson coefficient cW̃ is constrained in our analysis to cW̃/Λ2 < 0.02 TeV−1 at

L = 3000 fb−1. Comparable expected limits at the HL-LHC can be found with

diboson processes and vector boson scattering [101], where distributions at high-pT

are used rather than a genuine CP-odd observable.

4.3 Neutral aTGCs

Neutral triple-gauge couplings do not exist in the Standard Model. Thus, their

observation in an experiment would be a clear hint of physics Beyond the SM [115].

Neutral TGCs are also absent in the SMEFT up to dimension-six and are only

introduced at dimension-eight. Additionally, the linear interference of the EFT with

the SM is suppressed due to the allowed polarizations of the gauge bosons and the

squared terms dominate. This complicates the interpretation of neutral aTGCs in

the SMEFT. In this analysis we instead rely on the most general parametrization of

neutral TGCs in ZZ and Zγ production given by [110],

L = LSM + e

M2
Z

[
− [fγ4 (∂µF µβ) + fZ4 (∂µZµβ)]Zα(∂αZβ)

+ [fγ5 (∂σFσµ) + fZ5 (∂σZσµ)]Z̃µβZβ

− [hγ1 (∂σFσµ) + hZ1 (∂σZσµ)]ZβF µβ

− [hγ3 (∂σF σρ) + hZ3 (∂σZσρ)]ZαF̃ρα

− 1
M2

Z

{
hγ2 [∂α∂β∂ρFρµ] + hZ2 [∂α∂β(�+M2

Z)Zµ]
}
ZαF µβ

+ 1
2M2

Z

{
hγ4 [� ∂σF ρα] + hZ4 [(�+M2

Z)∂σZρα]
}
ZσF̃ρα

]
,

(4.3.1)
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where Z̃µν = 1
2εµνσρZ

σρ with Zµν = ∂µZν − ∂νZµ. Here the fV4 , hV1 and hV2 coupling

parameters are CP-odd and fV5 , hV3 and hV4 are CP-even and in the SM hi = fi = 0

at tree level.

As we can only constrain these anomalous couplings in a regime where the squared

terms dominate, the bounds on these parameters come primarily from the cross sec-

tion of high-pT bins rather than from CP asymmetries [75,108,109]. This also means

that we expect similar limits for both CP conserving and CP violating parameters.

For our analysis of neutral triple gauge couplings, we generate events at leading

order with the SM+AGC package in SHERPA-2.2.1 as well as with a UFO model

[114,116,117]. This simulation includes the supressed contribution from the linear

interference with the SM as well as the quadratic.

4.3.1 ZZ production

We study the interaction of neutral gauge bosons in ZZ production with the leptonic

decay to 4l [103] and 2l2ν [104]. The measured experimental cross sections in the

fiducial regions for these processes are σ4l = (46.2 ± 2.4) fb [103] and σ2l2ν =

(25.4 ± 1.7) fb [104]. With these processes we place constraints on neutral TGCs

using the pllT distribution. In order to be able to compare with published data, we

use the same binning for this distribution as the experimental collaborations. For

the 4l decay mode we use the two leptons coming from the leading reconstructed Z

boson.

In our event generation we include both the gg and qq initial states at leading order.

However, we only consider the effect on neutral TGCs for the qq initial state which

accounts for 90% of the events. The NNLO QCD and NLO EW corrections for qq

are accounted for with bin-wise k-factors which we assume to be the same for both

SM and BSM. We calculate the k-factor from the ratio of leading order results to

the most precise SHERPA prediction available. For the gg contribution we include a

relative k-factor of 1.67. For the 4l final state, we account for detector inefficiencies
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with a bin-by-bin factor, εdet, which is deduced from the ratio of the expected number

of events to the expected cross section. This ranges from 0.57 to 0.69. For the 2l2ν

process we include a flat detector efficiency εdet = 0.57. The total number of events

in the ith bin is thus given by, NSHERPA
i = N qq

i +N gg
i = εdet,iLint(σqq,NLO

i + 1.67σggi ).

We perform a χ2 analysis on each bin in the pllT distribution for 4l and 2l2ν final

states,

χ2 =
∑
i

= (Ndata
i −Npred

i )2

Ndata
i + (σsyst

i )2 , (4.3.2)

where Ndata
i and Npred

i are the number of observed and predicted events in each bin

respectively, and σsyst
i is the systematic error for each bin. For both channels the

dominant constraints come from the highest pllT bin, which is pllT ∈ [555, 3000] GeV

for 4l and pllT ∈ [350, 1000] GeV for 2l2ν.

We validate our analysis by checking that we can reproduce the limits on the coupling,

fVi , at Lint = 36.1 fb−1, found by the experimental collaborations [103, 104]. We

agree with their constraints to within 15%. This discrepancy can be explained by the

use of different Monte Carlo event generators and the fact that we only have access

to the global detector efficiency for the 2l2ν final state, rather than the bin-by-bin

factors.

Combining the 4l and 2l2ν final states of ZZ production we find limits on the

CP-odd neutral aTGCs of,

|fγ4 | < 7.2× 10−4, |fZ4 | < 6.1× 10−4 (4.3.3)

at the 95% CL for Lint = 3000 fb−1. Here we have constrained one parameter at a

time. The predicted limits at various luminosities are given in table 4.1. At higher

luminosities the statistical error will decrease and the error on the final bin will be

dominated by systematics. To give an idea of how the limits will be affected by the

reduction in systematic uncertainties between 36.1 fb−1 and 3000 fb−1, in table 4.1

we show the limits for Lint assuming the systematic uncertainty were to reduce by a

factor two.



72
Chapter 4. Constraining CP violating operators in Triple Gauge

Couplings

lumi [fb−1] |fγ4 | × 104 |fZ4 | × 104

139 11. 9.1
300 9.1 7.7
3000 7.2 6.1
300 (σsyst/2) 8.2 7.0
3000 (σsyst/2) 5.3 4.5

Table 4.1: Expected limits on nTGCs for the combination of the ZZ →
4` and ZZ → 2`2ν analyses at different luminosities. The
limits on the parameters fV5 which lead to CP-conserving
interactions are equivalent to those on their CP-violating
counterparts. In the two bottom rows, we present the limits
assuming that the relative systematic uncertainties in each
bin have been halved with respect to the value quoted by the
experimental collaborations at 36.1 fb−1.

At Lint = 3000 fb−1, our combined limits approximately agree with those forecast by

CMS for LHC-RunII in the 4l final state [118]. This analysis draws most of its sensit-

ivity from the final overflow bin mZZ > 1300 GeV. If we were to include an overflow

bin instead of using fixed binning, our limit would tighten by roughly 20%. However,

the inclusion of an overflow bin could lead to potential issues when translating the

limits to other frameworks such as EFTs. Furthermore, by constraining the final

bin we ensure that our events lie in a kinematic regime in which the detector is well

understood.

4.3.2 Zγ production

We study Zγ production with leptonic 2lγ [105] and 2νγ [106] final states. By

analysing the ET,γ distribution in these channels we can place constraints on the

CP-odd couplings hV1 and hV2 . The inclusive cross section for the 2lγ final state is

measured in [105] as σ2lγ = (1065.4± 23.5) fb. The 2νγ analysis vetoes additional

jets and measures the cross section as σ2νγ = (52.4± 4.8) fb [106]. In our analysis

we assume flat detector efficiencies for the 2lγ and 2νγ final states of εdet = 0.54

and εdet = 0.89 respectively. As for ZZ production we include a bin-by-bin k-factor

for NNLO QCD and NLO EW corrections. This is obtained by rescaling to the
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lumi [fb−1] 104 |hγ1 | 104 |hZ1 | 107 |hγ2 | 107 |hZ2 |

139 3.6 3.2 8.1 8.1
300 3.2 2.9 7.3 7.2
3000 2.7 2.4 6.1 6.1
300 (σsyst/2) 2.7 2.4 6.1 6.1
3000 (σsyst/2) 2.0 1.8 4.5 4.4

Table 4.2: Expected limits on nTGCs for the combination of the
Zγ → 2`γ and Zγ → 2νγ analyses at different lumin-
osities. In the two bottom rows, we present the limits
assuming that the relative systematic uncertainties in
each bin have been halved with respect to the value
quoted by the experimental collaborations.

predictions in [105,106]. We use the same binning as the experimental references for

each final state, the only difference being we use a constrained final bin as opposed

to an overflow.

We again use a χ2 analysis to obtain constraints on the anomalous couplings given

by eq. (4.3.2). We find the final bins of ET,γ ∈ [500, 1200] GeV for 2lγ and ET,γ ∈

[600, 1100] GeV for 2νγ, provide the best sensitivity to neutral TGCs. We explicitly

check that we can reproduce the expected limits for the 2lγ final state at Lint = 36.1

fb−1 [106] when we include the overflow bin.

Combining both final states we obtain one-parameter limits at 95% CL for Lint =

3000 fb−1 of,

|hγ1 | < 2.7× 10−4, |hZ1 | < 2.4× 10−4,

|hγ2 | < 6.1× 10−7, |hZ2 | < 6.1× 10−7,

(4.3.4)

for the CP-odd aTGCs. Here we have assumed the same relative systematic errors as

given in the experimental references at 36.1 fb−1 and 139 fb−1. We also present the

limits for different luminosities in table 4.2, where we again additionally display the

Lint limit assuming the systematic uncertainty is halved. As the limits are expected

to be roughly the same for the CP-even TGCs we do not present them explicitly

here.

If we include an overflow bin, the limits on hV1 reduce by roughly 20%. However,
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for the hV2 coupling they are approximately halved. This implies that great care

is needed when translating limits from analyses with overflow bins into the EFT

framework.

4.4 Conclusions and outlook

In this chapter we have studied constraints on anomalous triple gauge couplings.

We analysed limits on charged aTGCs coming from WW → ll′νν, WZ → l+l−l±ν,

Wγ → l±νγ, Zjj → l+l−jj and Wjj → lνjj production. This was done in

the dimension-six SMEFT framework. We studied the CP violating cHW̃B and

cW̃ Wilson coefficients which modify the WWγ and WWZ interactions in diboson

production. Using CP-asymmetries and marginalising over the other coefficient,

we find constraints of |cHW̃B|/Λ2 < 0.04 TeV−2 and |cW̃ |/Λ2 < 0.02 TeV−2 at

Lint = 3000 fb−1 . We find the strongest limits come from Wγ, Wjj and Zjj

production processes. The limit presented here for cHW̃B improves upon that found

in chapter 3 and from standard Higgs production processes. The inclusion of diboson

data along with Higgs and vector boson scattering would therefore be advantageous

in placing combined constraints on CP violating operators.

We analysed neutral anomalous triple gauge couplings, which are absent from the

Standard Model. Their observation would thus be a clear sign of new physics. We

constrained neutral aTGCs in ZZ and Zγ production using the general paramet-

erisation given in [110]. As the squared coupling terms are dominant, we use the

differential pllT and ET,γ distributions of ZZ → 2l2ν, 4l and Zγ → 2lγ, 2νγ respect-

ively, rather than a CP-sensitive observable. The dominant limits come from the

final bins on of these distributions, which in our analysis have a defined upper limit.

Combining the two final states of ZZ production, we find one-parameter bounds on

the fγ4 and fZ4 couplings of fγ4 < 7.2×10−4 and fZ4 < 6.1×10−4 for Lint = 3000 fb−1.

For Zγ, combining the 2lγ and 2νγ channels, we find limits on the CP-odd couplings

|hγ1 | < 2.7× 10−4, |hZ1 | < 2.4× 10−4, |hγ2 | < 6.1× 10−7, and |hZ2 | < 6.1× 10−7. When
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an overflow bin above 1 TeV was included, the limits on hV2 were found to tighten

significantly. This should be taken into account when translating these limits to an

EFT framework.

To summarise, in this chapter we have examined the limits that can be placed on

anomalous triple gauge couplings with diboson production at future runs of the LHC.

This is important as it will allow us to constrain additional sources of CP-violation

needed to explain the baryon asymmetry observed in our universe.
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Machine Learning





Chapter 5

Machine Learning in High Energy

Physics

Many different machine learning methods have a vast number of uses in high-energy

particle physics. In this chapter we introduce the two methods used in this thesis:

neural networks and decision trees. Machine learning tasks are generally split into

regression and classification, although both algorithms can perform either of these

tasks. Here we will focus on using neural networks (NN) for regression and decision

trees for classification.

Generally in a machine learning task we have a set of data with some features

and a target variable which we want to predict. In particle physics, features of

the data could be the 4-momenta of particles in a process at the LHC, or a set

of experimental observables. This data is usually then randomly shuffled and split

into training, validation and test sets. The validation set is necessary to check the

performance of different algorithms and to tune hyperparameters. Furthermore,

the use of a validation set can help prevent overfitting. This is when the model

does not generalise well from the training data to unseen data. By monitoring the

performance of the validation and training sets simultaneously we can determine

when overfitting is occurring. The validation data is independent of the test set,

which is used to evaluate the final performance of an algorithm without feeding back



80 Chapter 5. Machine Learning in High Energy Physics

into its optimisation. The training data is used to update the parameters of an

algorithm in order to accurately reproduce the target variable. We shall see how

this is done for neural networks and decision trees in the following sections.

5.1 Neural Networks

Artificial neural networks are a popular machine learning technique. They are

particularly powerful due to their ability to represent non-linear functions. There are

different types of neural network architectures and learning methods. In this section

we will focus on supervised learning with fully connected feedforward networks as

this will be most relevant for chapter 6.

The core element of a neural network is the neuron, also referred to as the perceptron.

This receives a set of input variables, x = (x1, ..., xN), and returns a function of their

weighted sum,

f(x) = a

(
N∑
i=0

wixi

)
, (5.1.1)

where a(z) is the activation function, included to break the linearity of the node,

and x0 = 1 such that w0 · x0 gives a constant bias term.

Most neural networks consist of many perceptrons grouped together in layers, where

each layer is a function of the layer before, as shown in fig. 5.1. The input x is fed in

and information flows forwards through each layer, known as forward propagation.

We want to adjust the weights such that the output of the network is as close to the

original data as possible. We therefore introduce a measure to be optimised called

the loss function. For regression tasks this is commonly taken as the mean squared

error,

LMSE = 1
N

N∑
i=1

(yi − f(xi))2 . (5.1.2)
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Figure 5.1: Schematic of the architecture of a densely connected
neural network constructed of three hidden layers, four
input nodes and one output.

In principle, the loss function is a function of all the parameters of the network. In

order to evaluate its gradient with respect to the parameters, an algorithm called

back propagation is used. The gradient is then used to update the weights,

wt+1 = wt + η∇wL(wt), (5.1.3)

where η is known as the learning rate.

In practice, computing the gradient exactly over the entire training set is very

computationally expensive. Instead, it is common to split the training data into

batches and evaluate the gradient over only one subset at a time in order to update

the weights. This is done iteratively with each pass of the entire training set through

the network referred to as an epoch.

In addition to the weights of the neural network, there are several other parameters of

its architecture that can be tuned; the number of neurons per layer and the number of

layers, the activation function a of the neurons, and the learning rate η. Additionally,

the batch size and number of epochs for which to train the network can also be
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optimised. These are known as hyperparameters and typically need to be determined

by experimentation or by iterating over combinations in a hyperparameter fit. The

same activation function tends to be used across all neurons in the same layer and

across the hidden layers. Although the learning rate can be tuned, having a constant

learning rate over the training is disadvantageous. As the network converges to a

global minima of the loss function, too large a learning-rate can cause it to overshoot.

This is mitigated by the use of adaptive learning-rate algorithms that change the

rate dynamically over the course of training.

In chapter 6 we investigate the ability of neural networks to learn next-to-leading

order electroweak corrections in W + jet production. These are essential to include

as they have a measurable effect in the same regions of phase space used to probe

new physics effects, however they can be computationally expensive to calculate.

5.2 Decision Trees

The decision tree algorithm is a supervised learning algorithm used for classification

and regression. It predicts the value of a target based on a set of learnt decision

rules using the input features. One of their uses in particle physics is the separation

of signal and background events.

Decision trees are made up of nodes and leaves. At each node the optimal cut on

each data feature, that best splits the data into the target categories, is found. In

order to quantify the purity of a data sample we can define the entropy as

E = −
N∑
i=1

pilog2pi, (5.2.1)

where N is the number of target categories and pi is the probability of randomly

selecting category i. The information gain is then given by the difference between

the entropy of the initial node and the average entropy of the new data samples after

the split. The feature which gives the maximum information gain is then used to

divide the data into further nodes.
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HT >  HT,cut GeV
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fail pass

fail

fail fail

failpass

pass pass

pass

B

B S

S

Figure 5.2: Schematic of a decision tree separating signal, S, and
background, B, events using different observables as
features. The ovals indicate nodes and the diamonds
represent leaves.

This is done iteratively until the purity of the node exceeds a certain value and it

becomes a leaf, meaning this node gives the final classification. Additionally, if the

separation cannot be improved by a cut on any of the features then the node is

turned into a leaf. A schematic depiction of a decision tree separating signal and

background events with cuts on observables is shown in fig. 5.2.

One of the advantages of decision trees is that they are very easy to interpret. How-

ever, they are weak learners and are prone to overfitting to the training data. Their

performance can be enhanced using ensemble methods. The aim of ensemble meth-

ods is to combine the predictions of several models to improve the generalizability

and robustness of the prediction. There are two main groups of ensemble methods

for decision trees: averaging and boosting.
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5.2.1 Averaging methods

In averaging methods such as bagging and random forests [119], several decision

trees are built independently and their predictions are then averaged. In bagging

algorithms several decision trees are trained using randomly sampled subsets of the

training data. Their individual predictions are then aggregated to form the final

prediction. This reduces overtraining as no one model is trained on all of the data.

There are various bagging methods that can be used which differ in the way they

sample the data.

In random forests the training data used to train each tree is sampled with replace-

ment. Additionally, another source of randomness is introduced, as at each node a

random subset of features is used to determine the best split. This helps decorrelate

the individual trees in the ensemble and further reduces the chance of the model

overfitting.

5.2.2 Boosting methods

Boosting methods combine several trees sequentially. For each tree in the sequence

the data points are weighted based on the performance of the tree before. If a subset

of data points are poorly predicted by the previous model then they are given higher

weighting when training the next tree. Therefore, each subsequent model that is

trained is forced to concentrate on the data samples that are difficult to predict.

The boosting procedure can be optimised using gradient boosting algorithms. Simil-

arly to neural networks, the objective is to minimise a loss function of the model, in

this case by adding decision trees and using gradient descent. In this procedure the

parameters of the added tree are modified so as to minimise the loss function.

For example, in chapter 4 we used a boosted decision tree classifier to separate

signal and background events to enhance sensitivity to the Higgs boson coupling

to b-quarks in weak boson fusion with an associated photon, and find it to clearly

outperform a traditional cut-and-count analysis.
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Learning virtual corrections

6.1 Introduction

As we are able to probe processes at the LHC with increasing precision, it is essential

for the accuracy of theoretical predictions to match experimental uncertainties. One

of the key processes at the LHC isW+jets production. This is a background to many

searches for BSM physics and therefore needs to be well constrained. Furthermore,

due to its clean experimental signature and large cross section, W + jets processes

can be measured experimentally with a high precision. Therefore, the accuracy of

theoretical simulations is of great importance.

Next-to-leading QCD corrections for W + jets production have been calculated

in [120–136] for up to five associated jets. Electroweak (EW) corrections at NLO for

W +1 jet production have been calculated in [137–139]. Much work has been done to

automate the evaluation of NLO EW corrections within event generators. This has

been done within Madgraph5_aMC@NLO [140], with the loop generator RECOLA [141]

and also with OpenLoops interfaced with the SHERPA Monte Carlo event generator

for on- [142] an off-shell W bosons [143].

Electroweak corrections are particularly relevant at high energies, where they exper-

ience strong enhancement from so called Sudakov logarithms. In this region, NLO
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EW corrections are the dominant uncertainty and can reach up to the order of 10%.

An automated evaluation of Sudakov logarithms implemented in SHERPA is presented

in [144], which is valid in the high energy regime.

Due to large corrections to the differential Born cross sections for large values of

energy dependent observables, it is essential that NLO EW calculations are included

in theoretical predictions for W + jets processes in order to increase the sensitivity

to BSM effects. However, the computation time needed to calculate corrections can

be impractical, especially as the number of final state particles increases.

In this chapter we investigate the potential of neural networks to approximate the

ratio of the NLO EW correction to the Born process, referred to as the EW k-

factor. The application of neural networks to speed up the evaluation of production

cross sections has been shown in [145, 146]. Additionally in [147, 148] two different

NN based models are presented to approximate computationally expensive matrix

element calculations for the process e+e− → jets, for up to 5 jets. In [149] a NN

model for the evaluation of matrix elements for diphoton production via gluon fusion

is investigated and interfaced with the SHERPA.

We study W boson production with up to two associated jets. This includes the

uid̄i → Wg partonic process with W + 1jet and uid̄i → Wqq̄ and uid̄i → Wgg for

W+2 jets, where ui = (u, c) and di = (d, s). The other partonic channels are related

to these through permutations of initial and final state particles.

This chapter is organised as follows. In section 6.2 we detail the event generation

set up used, in section 6.3 we describe the neural network architecture and set-up

specifics used to perform the inference. We analyse the performance of our model

for each process in section 6.4 and summarise our conclusions in section 6.5.

6.2 Sherpa set up

We generate events for the 2→ 2 partonic channels; ud̄→ Wg, gd̄→ Wū, gū→ Wd

and ud̄ → eνe. We also look at the 2 → 3 channels; uu → Wdu, uū → Wdū and
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Figure 6.1: Example tree level diagram for the process ud̄→ Wqq̄
at O(e3)

ud̄→ Wgg as well as ud̄→ eνeg, gd̄→ eνeū and gū→ eνed and the 2→ 4 channels;

gg → eνedū, gu → eνegd, uu → eνedu, ud̄ → eνebb̄, ud̄ → eνeuū, ud̄ → eνedd̄,

ud̄ → eνess̄ and ud̄ → eνegg. We generate events for the LHC at 14 TeV with

SHERPA. Next-to-leading order QCD and EW contributions are implemented with

OpenLoops. For all processes we include a cut on the transverse mass of the final

partons of pT > 20 GeV and a cut on the separation between the final state partons

of ∆R > 0.4. We use the Gµ EW scheme and the mz renormalisation scheme.

An additional cut is applied to processes which involve four quarks. An example tree

level diagram for this process is shown in fig. 6.1. These diagrams contain an external

quark pair coupled to a W or Z boson propagator. This leads to a resonance when

the propagator momentum is equal to the square of the boson mass. Additionally,

we can have a process where the boson is on-shell and has a zero width, this results

in the invariant mass of the quark pair exhibiting a pole at M2
W,Z . In order to avoid

this divergence, for four quark processes we implement a cut on the invariant mass

of the external quarks of Mqq > 150 GeV.

We generate 1M events for each process. This dataset is then randomly shuffled and

split into a training, validation and test set with a ratio of 3:1:1. We explored the

performance of the network with different dataset sizes; however, it was found that

increasing the number of points beyond 1M gave little improvement compared to
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the large increase in generation and training time.

6.3 Neural network

Our neural network architecture consists of fully connected layers and is built using

Keras with a TensorFlow backend. For each process we input the 4-momenta of the

outgoing particles as well as the energy and z-component of the momenta of the

initial partons, thus the number of nodes of the input layer is 4nFS+4, where nFS is

the number of outgoing particles. The only exception is for the process ud̄ → eνe.

The NLO EW correction to this process has a more straightforward dependence on

the s and t Mandelstam invariants. Therefore we directly input log(s) and log(t) to

the network with two input nodes. For each process we scale each input variable

with standard scaling,

z = x− x̄
σ

, (6.3.1)

where, x is a variable with mean, x̄, and standard deviation, σ in the training

set. The validation and test set variables are then scaled with the same mean and

standard deviation.

The number of nodes of each hidden layer is determined by scanning over combina-

tions in a hyperparameter fit and is tuned for each process. For all processes, the

weights for each hidden layer are initialised with the Glorot uniform distribution.

We use the ReLU activation function,

a(x) = max(0, x) (6.3.2)

for each hidden layer and a linear activation function for the output layer.

The network is optimised using the Adam optimisation algorithm and for our loss

function we use the mean squared error (MSE),

LMSE = 1
N

N∑
i=1

(yi − f(xi))2 , (6.3.3)
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where N is the total number of training points, yi is the target variable, xi is the

vector of input features and f(xi) is the neural network prediction.

We train for a maximum of 1000 epochs. However, this is shortened in most cases by

using early stopping where we monitor the validation loss with a patience of 50 epochs.

Early stopping also helps prevent the model from overfitting. We additionally reduce

the learning rate by a factor of 0.5 when there is no improvement in the validation

loss over 20 epochs. This helps reduce the training time of the model. Furthermore,

reducing the learning rate when the improvement in the mean squared error stagnates

enables the model to reach a new minimum that may have been unobtainable with

a larger learning rate.

The neural network model is initialised with random weights. This means that

the model will be slightly different and therefore give different predictions each

time it is trained. Additionally, we train using mini-batches which are randomly

sampled from the full training dataset. It is unlikely that each time the training is

run the model will converge to the same minimum, we therefore run a ensemble of

ten models and aggregate their predictions. Although this is more computationally

expensive, with an ensemble of models we can gain a more robust evaluation of model

performance and a measure of the model uncertainty in the prediction. We take the

ensemble model target prediction to be the mean of the individual predictions and

the uncertainty to be the standard error in the mean, i.e σy = σ/
√
N , where σ is

the standard deviation and N is the number of ensembles.

6.4 Results

In figs. 6.2 to 6.5 we show the distribution of the absolute percentage error difference

between the NN prediction and OpenLoops for 2 → 4, 2 → 3 and 2 → 4 processes.

In fig. 6.2a we compare the performance between an ensemble of ten models and a

single model from the ensemble for 2→ 2 processes. For each process the percentage

error distribution is improved with an ensemble of models. In table 6.1 we show the
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Process Single Model Ensemble |KEW | > 5%
MAPE 95% limit MAPE 95% limit MAPE 95% limit

ud̄→ eνe 0.0057 0.014 0.0028 0.0057 0.012 0.026
ud̄→ Wg 0.014 0.025 0.0055 0.0093 0.0013 0.0037
gd̄→ Wū 0.073 0.19 0.033 0.10 0.0028 0.0082
gu→ Wd 0.016 0.041 0.0069 0.02 0.0018 0.0054
gd̄→ eνeū 0.74 1.3 0.57 0.89 0.04 0.12
gu→ eνed 2.2 2.5 1.60 2.1 0.045 0.15
ud̄→ Wgg 0.041 0.081 0.025 0.049 0.007 0.021
uu→ Wdu 0.69 0.84 0.37 0.51 0.034 0.097
uū→ Wdū 0.33 0.48 0.14 0.22 0.023 0.071
ud̄→ eνebb̄ 14 25 10 19 1.2 3.2
ud̄→ eνedd̄ 3.1 3.5 2.5 2.5 0.22 0.74
ud̄→ eνess̄ 2.3 3.7 2.0 3.2 0.21 0.7
ud̄→ eνeuū 6.1 4.2 2.9 3.1 0.26 0.79
gg → eνedū 1.9 3.2 1.6 2.7 0.1 0.3
gu→ eνegd 2.4 2.7 2.4 2.5 0.095 0.29
ud̄→ eνegg 1.2 1.2 0.96 1.1 0.058 0.17
uu→ eνedu 2.5 3.2 1.8 2.5 0.19 0.65

Table 6.1: Errors in the neural network prediction for each process. The mean
absolute percentage error (MAPE) is given as well as the percentage error
which 95% of the data points are equal to or below. Results are shown
for an ensemble of 10 models as well as a single model from the ensemble.
The final column shows the result for the region where |KEW | > 0.05.

mean absolute percentage error as well as the absolute percentage error which 95%

of the test set were equal to or below. This gives a measure of a more conservative

error one can expect on the prediction. For the simplest process of ud̄→ eνe, 95%

of the phase space points are predicted with a precision below the percent level with

an ensemble of models. We achieve similar results for ud̄ → Wg and gu → Wd.

The results for gū→ Wū are slightly worse where 95% of points have a percentage

difference of ∼ 10% or below.

In fig. 6.3a we show the results for processes with three outgoing particles. We can

see the results are generally worse than for the 2 → 2 processes. Additionally, the

network is worse at predicting the k-factor for the off-shell processes compared to

the on-shell. As the performance is already poor, the improvement upon using an

ensemble of model for these processes is minimal. Finally, in figs. 6.4a and 6.5a we

show the results for 2→ 4 processes. We can see that the network has struggled to
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(a) (b)

Figure 6.2: Distributions of the absolute percentage difference in the
NN prediction and the EW k-factor from OpenLoops.

learn the k-factor for these processes, especially for those involving four quarks.

The absolute percentage error is generally a good metric to judge the performance

of the neural network as it is straightforward and interpretable. However, our data

contains predictions which are very close to zero, where this metric is undefined.

This could result in very large percentage errors on very small corrections which

skew the interpretation of the performance. (The variation of the percentage error

with the k-factor is shown in appendix A.) In figs. 6.2b, 6.3b, 6.4b and 6.5b, we show
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(a) (b)

Figure 6.3: Distributions of the absolute percentage difference in the
NN prediction and the EW k-factor from OpenLoops.

the error distributions for points which have an absolute correction of greater than

5%. We can see the performance of the neural network is generally better in this

region. For BSM searches at the TeV scale, the accuracy of theoretical predictions

for W + jet production is particularly important at large transverse momentum.

Therefore, as the virtual electroweak correction also grows with pT , it is important
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(a) (b)

Figure 6.4: Distributions of the absolute percentage difference in the
NN prediction and the EW k-factor from OpenLoops.

to accurately predict large k-factors. In the final column of table 6.1 we show the

absolute percentage error which 95% of points with |KEW | > 5% were equal to or

below.

In assessing the performance of our neural network it is also useful to evaluate the

absolute error between the neural network prediction and the OpenLoops k-factor.

This gives an idea of the magnitude of the errors in the prediction. In table 6.2

we show the fraction of points which have an error of 0.01 and 0.001 or less. For
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(a) (b)

Figure 6.5: Distributions of the absolute percentage difference in the
NN prediction and the EW k-factor from OpenLoops.

2 → 3 processes we can predict almost all points to within KEW ± 0.01, and for

2→ 2 processes we can predict almost all points to within KEW ± 0.001. Therefore,

when the percentage correction from virtual NLO electroweak contributions needs

to be constrained to the 1% level, a neural network could provide an alternative to

calculating the full correction for 2 → 2 and 2 → 3 processes. However, for cases

which require greater precision or higher multiplicity, further work is needed.
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Process % of pts with error < 0.01 % of pts with error < 0.001
ud̄→ eνe 99.9 98.6
ud̄→ Wg 100 100
gd̄→ Wū 100 99.5
gu→ Wd 100 99.8
gd̄→ eνeū 99.0 53.1
gu→ eνed 97.7 41.7
ud̄→ Wgg 100 92.1
uu→ Wdu 97.9 59.6
uū→ Wdū 99.4 78.6
ud̄→ eνebb̄ 11.0 1.1
ud̄→ eνedd̄ 69.1 10.6
ud̄→ eνess̄ 62.1 8.0
ud̄→ eνeuū 63.5 8.7
gg → eνedū 85.0 14.1
gu→ eνegd 87.8 17.2
ud̄→ eνegg 97.3 39.9
uu→ eνedu 63.1 89.2

Table 6.2: Percentage of points for which the absolute error in the prediction is less
than 0.01 (middle column) and 0.001 (final column) for each process.

6.5 Conclusions and outlook

In this chapter we investigated the ability of a neural network to learn NLO EW

virtual corrections in W boson production. In general we found aggregating the

results from an ensemble of models improved the accuracy of the prediction. Fur-

thermore, we found the model to perform better in regions where the k-factor is

larger. The inclusion of EW NLO contributions is important in order to correctly

interpret constraints on BSM models which are generally constrained in the high

energy bins of distributions. The NLO correction is large and negative in this region

due to the dominance of Sudakov logarithms which depend on the s and t invariants.

Therefore, the imbalance in the performance of the network towards large k-factors

is not necessarily a disadvantage. If we focus on the region where the k-factor is

greater than 5%, for processes with two final partons we found 95% of the points

have a percentage error of order 0.1% or below. For the processes with three final

partons we found in general 95% of points have an error of order 10% or below. For

the study of processes involving four final partons with four quarks more work is
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needed. Simple densely connected network architectures fail to learn these more

complex processes, even with the removal of the resonance.

In the work presented here we have focused on the per point error in the output of

the network. In further work it would be interesting to look at the performance in

distributions of observables. Additionally, the interfacing of our model with a Monte

Carlo event generator would enable an assessment of the computational time saved

by using a neural network for inference.
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Conclusions

In this thesis we looked at constraining new physics at the LHC at current and future

luminosities. We additionally presented an initial exploration of an application of

machine learning to calculate NLO electroweak corrections necessary for the accurate

calculation of background processes to BSM searches.

In chapter 1 we introduced the Standard Model of particle physics for which we are

searching for an extension to. We also gave an overview of how new particles are

measured at colliders and the techniques used in particle physics phenomenology.

As large deviations from the SM may occur at energies beyond the kinematic reach

of the LHC, it is useful to look for more subtle hints of BSM physics in LHC data

in a model independent way.

In chapter 2 we introduced the Standard Model Effective Field Theory and discussed

how the effects of physics at a higher energy scale can manifest at lower energies.

We gave an overview of constraints on SMEFT operators placed by current and

past experiments and how we can place constraints on operators which violate CP

symmetry. This is particularly important as sources of CP violation, in addition

to those introduced in the SM, are necessary to explain, for example, electroweak

baryogenesis.

We examined constraints that can be placed on CP violating operators in WBF

Higgs boson production with an associated photon in chapter 3. In particular we
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focused on OHW̃ and OHW̃B operators in the Warsaw basis. We constructed a CP-

sensitive observable from the scalar and triple products of the momentum of final

state particles. By counting the normalised difference in the number of positive and

negative events in the CP-sensitive variable, we calculated an asymmetry which was

used to extract limits on the cHW̃ and cHW̃B Wilson coefficients. We forecast limits

that could be achieved at the HL-LHC full luminosity of 3 ab−1. We found this limit

to be comparable to that achieved with WBF without the additional photon. This

motivates the inclusion of our signal channel in combination with WBF and other

channels in global fits.

We continued to look at constraining CP violating operators in chapter 4, where

we focused on constraints achieved through the study of triple gauge couplings in

diboson production. We studied the cHW̃B and cW̃ Wilson coefficients which modify

WWγ and WWZ charged triple gauge couplings. We used asymmetries to extract

constraints on these coefficients inWγ, Zjj,Wjj andWZ production. We found the

strongest constraints came from Wγ, Wjj and Zjj channels. Neutral triple gauge

couplings are absent from the SM, thus their observation would be a clear sign of

new physics. nTGCs are introduced at dimension-eight in the SMEFT and moreover,

the linear interference with the SM is suppressed due to allowed polarizations of

the gauge bosons. We therefore used a more general parametrization of anomalous

gauge couplings to investigate CP-odd BSM effects in ZZ and Zγ production. As

the squared aTGCs are dominant, we used the high energy bins of observables to

place constraints on these couplings, rather than using asymmetries.

Machine learning techniques have a wide range of uses in particle physics. In chapter 5

we introduced neural networks and boosted decision trees which are commonly used

in the discrimination of signal and background events.

Finally in chapter 6 we investigated using a neural network to predict virtual elec-

troweak NLO k-factors in W + jets production. This was motivated by the large

computational expense of the full calculation, particularly for larger jet multiplicit-

ies. We found we could predict the k-factor for processes with two final partons
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within 1% error and k-factor for processes with three final state partons to around

10% error. However, our fairly straightforward network struggled to learn k-factors

for processes with four final partons. Nevertheless, this chapter provides an initial

exploration of the ability of neural networks to learn higher order corrections.





Appendix A

Additional information for

"Learning virtual corrections"

This appendix contains supplementary tables and plots for chapter 6.

Process Layer Architecture RMSE
ud̄→ eνe 20-50-50-20 1.80 ×10−3

ud̄→ Wg 200-100-50-100 7.00×10−5

gd̄→ Wū 50-200-100-50 2.81×10−4

gu→ Wd 200-200-200-10 1.62×10−4

gd̄→ eνeū 200-200-100-100 3.39×10−3

gu→ eνed 100-50-50-50 3.90×10−3

ud̄→ Wgg 200-200-50-200 5.77×10−4

uu→ Wdu 200-200-200-100 7.16×10−3

uū→ Wdū 200-200-200-200 2.75×10−3

ud̄→ eνebb̄ 50-50-50-50 7.80×10−1

ud̄→ eνedd̄ 200-200-200-100 2.11×10−2

ud̄→ eνess̄ 200-200-200-200 3.24×10−2

ud̄→ eνeuū 200-200-200-100 3.20×10−2

gg → eνedū 200-100-50-50 9.38×10−3

gu→ eνegd 100-50-50-50 8.44×10−3

ud̄→ eνegg 100-200-100-100 4.77×10−3

uu→ eνedu 200-200-200-50 2.78×10−2

Table A.1: Layer architecture used in the neural network for each process. We also
show the root mean squared error (RMSE) achieved with this network.
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Figure A.1: Variation in the absolute percentage error (MAPE)
with the true EW k-factor, KEW , for 2→2 processes.
Here we have binned the k-factor and show the MAPE
calculated across the points in each bin.
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Figure A.2: Variation in the absolute percentage error (MAPE)
with the true EW k-factor, KEW , for 2→3 processes.
Here we have binned the k-factor and show the MAPE
calculated with the points in each bin.
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Figure A.3: Variation in the absolute percentage error (MAPE)
with the true EW k-factor, KEW , for 2→4 processes.
Here we have binned the k-factor and show the MAPE
calculated with the points in each bin.



Appendix B

Industrial placement: Monitoring

aircraft turnaround with AI

In this appendix we present a report on an industrial placement undertaken with

the Durham University Centre for Doctoral Training in Data-Intensive Science. The

project was undertaken with Boeing at their Digital Solutions and Analytics lab in

Frankfurt, Germany from 1st April to 1st July 2019.

B.1 Introduction and motivation

Computer vision has a wide range of uses from driverless vehicles to medical dia-

gnostics. In this project we explored the use of computer vision in airports, specific-

ally in the monitoring of aircraft turnarounds. The turnaround stage of a commercial

aircraft is the time from when it lands at an airport to its next take-off. During this

period the following procedures can take place:

• Park aircraft

• Connect/disconnect ground power

• Connect/disconnect bridge/stairs
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• De-board/board passengers

• Unload/load cargo

• Refuel aircraft

• Load catering

• Pushback

These processes all happen to a tight schedule which is often specific to a certain

aircraft or airport. If one operation is delayed this can have a knock-on effect thus

delaying the take-off time. With a huge number of flights happening each day, it

is essential to have an accurate tracking of the turnaround phase so delays can be

flagged immediately and resolved or rearrangements put in place.

We investigate using computer vision to monitor the turnaround progress of an

aircraft. With a camera positioned on the terminal or tail-fin of a plane we can view

the activity around an aircraft. The various vehicles can then be identified with an

object detection model, providing information as to which turnaround procedures

are currently in progress.

Additionally we look at the possibility of combining visual information with sensor

data directly from the aircraft and look at how this information is related to indi-

vidual turnaround procedures.

The following report is structured as follows. In appendix B.2 we introduce the struc-

tures of neural networks used for object detection and classification. In appendix B.3

we show how visual and sensor data can help track the aircraft turnaround , and we

give our conclusions in appendix B.4.
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Figure B.1: Example of the convolution operation for a 3×3 kernel.
This figure is taken from [151].

B.2 Convolutional neural networks and

computer vision

B.2.1 Convolutional neural networks

Convolutional neural networks (CNNs) [150] are a specialised type of neural network

that use convolution instead of general matrix multiplication in at least one of their

layers [151]. Applied to an image, the convolution layer of a CNN uses an array

kernel which passes over the image input tensor. At each location the sum of the

element wise product of the kernel and the input tensor is calculated to produce a

feature map. This is illustrated in fig. B.1.

In contrast to fully connected layers, which have a separate parameter for the inter-

action of every output with each input, convolutional layers have sparse connections

when the kernel is smaller than the output size, meaning each output is only affected

by a subset of inputs. This is illustrated in fig. B.2. This makes convolutional net-

works particularly useful for processing images. One image may contain thousands

of pixels meaning a fully connected network could take an extremely long time to

train. However, using the convolution operation fewer parameters need to be stored,
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Figure B.2: Connections between input and output units for convo-
lution with a kernel of width 3 (top) and matrix multi-
plication (bottom). This figure is taken from [151].

improving the efficiency of the model.

A convolutional "layer" can sometimes refer to three stages (or layers) which are often

grouped together. In the first stage the convolution operation is performed. The

outputs from this are then passed through a non-linear activation function, referred

to as the detector stage. In the final stage an operation called pooling is carried out.

Pooling takes an output of detector stage at a certain location and replaces it with

a summary statistic calculated over neighbouring outputs. The purpose of this is to

help make the network invariant to small translations in the input. Furthermore, by

sampling over regions spaced more than one unit apart, pooling enables a decrease in

the number of inputs to the next layer. This improves the computational efficiency

of the network and is also useful for handling inputs of varying sizes. For example,

if you wish to classify an image, the input to the classification layer must be of a

fixed size. By varying the size of the offset between pooling regions it is possible to

always have the same number of outputs from the pooling layer ready to be fed into

the classification layer.

These stages are the building blocks of many variations of convolutional neural

networks, such as those used for object detection.
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B.2.2 Object detection

In object detection tasks a neural network outputs a bounding box region containing

an object in the training set as well classification probabilities for each object label.

Neural network architectures for object detection typically fall into two categories:

one-stage and multi-stage detectors.

Multi-stage detectors

Multi-stage detectors use a region proposal algorithm to first generate regions of

interest. These are then fed into a pipeline for object classification and bounding box

regression. A popular multi-stage detector is R-CNN [152] (Regional- Convolutional

Neural Network). R-CNN takes an input image and firstly extracts region proposals

using the Selective Search [153] algorithm. This groups similar regions together over

a range of scales to generate boxes that contain an entire object.

The next stage is feature extraction. In this stage each region of interest is passed

through a CNN to produce a fixed length feature vector. These are then fed to a set of

class specific Support Vector Machines (SVMs) which output the final classification

probabilities for each class. Additionally, a bounding box regression stage is included

to improve the localisation of the object region.

R-CNN has very good accuracy however it is too slow to use for real time inference.

Fast R-CNN [154] is a variation of R-CNN which improves upon its speed as well as

accuracy. It processes the entire image with a CNN. Then, for each region proposal,

a pooling layer extracts a fixed length feature vector from the output of the CNN.

By avoiding passing each region of interest through a separate CNN, this method is

much quicker. Faster-RCNN [155] improves the speed and accuracy further through

the use of a Region Proposal Network (RPN) instead of Selective Search.

These multi-stage detectors are typically have higher accuracy than one-stage de-

tectors. However, even Faster-RCNN does not match their speed.
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One-stage detectors

One-stage detectors use a single network to learn both the bounding boxes and

class probabilities. A popular one-stage detector is Single Shot Multibox Detector

(SSD) [156]. SSD doesn’t use bounding box proposals. Instead, it evaluates a set of

default boxes with different sizes at each location. For each box, the offset from the

ground truth box and the classification probability for all classes is computed. It

uses a loss which is a weighted sum between box localisation loss and a classification

loss.

Another widely used one-stage detector is You Only Look Once (YOLO) [157].

YOLO also predicts bounding boxes and class probabilities simultaneously. It divides

an image into an N × N grid. A number of bounding boxes is predicted for each cell

of this grid along with a confidence score for how likely it is that the box contains an

object and how accurate the box is around the object. Conditional class probabilities

are also predicted for each cell. This is the probability that the cell contains an

object of a certain class given the cell contains an object. The final scores are then

given by the product of the conditional class probabilities with the individual box

confidence predictions.

SSD and YOLO are much faster than multi-stage detectors as they eliminate the

need for region proposals. SSD can evaluate images at ∼59 fps and YOLO at

∼49fps [156], thus these one-stage detectors are very useful for performing real time

detection.

B.3 Monitoring the turnaround

B.3.1 Object detection model

We use pre-trained models from the TensorFlow Object Detection API [158] which

have been trained on the COCO dataset [159]. This dataset contains the object
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Figure B.3: Example output of our object detection model. Bound-
ing boxes are displayed on the image as well as the class
probability.

classes of person, car, aeroplane bus and truck which are relevant for our use case.

However, we also need to be able to differentiate between different types of trucks

used at airports as well as other specialised objects such as the passenger bridge.

We therefore further fine-tune the network with additional layers to classify specific

objects relevant for our application. We use the following 16 classes: person, car,

aeroplane, bus, bridge, cargo door, crew door, stair truck, catering truck, fuel truck,

special assistance truck, cargo truck, pushback truck, battery truck, de-icing truck,

other truck.

For training we use ∼2000 images as well as ∼25 hrs of video footage. We exper-

imented with using Faster R-CNN, SSD and YOLO. We find that Faster R-CNN

gives the best performance and is good at detecting smaller objects such as the cargo

and crew doors. However, it is slow to train and infer. SSD is much faster to train

and matches the performance of Faster R-CNN for larger objects but is worse at

predicting smaller objects. YOLO is the fastest to train and infer however is less

accurate that the other two models.
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Figure B.4: Example output of our object detection model showing
the cargo loading stage. The proximity of the cargo
truck to an open cargo door flags it as loading.

In fig. B.3 we show an example output from the network. This shows its ability to

classify the different types of truck in the image as well as the passenger bridge and

individual people.

B.3.2 Turning data into knowledge

The object detection model provides information about which objects are present

in a frame, however this does not necessarily on its own tell us much about which

turnaround procedures are currently happening. For example, there are several

cargo trucks detected in fig. B.3 although its clear the aircraft is not currently being

loaded.

We therefore implement algorithms based on relative spatial information provided

by the bounding box coordinates to help determine if a stage of the turnaround

is occurring. Examples of this are shown in figs. B.4 and B.5 for cargo loading

and pushback operations respectively. In the pushback operation a pushback truck

connects to the aircraft and helps it reverse out of the bay. We can see that each
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Figure B.5: Example output of the model showing the pushback
stage. The proximity of the pushback truck to the aero-
plane, as well as the change in bounding box position
per frame monitors the pushback operation status.

stage of this operation can be identified in fig. B.5.
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Figure B.6: Demonstration of how information from the object de-
tection model and sensor data can feed into a display
for turnaround monitoring.

B.3.3 Aircraft sensors

In some cases a more robust monitoring of the turnaround is extremely difficult or

even impossible with visual information. For example in the refuelling of the aircraft.

A fuel truck may be positioned next to the aircraft but it is very hard to detect the

position of the fuel nozzle which could be obscured from view, thus it is uncertain as

to whether the refuelling operation has started. We therefore propose to supplement

visual information with data from aircraft sensors. There is a sensor in the fuel tank

which shows how full it is. By monitoring this it is possible to definitively state

that refuelling is in progress. There are similar sensors for the connection of ground
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power, and cargo and crew doors. fig. B.6 shows an example of how object detection

and sensor information can feed into a live update of turnaround status. This is a

mock up for demonstration purposes as we don’t have access to video footage and

sensor information at the same time.

B.4 Conclusions

In this project we demonstrated the ability of an object detection model to identify

specific vehicles used in airports. Using this raw information, along with algorithms

which make use of the relative spatial information, it is possible to determine when

certain stages of the aircraft turnaround are in progress. Furthermore, we propose

the combination of visual information with sensor data from the aircraft to help build

robust monitoring of the turnaround. This can help with automatically flagging

delays and provide accurate real time information to airport operation control. Data

collected from monitoring the turnaround could further be used for the optimisation

of this procedure in the future.
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