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Abstract

A search is presented for physics beyond the standard model, based on measure-
ments of dijet angular distributions in proton-proton collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV. The

data collected with the CMS detector at the LHC correspond to an integrated lumi-
nosity of 35.9 fb−1. The observed distributions are found to be in agreement with
predictions from perturbative quantum chromodynamics that include electroweak
corrections, and constraints are placed on models containing quark contact interac-
tions, extra spatial dimensions, quantum black holes, or dark matter. In a benchmark
model where only left-handed quarks participate, contact interactions are excluded
at the 95% confidence level up to a scale of 12.8 or 17.5 TeV, for destructive or con-
structive interference, respectively. The most stringent lower limits to date are set
on the ultraviolet cutoff in the Arkani–Hamed–Dimopoulos–Dvali model of extra di-
mensions. In the Giudice–Rattazzi–Wells convention, the cutoff scale is excluded up
to 10.1 TeV. The production of quantum black holes is excluded for masses below 5.9
and 8.2 TeV, depending on the model. For the first time, lower limits between 2.0 and
4.6 TeV are set on the mass of a dark matter mediator for (axial-)vector mediators, for
the universal quark coupling gq ≥ 1.
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1 Introduction
Pairs of highly energetic jets (dijets) are produced at high rates in proton-proton collisions at
the CERN LHC through pointlike scattering of quarks and gluons. Despite its enormous suc-
cess, the shortcomings of the standard model (SM) are well known. Many theories of physics
beyond the standard model (BSM) that alter the interaction of quarks and gluons from that
predicted by perturbative quantum chromodynamics (QCD) give rise to narrow or wide res-
onances or even to nonresonant dijet signatures. Examples that have received widespread
attention include models with dark matter (DM) [1, 2], quark compositeness [3–5], extra spatial
dimensions [6, 7], and quantum black holes [8–12]. Resonances with an intrinsic width of the
order of the experimental resolution can be constrained by searches in the dijet invariant mass
spectrum [13–15]. These searches, however, are not very sensitive to wide resonances or non-
resonant signatures; a more effective strategy to constrain such signatures is the study of dijet
angular distributions [16].

The angular distribution of dijets relative to the beam direction is sensitive to the dynamics of
the scattering process. Furthermore, since the angular distributions of the dominant underlying
QCD processes of qg → qg, qq′ → qq′, qq → qq, gg → gg, are all similar [17], there is not a
strong dependence on the parton distribution functions (PDFs). The dijet angular distribution
is typically expressed in terms of χdijet = exp(|y1 − y2|), where y1 and y2 are the rapidities
of the two jets with the highest transverse momentum pT (leading jets). For collinear massless
parton scattering, χdijet takes the form χdijet = (1+ |cos θ∗|)/(1− |cos θ∗|), where θ∗ is the polar
scattering angle in the parton-parton center-of-mass (CM) frame. The choice of χdijet, rather
than θ∗, to measure the dijet angular distribution is motivated by the fact that in Rutherford
scattering, where only t-channel scattering contributes to the partonic cross section, the χdijet
distribution is independent of |y1 − y2| [17]. In contrast, BSM processes may have scattering
angle distributions that are closer to being isotropic than those given by QCD processes and
can be identified by an excess of events at small values of χdijet. Previous measurements of dijet
angular distributions at the LHC have been reported by the ATLAS [14, 18–21] and CMS [22–
25] Collaborations.

In a simplified model of interactions between DM particles and quarks [1, 2], the spin-1 (vector
or axial-vector) DM mediator particle with unknown mass MMed is assumed to decay only to
pairs of quarks or pairs of DM particles, with mass mDM, and with a universal quark coupling
gq and a DM coupling gDM. In this model, the relative width of the DM mediator increases
monotonically with increasing gq. In a scenario with gq = 0.25 and gDM = 1.0, where the rela-
tive widths in the quark decay channels for vector and axial-vector mediators are 3%, values of
MMed below 3.0 TeV were excluded by narrow dijet resonance searches [14, 15]. The sensitivity
of the narrow dijet resonance searches fades away at gq > 0.45, where the widths in the quark
decay channels increase to more than 10%. Searches for invisible particles produced in associa-
tion with quarks or bosons [26–28] have excluded vector and axial-vector mediators below 1.8
(2.1) TeV for gq = 0.25 (gq = 1.0) and gDM = 1.0 [27].

A common signature of quark compositeness [3–5], at energies well below the characteristic
mass scale Λ for new interactions between quark constituents, is the four-fermion contact in-
teraction (CI). The most stringent limits on quark CIs come from searches in dijet angular dis-
tributions at large dijet invariant masses (Mjj) [14, 25], and in inclusive jet pT distributions [29].
The publication from the ATLAS Collaboration [14] provides lower limits on the quark CI scales
from 13.1 to 29.5 TeV, depending on the details of the model.

The Arkani–Hamed–Dimopoulos–Dvali (ADD) model [6, 7] of compactified large extra dimen-
sions (EDs) provides a possible solution to the hierarchy problem of the standard model. It pre-
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dicts signatures of virtual graviton exchange that result in a nonresonant enhancement of dijet
production in proton-proton collisions, whose angular distribution differs from the predictions
of QCD. Signatures from virtual graviton exchange have previously been sought at the LHC
in various final states, where the most stringent limits arise from the CMS search with dijet
angular distributions [25], which excludes the ultraviolet cutoff in the ADD framework up to
7.9–11.2 TeV, depending on the parameterization of the model.

In models with large EDs, the fundamental Planck scale (MPl) is assumed to be closer to the
electroweak (EW) scale, thereby allowing black hole production at the LHC [8–12]. Semiclassi-
cal black holes, which have mass much larger than MPl, decay into multiple jets through Hawk-
ing radiation [30]. Quantum black holes (QBHs), which are produced with mass close to MPl,
decay predominantly into dijets and can be studied using dijet angular distributions [31–33].
Recent searches for QBHs with dijet final states at the LHC reported in Refs. [14, 25] exclude
QBHs with masses below 8.9 TeV.

In this paper, we present a measurement of dijet angular distributions, unfolded for detector
effects. The results are investigated for signs of the presence of DM mediators, CIs, EDs, and
QBHs. The signature of the signals can be categorized into nonresonant excesses at high Mjj as
predicted by the CI and ADD models and resonances from the decay of QBHs and DM media-
tors that could appear across the whole range of the Mjj spectrum. The searches are performed
on dijet angular distributions at detector-level with BSM predictions folded with detector ef-
fects. This procedure eliminates some systematic uncertainties introduced during the unfold-
ing procedure and simplifies the statistical evaluation. The particle level distributions are also
published in HEPData to facilitate comparisons with other theoretical predictions.

2 The CMS detector
The CMS apparatus is based on a superconducting solenoid of 6 m internal diameter, providing
an axial field of 3.8 T. Within the solenoid and nearest to the interaction point are the silicon
pixel and strip trackers. Surrounding the tracker volume are the lead tungstate crystal electro-
magnetic calorimeter and the brass and scintillator hadron calorimeter. The trackers cover a
pseudorapidity region of |η| < 2.5 while the calorimeters cover |η| < 3.0. In addition, CMS
has extensive forward calorimetry, which extends the coverage to |η| < 5.0. Finally, muons are
measured in gas-ionization detectors embedded in the steel flux-return yoke of the solenoid,
with a coverage of |η| < 2.4. A two-tiered system, with a level-1 trigger followed by a high-
level trigger (HLT), is used by CMS to record events of interest [34]. A more detailed description
of the CMS detector, together with a definition of the coordinate system used and the relevant
kinematic variables, can be found in Ref. [35].

3 Event selection and data unfolding
Events are reconstructed using a particle-flow algorithm [36] to identify and reconstruct in-
dividual particles from each collision by combining information from all CMS subdetectors.
Identified particles include charged and neutral hadrons, electrons, muons, and photons. The
particles are clustered into jets using the anti-kT algorithm [37, 38] with a distance parameter
of 0.4. In order to mitigate the effect of additional proton-proton interactions within the same
or nearby bunch crossings (pileup) on the jet momentum measurement, the charged hadron
subtraction technique [36] is used. Spurious jets from noise or non-collision backgrounds are
rejected by applying jet identification criteria [39]. The jet energies are corrected for nonlin-
ear and nonuniform response of the calorimeters through corrections obtained from data and
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Monte Carlo (MC) simulations [40]. To compare data with theoretical predictions, the same
jet clustering algorithm is applied to the generated stable particles (lifetime cτ > 1 cm) from
MC simulations with leading order (LO) PYTHIA 8.212 [41, 42] predictions, and to the outgoing
partons from next-to-leading (NLO) predictions.

Online, events for this analysis are selected with triggers based upon either jet pT or HT, where
HT is the scalar sum of the pT values of all the jets with |η| < 3.0 and pT greater than 30 GeV.
The HLT selection requires having a jet with pT > 450 GeV or an HT value of at least 900 GeV.
The data sample was collected with the CMS detector in 2016 and corresponds to an integrated
luminosity of 35.9 fb−1 [43].

In the offline analysis, events with a reconstructed primary vertex that lies within ±24 cm of
the detector center along the beam line, and within 2 cm of the detector center in the plane
transverse to the beam, are selected. The primary vertex is defined as the reconstructed vertex
with the highest sum of the squares of all associated physics objects pT. The physics objects are
the objects returned by the anti-kT algorithm applied to all tracks associated with the vertex,
plus the corresponding associated missing transverse momentum.

The leading jets are used to measure the dijet angular distributions in seven regions of the dijet
invariant mass Mjj. The Mjj regions, in units of TeV, are chosen to be 2.4–3.0, 3.0–3.6, 3.6–4.2,
4.2–4.8, 4.8–5.4, 5.4–6.0, and >6.0. The highest Mjj range was chosen to maximize the expected
sensitivity to the BSM signals considered. The phase space for this analysis is restricted by the
requirements χdijet < 16 and |yboost| < 1.11, where yboost = (y1 + y2)/2. This selection and
the Mjj range definition restrict the absolute rapidities |y1| and |y2| of the two highest pT jets
to be less than 2.5 and their pT to be larger than 200 GeV. The trigger efficiency for events that
satisfy the subsequent selection criteria exceeds 99% in all the Mjj ranges for the analysis. The
observed numbers of events in the analysis phase space for each of the mass ranges are 353025,
71832, 16712, 4287, 1153, 330, and 95. The highest value of Mjj observed among these events is
8.2 TeV.

In this paper, we present dijet angular distributions normalized to unity in each Mjj range,
denoted (1/σdijet)(dσdijet/dχdijet), where σdijet is the cross section in the analysis phase space.

Fluctuations in jet response from the resolution in jet pT of the detector can cause lower energy
jets to be misidentified as leading jets and also result in bin-to-bin event migrations in both
χdijet and dijet mass. The corrections for these effects are obtained from a two-dimensional
response matrix that maps the generator-level Mjj and χdijet distributions onto the measured
values. This matrix is obtained using particle-level jets from the PYTHIA MC event generator
that are smeared in pT using a double-sided Crystal Ball parameterization [44] of the response.
This parameterization takes into account the full jet energy resolution, including non-Gaussian
tails, and is tuned to match the data. The reason for deriving the response matrix from smeared
generator-level MC rather than from full detector simulation is that significantly smaller sta-
tistical uncertainties can be achieved using the faster code. The measured distributions are
unfolded to particle level by inverting the response matrix without regularization using the
ROOUNFOLD package [45]. The unfolding changes the shape of the χdijet distributions by < 1%
and < 8% across χdijet in the lowest and highest Mjj ranges, respectively. The fraction of event
migrations between mass bins are 15–20% in the lowest Mjj range and 25–40% in the highest Mjj
range, depending on χdijet values. The effects of migrations between χdijet bins are negligible.
Unfolding based on the D’Agostini iteration method [46] used in previous CMS publications
of dijet angular distributions [24, 25] changes the resultant limits by less than 5%.
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4 Theoretical predictions
We compare the measured normalized dijet angular distribution with the predictions of per-
turbative QCD at NLO, available in NLOJET++ 4.1.3 [47] in the FASTNLO 2.1 framework [48].
EW corrections for dijet production [49] change the predicted normalized distributions by up
to 1% (5%) for the lowest χdijet bins in small (large) values of Mjj. The factorization (µf) and
renormalization (µr) scales are set to the average pT of the two jets, 〈pT〉 = (pT1 + pT2)/2, and
the PDFs are taken from the CT14 set [50]. The use of a more flexible statistical combination
of multiple PDF sets as in PDF4LHC15 100 [50–55] exhibited small differences as compared
to the CT14 PDF set. We evaluated the impact of nonperturbative effects from hadronization
and multiple parton interactions on the QCD predictions using PYTHIA with the CUETP8M1
tune [56] and HERWIG++ 2.7.1 [57] with tune EE5C [58]. The effects are found to be less than
1% and negligible for both MC generators.

The production and decay of the DM mediators in the simplified DM model are generated
using MADDM version 2.0.6 [59, 60] at fixed gDM and mDM values, where gDM = 1.0 and
mDM = 1 GeV. For these values of gDM and mDM, the differences between vector and axial-
vector mediators in the cross sections and in the acceptances are negligible in the analysis phase
space.

BSM physics signatures from CIs with flavor-diagonal color-singlet couplings among quarks
are described by the effective Lagrangian [4, 5]:

Lqq =
2π

Λ2

[
ηLL(qLγµqL)(qLγµqL) + ηRR(qRγµqR)(qRγµqR) + 2ηRL(qRγµqR)(qLγµqL)

]
,

where the subscripts L and R refer to the left and right chiral projections of the quark fields, re-
spectively, and ηLL, ηRR, and ηRL are taken to be 0, +1, or−1 for the different combinations that
correspond to different CI models. The following CI possibilities with color-singlet couplings
among quarks are investigated:

Model (ηLL, ηRR, ηRL)
Λ±LL (±1, 0, 0)
Λ±RR ( 0,±1, 0)
Λ±VV (±1,±1,±1)
Λ±AA (±1,±1,∓1)

Λ±
(V−A)

( 0, 0,±1)

The models with positive (negative) ηLL or ηRR lead to destructive (constructive) interference
with the QCD terms, and consequently a lower (higher) cross section, respectively. In all CI
models discussed in this paper, NLO QCD corrections are employed to calculate the cross sec-
tions. In proton-proton collisions, the Λ±LL and Λ±RR models result in identical lowest order
cross sections and NLO corrections, and consequently lead to the same sensitivity. For Λ±VV
and Λ±AA, as well as for Λ±

(V−A)
, the CI predictions are also identical at lowest order, but exhibit

different NLO corrections and yield different sensitivities. The CIJET 1.0 program [61] is used
to calculate the CI terms, as well as the interference between the CI and QCD terms at NLO in
QCD.

For the ADD model, two parameterizations for virtual graviton exchange are considered: Giudice–
Rattazzi–Wells (GRW) [62] and Han–Lykken–Zhang (HLZ) [63]. In the GRW convention, the
sum over the Kaluza–Klein graviton excitations in the effective field theory is regulated by a
single cutoff parameter ΛT. In the HLZ convention, the effective theory is described in terms
of two parameters, the cutoff scale MS and the number of extra spatial dimensions nED. The
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parameters MS and nED are directly related to ΛT [64]. We consider models with 2–6 EDs. The
case of nED = 1 is not considered since it would require an ED of the size of the radius of the
solar system; the gravitational potential at such distances would be noticeably modified, and
this case is therefore excluded by observation. The case of nED = 2 is special in the sense that
the relation between MS and ΛT also depends on the parton-parton CM energy

√
s. The ADD

predictions are calculated using PYTHIA.

Quantum black hole production is studied within the framework of the ADD model, with
nED = 6 (ADD6), and the Randall–Sundrum model (RS1) [65, 66] with a single, warped extra
dimension (nED = 1). In these models, the QBH production cross section depends on the mass
of the QBH, MPl, and the number of spatial dimensions. Since QBHs are produced with a mass
threshold close to MPl, we set the minimum QBH mass MQBH equal to MPl for simplicity. The
QBH 3.0 generator [67] is used for the predictions.

To take into account the NLO QCD and EW corrections to SM dijet production when probing
the ADD, QBH, and DM models, the cross section difference σQCD

NLO+EW corr − σQCD
LO is evaluated

for each Mjj and χdijet bin and added to the SM+BSM predictions. This procedure provides an
SM+BSM prediction where the QCD terms are corrected to NLO with EW corrections while
the BSM terms are calculated at LO. While the ADD BSM prediction from PYTHIA includes
the interference terms of graviton exchange with QCD (obtained by subtracting the predictions
σADD+QCD

LO − σQCD
LO ), the QBH and DM BSM predictions do not include such interference terms.

The above predictions can be compared to the data distributions unfolded to particle level.
The predictions are also folded to detector level with the same two-dimensional response ma-
trix that is used for unfolding the data. The folded predictions, together with data that has not
been corrected for resolution effects, are used to used to set exclusion limits on the BSM models
studied in this paper. This is done to eliminate some systematic uncertainties introduced dur-
ing the unfolding procedure and simplifies the statistical evaluation. It has been verified that
the χdijet distributions for SM+BSM predictions folded with the response matrix derived from
SM QCD multijet predictions smeared with the double-sided Crystal Ball parameterization of
the jet pT resolution agree with SM+BSM predictions smeared with this same parameterization.
The folding procedure is equivalent to running the full detector simulation on the particle-level
predictions, with the residual differences accounted for in the systematic uncertainties.

5 Systematic uncertainties
The normalized χdijet distributions are relatively insensitive to many potential systematic ef-
fects. To present the uncertainties for the normalized shapes, the quoted values are reported
for the lowest χdijet bins, where the uncertainties and potential contributions from BSM pro-
cesses are typically the largest. The main experimental uncertainty is from the jet energy scale
(JES) and the main theoretical uncertainty is from the choices of µr and µf scales.

5.1 Experimental uncertainties

The overall JES uncertainty is less than 1%, and the variation of the JES as a function of pseudo-
rapidity is less than 1% per unit η [40, 68] in the phase space of the analysis. The JES uncertain-
ties related to each step in the derivation of the pT and η dependent JES corrections are taken
into account independently. In this way, the correlations of the JES uncertainty sources among
the Mjj ranges and χdijet bins are included. For the purpose of display in figures and tables,
the total JES uncertainty is obtained from the quadratic sum of these uncertainty sources and
is found to be 3.6% in the lowest Mjj range and 9.2% in the highest Mjj range.
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The uncertainty from the jet pT resolution is evaluated by changing the width of the Gaussian
core of the Crystal Ball parameterization of the response by up to ±5% [40, 68], depending
upon the jet η, and comparing the resultant distributions before and after these changes. This
uncertainty is found to be less than 1% for all Mjj. The uncertainty from the modeling of the tails
of the jet pT resolution is evaluated using a Gaussian function to parameterize the response, and
we assign an uncertainty equal to half of the difference between the distributions determined
from this Gaussian ansatz and the nominal correction. The size of this uncertainty is less than
1.5% for all Mjj.

Another source of uncertainty arises from the use of a parametric model to simulate the jet pT
resolution of the detector. This uncertainty is estimated by comparing the smeared χdijet distri-
butions to the ones from a detailed simulation of the CMS detector using GEANT4 [69], and is
found to be 0.5% and 1% in the lowest and highest Mjj ranges, respectively. The systematic un-
certainty due to mismodeling of the dijet kinematic distributions in PYTHIA is determined us-
ing MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO 2.2.2 [70] predictions, as the kinematic distributions from MAD-
GRAPH5 aMC@NLO and PYTHIA are found to bracket the data. The inverted response matrix
from PYTHIA is applied to the smeared χdijet distributions from MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO and
the results are compared to the corresponding generated χdijet distributions. The differences
are observed to be less than 1.5% for all Mjj.

The effect from pileup is studied by comparing the χdijet distributions with various numbers of
pileup interactions in simulated events. The numbers are varied according to the uncertainty
of the total inelastic cross section of pp collisions [71]. The effect on the χdijet distributions is
observed to be negligible.

5.2 Theoretical uncertainties

The uncertainties due to the choices of µf and µr scales in the NLO QCD predictions are eval-
uated by following the proposal in Refs. [72, 73] and changing the default choice of scales in
the following 6 combinations: (µf/〈pT〉, µr/〈pT〉) = (1/2, 1/2), (1/2, 1), (1, 1/2), (2, 2), (2, 1),
and (1, 2). These changes modify the predictions of the normalized χdijet distributions by up to
8.5% and up to 19%, at small and large values of Mjj, respectively. The uncertainty in the NLO
QCD predictions due to the choice of PDFs is determined from the 28 eigenvectors of CT14
using the procedure described in Ref. [74], and is found to be less than 0.2% at low Mjj and less
than 0.6% at high Mjj. The uncertainty in the strong coupling constant has a negligible impact
on the normalized χdijet distribution.

Scale and PDF uncertainties in the CI predictions are obtained using the same procedure as
in the QCD predictions. In the ADD and QBH models, the scale and PDF uncertainties have
a negligible impact on the limits as the signals only appear in the highest mass bins, where
the statistical uncertainties dominate. The effect on the acceptance for the DM models due to
the PDF uncertainty is evaluated using the 100 replica NNPDF3.0 PDF set [53] and found to
be non-negligible in the Mjj ranges with Mjj > MMed for DM mediators that have large mass
and coupling. For example, for an axial-vector mediator with MMed = 6 TeV and gq = 1.0,
which corresponds to a resonance with relative width of 50%, the uncertainty is 14% in the
Mjj >6.0 TeV bin.

Although the uncertainties are treated separately in the statistical analysis of the data, for dis-
play purposes in tables and figures we calculate the total experimental and theoretical uncer-
tainty as the quadratic sum of the contributions due to the JES, the jet pT resolution, and the
unfolding correction, and the contributions due to µf, µr, and PDFs. A summary of the lead-
ing experimental systematic uncertainties is provided in Table 1. The theoretical uncertainties



7

quoted in the table apply to the QCD prediction.

Table 1: Summary of the leading experimental and theoretical uncertainties in the normalized
χdijet distributions, in percent. While the statistical analysis represents each uncertainty through
a change in the χdijet distribution correlated among all χdijet bins, this table summarizes each
uncertainty by a representative value to show their relative contributions. For the lowest and
highest dijet mass bins, the relative shift is given for the lowest χdijet bin. In the highest dijet
mass bin, the dominant experimental contribution corresponds to the statistical uncertainty,
while the dominant theoretical contribution is from the uncertainty in scales.

Source of uncertainty 2.4 < Mjj < 3.0 TeV Mjj > 6.0 TeV

Statistical 0.7 27
JES 3.6 9.2
Jet pT resolution (core) 1.0 1.0
Jet pT resolution (tails) 1.0 1.5
Unfolding, modeling 0.2 1.5
Unfolding, detector simulation 0.5 1.0

Total experimental 4.1 29

QCD NLO scale (6 changes in µr and µf) +8.5
−3.0

+19
−5.8

PDF (CT14 eigenvectors) 0.2 0.6

Total theoretical 8.5 19

6 Results
In Figs. 1 and 2 the measured normalized χdijet distributions for all mass bins unfolded to
particle level are compared to NLO predictions with EW corrections. No significant deviation
from the SM prediction is observed. The distributions are also compared to predictions for
QCD+CI with CI scales equal to 14 TeV, QCD+ADD with ΛT (GRW) = 10 TeV, QCD+QBH
with MQBH (ADD6) = 8 TeV, and QCD+DM with MMed = 2, 3 and 5 TeV and gq = 1.0. The
signal distributions are only shown for the Mjj ranges that contribute to the sensitivity for the
BSM searches.

The asymptotic approximation [75] of the CLs criterion [76, 77] is used to set exclusion limits
on the parameters for the BSM models [78]. The likelihoods LQCD and LQCD+BSM are defined
for the respective QCD-only and QCD+BSM hypotheses as a product of Poisson likelihood
functions for each bin in χdijet. The predictions for each Mjj range are normalized to the number
of observed events in that range. Systematic uncertainties are treated as nuisance parameters in
the likelihood model. The nuisance parameters are profiled with respect to the QCD-only and
QCD+BSM models by maximizing the corresponding likelihood functions. The p-values for
the two hypotheses, PQCD+BSM(q ≥ qobs) and PQCD(q ≤ qobs), are evaluated for the profile log-
likelihood ratio q = −2 ln(LQCD+BSM/LQCD). Limits on the QCD+BSM models are set based
on the quantity CLs = PQCD+BSM(q ≥ qobs)/(1 − PQCD(q ≤ qobs)), which is required to be
less than 0.05 for a 95% confidence level (CL) of exclusion. Because of the large number of
events in the low-Mjj range, which constrain the systematic uncertainties, we obtain 2–30%
better limits on the BSM scales and masses compared to the limits obtained using the method
in the predecessor of this search reported in Ref. [25], where the nuisance parameters were
marginalized rather than profiled.

In the limit calculations, not all Mjj ranges are included in the likelihoods; only those that
improve the expected limits by more than 1% are used. We use mass bins with Mjj > 3.6 TeV
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Figure 1: Normalized χdijet distributions in the three highest mass bins. Unfolded data are
compared to NLO predictions (black dotted line). The error bars represent statistical and ex-
perimental systematic uncertainties combined in quadrature. The ticks on the error bars corre-
spond to the experimental systematic uncertainties only. Theoretical uncertainties are indicated
as a gray band. Also shown are the predictions for various CI, ADD, QBH, and DM scenarios.
The lower panels show the ratio of the unfolded data distributions and NLO predictions.



9

dijet
χ2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

N
LO

 Q
C

D
 +

 E
W

D
at

a

0.8

1

1.2 dijet
χ2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

di
je

t
χ

/d
di

je
t

σ
 d

di
je

t
σ

1/

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

 < 4.8 TeVjjM4.2 < 

Data

NLO QCD + EW

 (CI) = 14 TeV+
LLΛ

 (CI) = 14 TeV−
LLΛ

 (GRW) = 10 TeVTΛ

 = 1.0) = 5 TeV
q

 (DM gMedM

 (13 TeV)-135.9 fb

CMS

dijet
χ2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

N
LO

 Q
C

D
 +

 E
W

D
at

a

0.8

1

1.2 dijet
χ2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

di
je

t
χ

/d
di

je
t

σ
 d

di
je

t
σ

1/

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

 < 4.2 TeVjjM3.6 < 

Data

NLO QCD + EW

 (CI) = 14 TeV+
LLΛ

 (CI) = 14 TeV−
LLΛ

 = 1.0) = 5 TeV
q

 (DM gMedM

 (13 TeV)-135.9 fb

CMS

dijet
χ2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

N
LO

 Q
C

D
 +

 E
W

D
at

a

0.8

1

1.2 dijet
χ2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

di
je

t
χ

/d
di

je
t

σ
 d

di
je

t
σ

1/

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

 < 3.6 TeVjjM3.0 < 

Data

NLO QCD + EW

 = 1.0) = 3 TeV
q

 (DM gMedM

 = 1.0) = 5 TeV
q

 (DM gMedM

 (13 TeV)-135.9 fb

CMS

dijet
χ2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

N
LO

 Q
C

D
 +

 E
W

D
at

a

0.8

1

1.2 dijet
χ2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

di
je

t
χ

/d
di

je
t

σ
 d

di
je

t
σ

1/

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

 < 3.0 TeVjjM2.4 < 

Data

NLO QCD + EW

 = 1.0) = 2 TeV
q

 (DM gMedM

 = 1.0) = 3 TeV
q

 (DM gMedM

 = 1.0) = 5 TeV
q

 (DM gMedM

 (13 TeV)-135.9 fb

CMS

Figure 2: Normalized χdijet distributions in the four lower mass bins. Unfolded data are com-
pared to NLO predictions (black dotted line). The error bars represent statistical and exper-
imental systematic uncertainties combined in quadrature. The ticks on the error bars corre-
spond to the experimental systematic uncertainties only. Theoretical uncertainties are indicated
as a gray band. Also shown are the predictions for various CI, ADD, and DM scenarios. The
lower panels show the ratio of the unfolded data distributions and NLO predictions.
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for the CI models, Mjj > 4.2 TeV for the ADD models, and Mjj > 4.8 TeV for the QBH models.
For the DM mediators, we use mass bins that cover the Mjj range of 0.5MMed–1.2MMed. The
exclusion limits on the BSM models are determined using detector-level χdijet distributions
and theoretical predictions at detector level. By using the detector-level χdijet distributions,
each bin of the χdijet distributions can be modeled by a Poisson likelihood function, while at
particle level, the unfolded data distributions have correlations among the dijet mass bins. As a
cross-check, the limits are also determined for the case where the unfolded χdijet distributions,
approximated by Poisson likelihood functions, and particle-level theoretical predictions are
used in the limit extraction procedure. The resulting limits on the BSM scales and masses
are found to be more stringent than those determined at detector level by 1–10%, depending
on the model. The agreement of the data with QCD predictions is quantified by calculating
PQCD(q < qobs) for each mass bin separately. The largest excess is found in the first data point
of the > 6.0 TeV mass bin, with a significance of 1.8 standard deviations. When combining
mass bins in the various QCD+BSM models under study, the largest significances are found to
be 2.7–2.8 standard deviations for the QCD+DM model with MMed = 4.5–6 TeV and gq = 1.0.

Figure 3 shows the 95% CL upper limits on gq as a function of the mass of the vector or axial-
vector DM mediator with gDM = 1.0 and mDM = 1 GeV. The corresponding limits on the width
of the mediators are shown on the vertical axis on the right-hand side of Fig. 3. The degradation
of the limits below MMed = 2.5 TeV and above MMed = 4 TeV can be explained as follows.
For resonance masses below the lower Mjj boundary of the analysis at 2.4 TeV, the acceptance
increases rapidly as a function of resonance mass (e.g., from 1.4% at MMed = 2 TeV to 16% at
MMed = 2.5 TeV, for gq = 0.5), resulting in the improvement of the limit on gq as a function
of resonance mass. For large values of resonance mass and width (e.g., for MMed > 4 TeV and
gq > 0.5), the mediator is primarily produced off-shell with a mass less than the Mjj boundary
of the analysis at 2.4 TeV. The acceptance for high resonance masses thus decreases as a function
of resonance width (e.g., for MMed = 5 TeV, from 25% at gq = 0.5 to 8% at gq = 1.5), resulting
in the fast deterioration of the limit on gq at high resonance masses. For MMed between 2.0 and
4.6 TeV, this search excludes couplings gq ≥ 1.0, which are not accessible via dijet resonance
searches.

The limits for MMed at arbitrary mDM and gDM can be calculated based on the fact that changes
in the width of the quark decay channel will lead to changes in the width of the DM decay
channel. For the model with gq = 1.0 and gDM = 1.0, in which the total width of the mediator
is dominated by the width of quark decay channel, the exclusion range for MMed has little
dependence on mDM. The resulting exclusion regions for vector and axial-vector mediators
with gq = 1.0 and gDM = 1.0 in the mDM and MMed plane are shown in Fig. 4.

The observed and expected exclusion limits at 95% CL on different CI, ED, QBH, and DM
models obtained in this analysis are listed in Table 2. The observed limits are less stringent than
the expected limits because of the upward fluctuation in the measured distributions compared
to the theoretical predictions. The limits on all models are more stringent than those obtained
from data collected by CMS in 2015 [25].

7 Summary
A search has been presented for physics beyond the standard model, based on normalized dijet
angular distributions obtained in 2016 from proton-proton collisions at the LHC. The data sam-
ple corresponds to an integrated luminosity of 35.9 fb−1. The angular distributions, measured
over a wide range of dijet invariant masses, are found to be in agreement with the predictions of
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Figure 3: The 95% CL upper limits on the quark coupling gq, as a function of mass, for an axial-
vector or vector DM mediator with gDM = 1.0 and mDM = 1 GeV. The observed limits (solid),
expected limits (dashed) and the variation in the expected limit at the 1 and 2 standard devi-
ation levels (shaded bands) are shown. A dotted horizontal line shows the coupling strength
for a benchmark DM mediator with gq = 1.0. The corresponding limits on the width of the
mediators are shown on the vertical axis on the right-hand side of the figure.

perturbative quantum chromodynamics. The results are used to set 95% confidence level lower
limits on the contact interaction scale for a variety of quark compositeness models, the ultravi-
olet cutoff in models of extra spatial dimensions, the minimum mass of quantum black holes,
and the mass and couplings in dark matter models. For the first time, lower limits between 2.0
and 4.6 TeV are set on the mass of a dark matter mediator for (axial-)vector mediators, for the
universal quark coupling gq ≥ 1. This region is not accessible through dijet resonance searches.
The lower limits for the contact interaction scale Λ range from 9.2 to 22.4 TeV. The lower lim-
its on the ultraviolet cutoff in the Arkani–Hamed–Dimopoulos–Dvali model are in the range
of 8.5–12 TeV, and are the most stringent limits available. Quantum black hole masses below
8.2 TeV are excluded in the model with six large extra spatial dimensions, and below 5.9 TeV in
the Randall–Sundrum model with a single, warped extra dimension. To facilitate comparisons
with the predictions of other models, the angular distributions, corrected to particle level, are
published in HEPData.
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Figure 4: The 95% CL observed (red) and expected (blue) excluded regions in the plane of mDM
and MMed, for a vector mediator (upper) and an axial-vector mediator (lower) for a DM bench-
mark model with gDM = gq = 1.0. These are compared to constraints from the cosmological
relic density of DM (gray) determined from astrophysical measurements [79], using MADDM.
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overlap with each other.
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Table 2: Observed and expected exclusion limits at 95% CL for various CI, ADD, QBH, and
DM models. The 68% ranges of expectation for the expected limit are given as well. For the
DM vector mediator, couplings gDM = 1.0, gq ≥ 1 and a DM mass of 1 GeV are assumed and a
range of masses instead of a lower limit is quoted.

Model Observed lower limit ( TeV) Expected lower limit ( TeV)

CI Λ+
LL/RR 12.8 14.6± 0.8

Λ−LL/RR 17.5 23.5± 3.0
Λ+

VV 14.6 16.4± 0.8
Λ−VV 22.4 30.7± 3.7
Λ+

AA 14.7 16.5± 0.8
Λ−AA 22.3 30.6± 3.8
Λ+

(V−A)
9.2 11.5± 1.0

Λ−
(V−A)

9.3 11.8± 1.1

ADD ΛT (GRW) 10.1 11.4± 0.9
MS (HLZ) nED = 2 10.7 12.4± 1.0
MS (HLZ) nED = 3 12.0 13.6± 1.1
MS (HLZ) nED = 4 10.1 11.4± 0.9
MS (HLZ) nED = 5 9.1 10.3± 0.8
MS (HLZ) nED = 6 8.5 9.6± 0.8

QBH MQBH (ADD nED = 6) 8.2 8.5± 0.4
MQBH (RS nED = 1) 5.9 6.3± 0.7

DM Vector/Axial-vector MMed 2.0 – 4.6 2.0 – 5.5
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dans l’Agriculture (FRIA-Belgium); the Agentschap voor Innovatie door Wetenschap en Tech-
nologie (IWT-Belgium); the F.R.S.-FNRS and FWO (Belgium) under the “Excellence of Science
- EOS” - be.h project n. 30820817; the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports (MEYS) of
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[41] T. Sjöstrand, S. Mrenna, and P. Skands, “PYTHIA 6.4 physics and manual”, JHEP 05
(2006) 026, doi:10.1088/1126-6708/2006/05/026, arXiv:hep-ph/0603175.

[42] T. Sjöstrand, S. Mrenna, and P. Skands, “A brief introduction to PYTHIA 8.1”, Comput.
Phys. Comm. 178 (2008) 852, doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2008.01.036,
arXiv:0710.3820.

[43] CMS Collaboration, “CMS luminosity measurements for the 2016 data taking period”,
CMS Physics Analysis Summary CMS-PAS-LUM-17-001, 2017.

[44] M. J. Oreglia, “A study of the reactions ψ′ → γγψ”. PhD thesis, Stanford University,
1980. SLAC Report SLAC-R-236.

[45] T. Adye, “Unfolding algorithms and tests using RooUnfold”, in Proceedings, PHYSTAT
2011 Workshop on Statistical Issues Related to Discovery Claims in Search Experiments and
Unfolding, CERN, Geneva, Switzerland 17-20 January 2011, p. 313. 2011.
arXiv:1105.1160. doi:10.5170/CERN-2011-006.313.

[46] G. D’Agostini, “A multidimensional unfolding method based on Bayes’ theorem”, Nucl.
Instrum. Meth. A 362 (1995) 487, doi:10.1016/0168-9002(95)00274-X.

[47] Z. Nagy, “Three-jet cross sections in hadron hadron collisions at next-to-leading order”,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 88 (2002) 122003, doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.88.122003,
arXiv:hep-ph/0110315.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2008.08.011
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0806.4605
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/05/003
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0708.3017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/37/10/105008
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0912.0826
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/12/01/P01020
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1609.02366
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/3/08/S08004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/12/10/P10003
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1706.04965
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/04/063
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0802.1189
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-1896-2
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1111.6097
https://cds.cern.ch/record/2256875
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/12/02/P02014
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1607.03663
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2006/05/026
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0603175
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2008.01.036
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0710.3820
https://cds.cern.ch/record/2257069
http://www.slac.stanford.edu/cgi-wrap/getdoc/slac-r-236.pdf
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1105.1160
http://dx.doi.org/10.5170/CERN-2011-006.313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0168-9002(95)00274-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.88.122003
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0110315


18

[48] T. Kluge, K. Rabbertz, and M. Wobisch, “Fast pQCD calculations for PDF fits”, in DIS
2006, 20-24 Apr 2006, p. 483. Tsukuba, Japan, apr, 2006. arXiv:hep-ph/0609285.

[49] S. Dittmaier, A. Huss, and C. Speckner, “Weak radiative corrections to dijet production at
hadron colliders”, JHEP 11 (2012) 095, doi:10.1007/JHEP11(2012)095,
arXiv:1210.0438.

[50] S. Dulat et al., “New parton distribution functions from a global analysis of quantum
chromodynamics”, Phys. Rev. D 93 (2016) 033006,
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.93.033006, arXiv:1506.07443.

[51] J. Butterworth et al., “PDF4LHC recommendations for LHC run II”, J. Phys. G 43 (2016)
023001, doi:10.1088/0954-3899/43/2/023001, arXiv:1510.03865.

[52] L. A. Harland-Lang, A. D. Martin, P. Motylinski, and R. S. Thorne, “Parton distributions
in the LHC era: MMHT 2014 PDFs”, Eur. Phys. J. C 75 (2015) 204,
doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3397-6, arXiv:1412.3989.

[53] NNPDF Collaboration, “Parton distributions for the LHC run II”, JHEP 04 (2015) 040,
doi:10.1007/JHEP04(2015)040, arXiv:1410.8849.

[54] J. Gao and P. Nadolsky, “A meta-analysis of parton distribution functions”, JHEP 07
(2014) 035, doi:10.1007/JHEP07(2014)035, arXiv:1401.0013.

[55] S. Carrazza et al., “An unbiased Hessian representation for Monte Carlo PDFs”, Eur.
Phys. J. C 75 (2015) 369, doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3590-7,
arXiv:1505.06736.

[56] P. Skands, S. Carrazza, and J. Rojo, “Tuning PYTHIA 8.1: the Monash 2013 tune”, Eur.
Phys. J. C 74 (2014) 3024, doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3024-y,
arXiv:1404.5630.

[57] M. Bähr et al., “Herwig++ physics and manual”, Eur. Phys. J. C 58 (2008) 639,
doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-008-0798-9, arXiv:0803.0883.

[58] M. H. Seymour and A. Siodmok, “Constraining MPI models using σe f f and recent
tevatron and LHC underlying event data”, JHEP 10 (2013) 113,
doi:10.1007/JHEP10(2013)113, arXiv:1307.5015.

[59] M. Backovic, K. Kong, and M. McCaskey, “MadDM v.1.0: Computation of dark matter
relic abundance using MadGraph5”, Phys. Dark Univ. 5-6 (2014) 18,
doi:10.1016/j.dark.2014.04.001, arXiv:1308.4955.

[60] M. Backovic et al., “Direct detection of dark matter with MadDM v.2.0”, Phys. Dark Univ.
9-10 (2015) 37, doi:10.1016/j.dark.2015.09.001, arXiv:1505.04190.

[61] J. Gao et al., “Next-to-leading QCD effect to the quark compositeness search at the LHC”,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 106 (2011) 142001, doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.142001,
arXiv:1101.4611.

[62] G. F. Giudice, R. Rattazzi, and J. D. Wells, “Quantum gravity and extra dimensions at
high-energy colliders”, Nucl. Phys. B 544 (1999) 3,
doi:10.1016/S0550-3213(99)00044-9, arXiv:hep-ph/9811291.

http://www.arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0609285
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2012)095
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1210.0438
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.033006
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1506.07443
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/43/2/023001
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1510.03865
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3397-6
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1412.3989
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2015)040
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1410.8849
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2014)035
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1401.0013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3590-7
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1505.06736
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3024-y
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1404.5630
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-008-0798-9
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0803.0883
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2013)113
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1307.5015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2014.04.001
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1308.4955
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dark.2015.09.001
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1505.04190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.142001
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1101.4611
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(99)00044-9
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9811291


References 19

[63] T. Han, J. D. Lykken, and R.-J. Zhang, “Kaluza-Klein states from large extra dimensions”,
Phys. Rev. D 59 (1999) 105006, doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.59.105006,
arXiv:hep-ph/9811350.

[64] K. Cheung and G. Landsberg, “Drell-Yan and diphoton production at hadron colliders
and low scale gravity model”, Phys. Rev. D 62 (2000) 076003,
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.62.076003, arXiv:hep-ph/9909218.

[65] L. Randall and R. Sundrum, “Large mass hierarchy from a small extra dimension”, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 83 (1999) 3370, doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.3370,
arXiv:hep-ph/9905221.

[66] L. Randall and R. Sundrum, “An alternative to compactification”, Phys. Rev. Lett. 83
(1999) 4690, doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.4690, arXiv:hep-th/9906064.

[67] D. M. Gingrich, “Monte Carlo event generator for black hole production and decay in
proton-proton collisions”, Comput. Phys. Commun. 181 (2010) 1917,
doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2010.07.027, arXiv:0911.5370.

[68] CMS Collaboration, “Jet energy scale and resolution performances with 13 TeV data”,
CMS Detector Performance Summary CERN-DP-2016-020, 2016.

[69] GEANT4 Collaboration, “GEANT4—a simulation toolkit”, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 506
(2003) 250, doi:10.1016/S0168-9002(03)01368-8.

[70] J. Alwall et al., “The automated computation of tree-level and next-to-leading order
differential cross sections, and their matching to parton shower simulations”, JHEP 07
(2014) 079, doi:10.1007/JHEP07(2014)079, arXiv:1405.0301.

[71] ATLAS Collaboration, “Measurement of the inelastic proton-proton cross section at√
s = 13 TeV with the ATLAS detector at the LHC”, Phys. Rev. Lett. 117 (2016) 182002,

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.182002, arXiv:1606.02625.

[72] M. Cacciari et al., “The tt̄ cross-section at 1.8 TeV and 1.96 TeV: A study of the systematics
due to parton densities and scale dependence”, JHEP 04 (2004) 068,
doi:10.1088/1126-6708/2004/04/068, arXiv:hep-ph/0303085.

[73] A. Banfi, G. P. Salam, and G. Zanderighi, “Phenomenology of event shapes at hadron
colliders”, JHEP 06 (2010) 038, doi:10.1007/JHEP06(2010)038,
arXiv:1001.4082.

[74] P. Nadolsky et al., “Implications of CTEQ global analysis for collider observables”, Phys.
Rev. D 78 (2008) 013004, doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.78.013004, arXiv:0802.0007.

[75] G. Cowan, K. Cranmer, E. Gross, and O. Vitells, “Asymptotic formulae for
likelihood-based tests of new physics”, Eur. Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1554,
doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1554-0, arXiv:1007.1727. [Erratum:
doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2501-z].

[76] T. Junk, “Confidence level computation for combining searches with small statistics”,
Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 434 (1999) 435, doi:10.1016/s0168-9002(99)00498-2,
arXiv:hep-ex/9902006.

[77] A. L. Read, “Presentation of search results: The CLs technique”, J. Phys. G 28 (2002) 2693,
doi:10.1088/0954-3899/28/10/313.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.59.105006
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9811350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.62.076003
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9909218
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.3370
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9905221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.4690
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/hep-th/9906064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2010.07.027
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0911.5370
http://cds.cern.ch/record/2160347
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0168-9002(03)01368-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2014)079
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1405.0301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.182002
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1606.02625
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2004/04/068
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0303085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2010)038
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1001.4082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.013004
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0802.0007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1554-0
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1007.1727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2501-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/s0168-9002(99)00498-2
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/hep-ex/9902006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/28/10/313


20

[78] ATLAS and CMS Collaborations, and the LHC Higgs Combination Group, “Procedure
for the LHC Higgs boson search combination in Summer 2011”, Technical Report
CMS-NOTE-2011-005, ATL-PHYS-PUB-2011-11, 2011.

[79] Planck Collaboration, “Planck 2015 results. XIII. Cosmological parameters”, Astron.
Astrophys. 594 (2016) A13, doi:10.1051/0004-6361/201525830,
arXiv:1502.01589.

https://cds.cern.ch/record/1379837
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1379837
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/0004-6361/201525830
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1502.01589


21

A The CMS Collaboration
Yerevan Physics Institute, Yerevan, Armenia
A.M. Sirunyan, A. Tumasyan

Institut für Hochenergiephysik, Wien, Austria
W. Adam, F. Ambrogi, E. Asilar, T. Bergauer, J. Brandstetter, E. Brondolin, M. Dragicevic,
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Université Catholique de Louvain, Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium
H. Bakhshiansohi, O. Bondu, S. Brochet, G. Bruno, C. Caputo, A. Caudron, P. David, S. De
Visscher, C. Delaere, M. Delcourt, B. Francois, A. Giammanco, G. Krintiras, V. Lemaitre,
A. Magitteri, A. Mertens, M. Musich, K. Piotrzkowski, L. Quertenmont, A. Saggio, M. Vidal
Marono, S. Wertz, J. Zobec

Centro Brasileiro de Pesquisas Fisicas, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil
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V. Calvellia ,b, F. Ferroa, F. Raveraa,b, E. Robuttia, S. Tosia,b

INFN Sezione di Milano-Bicocca a, Università di Milano-Bicocca b, Milano, Italy
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De Sá, J. Lykken, K. Maeshima, N. Magini, J.M. Marraffino, D. Mason, P. McBride, P. Merkel,
S. Mrenna, S. Nahn, V. O’Dell, K. Pedro, O. Prokofyev, G. Rakness, L. Ristori, A. Savoy-
Navarro68, B. Schneider, E. Sexton-Kennedy, A. Soha, W.J. Spalding, L. Spiegel, S. Stoynev,
J. Strait, N. Strobbe, L. Taylor, S. Tkaczyk, N.V. Tran, L. Uplegger, E.W. Vaandering, C. Vernieri,
M. Verzocchi, R. Vidal, M. Wang, H.A. Weber, A. Whitbeck, W. Wu

University of Florida, Gainesville, USA
D. Acosta, P. Avery, P. Bortignon, D. Bourilkov, A. Brinkerhoff, A. Carnes, M. Carver, D. Curry,
R.D. Field, I.K. Furic, S.V. Gleyzer, B.M. Joshi, J. Konigsberg, A. Korytov, K. Kotov, P. Ma,
K. Matchev, H. Mei, G. Mitselmakher, K. Shi, D. Sperka, N. Terentyev, L. Thomas, J. Wang,
S. Wang, J. Yelton

Florida International University, Miami, USA
Y.R. Joshi, S. Linn, P. Markowitz, J.L. Rodriguez

Florida State University, Tallahassee, USA
A. Ackert, T. Adams, A. Askew, S. Hagopian, V. Hagopian, K.F. Johnson, T. Kolberg,
G. Martinez, T. Perry, H. Prosper, A. Saha, A. Santra, V. Sharma, R. Yohay

Florida Institute of Technology, Melbourne, USA
M.M. Baarmand, V. Bhopatkar, S. Colafranceschi, M. Hohlmann, D. Noonan, T. Roy,
F. Yumiceva

University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC), Chicago, USA
M.R. Adams, L. Apanasevich, D. Berry, R.R. Betts, R. Cavanaugh, X. Chen, S. Dittmer,



33

O. Evdokimov, C.E. Gerber, D.A. Hangal, D.J. Hofman, K. Jung, J. Kamin, I.D. Sandoval
Gonzalez, M.B. Tonjes, N. Varelas, H. Wang, Z. Wu, J. Zhang

The University of Iowa, Iowa City, USA
B. Bilki69, W. Clarida, K. Dilsiz70, S. Durgut, R.P. Gandrajula, M. Haytmyradov, V. Khristenko,
J.-P. Merlo, H. Mermerkaya71, A. Mestvirishvili, A. Moeller, J. Nachtman, H. Ogul72, Y. Onel,
F. Ozok73, A. Penzo, C. Snyder, E. Tiras, J. Wetzel, K. Yi

Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, USA
B. Blumenfeld, A. Cocoros, N. Eminizer, D. Fehling, L. Feng, A.V. Gritsan, W.T. Hung,
P. Maksimovic, J. Roskes, U. Sarica, M. Swartz, M. Xiao, C. You

The University of Kansas, Lawrence, USA
A. Al-bataineh, P. Baringer, A. Bean, S. Boren, J. Bowen, J. Castle, S. Khalil, A. Kropivnitskaya,
D. Majumder, W. Mcbrayer, M. Murray, C. Rogan, C. Royon, S. Sanders, E. Schmitz, J.D. Tapia
Takaki, Q. Wang

Kansas State University, Manhattan, USA
A. Ivanov, K. Kaadze, Y. Maravin, A. Modak, A. Mohammadi, L.K. Saini, N. Skhirtladze

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore, USA
F. Rebassoo, D. Wright

University of Maryland, College Park, USA
A. Baden, O. Baron, A. Belloni, S.C. Eno, Y. Feng, C. Ferraioli, N.J. Hadley, S. Jabeen, G.Y. Jeng,
R.G. Kellogg, J. Kunkle, A.C. Mignerey, F. Ricci-Tam, Y.H. Shin, A. Skuja, S.C. Tonwar

Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, USA
D. Abercrombie, B. Allen, V. Azzolini, R. Barbieri, A. Baty, G. Bauer, R. Bi, S. Brandt, W. Busza,
I.A. Cali, M. D’Alfonso, Z. Demiragli, G. Gomez Ceballos, M. Goncharov, P. Harris, D. Hsu,
M. Hu, Y. Iiyama, G.M. Innocenti, M. Klute, D. Kovalskyi, Y.-J. Lee, A. Levin, P.D. Luckey,
B. Maier, A.C. Marini, C. Mcginn, C. Mironov, S. Narayanan, X. Niu, C. Paus, C. Roland,
G. Roland, G.S.F. Stephans, K. Sumorok, K. Tatar, D. Velicanu, J. Wang, T.W. Wang, B. Wyslouch,
S. Zhaozhong

University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, USA
A.C. Benvenuti, R.M. Chatterjee, A. Evans, P. Hansen, S. Kalafut, Y. Kubota, Z. Lesko, J. Mans,
S. Nourbakhsh, N. Ruckstuhl, R. Rusack, J. Turkewitz, M.A. Wadud

University of Mississippi, Oxford, USA
J.G. Acosta, S. Oliveros

University of Nebraska-Lincoln, Lincoln, USA
E. Avdeeva, K. Bloom, D.R. Claes, C. Fangmeier, F. Golf, R. Gonzalez Suarez, R. Kamalieddin,
I. Kravchenko, J. Monroy, J.E. Siado, G.R. Snow, B. Stieger

State University of New York at Buffalo, Buffalo, USA
A. Godshalk, C. Harrington, I. Iashvili, D. Nguyen, A. Parker, S. Rappoccio, B. Roozbahani

Northeastern University, Boston, USA
G. Alverson, E. Barberis, C. Freer, A. Hortiangtham, A. Massironi, D.M. Morse, T. Orimoto,
R. Teixeira De Lima, T. Wamorkar, B. Wang, A. Wisecarver, D. Wood

Northwestern University, Evanston, USA
S. Bhattacharya, O. Charaf, K.A. Hahn, N. Mucia, N. Odell, M.H. Schmitt, K. Sung, M. Trovato,
M. Velasco



34

University of Notre Dame, Notre Dame, USA
R. Bucci, N. Dev, M. Hildreth, K. Hurtado Anampa, C. Jessop, D.J. Karmgard, N. Kellams,
K. Lannon, W. Li, N. Loukas, N. Marinelli, F. Meng, C. Mueller, Y. Musienko37, M. Planer,
A. Reinsvold, R. Ruchti, P. Siddireddy, G. Smith, S. Taroni, M. Wayne, A. Wightman, M. Wolf,
A. Woodard

The Ohio State University, Columbus, USA
J. Alimena, L. Antonelli, B. Bylsma, L.S. Durkin, S. Flowers, B. Francis, A. Hart, C. Hill, W. Ji,
T.Y. Ling, W. Luo, B.L. Winer, H.W. Wulsin

Princeton University, Princeton, USA
S. Cooperstein, O. Driga, P. Elmer, J. Hardenbrook, P. Hebda, S. Higginbotham,
A. Kalogeropoulos, D. Lange, J. Luo, D. Marlow, K. Mei, I. Ojalvo, J. Olsen, C. Palmer, P. Piroué,
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6: Also at Université Libre de Bruxelles, Bruxelles, Belgium
7: Also at Institute for Theoretical and Experimental Physics, Moscow, Russia
8: Also at Joint Institute for Nuclear Research, Dubna, Russia
9: Also at Suez University, Suez, Egypt
10: Now at British University in Egypt, Cairo, Egypt
11: Also at Zewail City of Science and Technology, Zewail, Egypt
12: Also at Department of Physics, King Abdulaziz University, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia
13: Also at Université de Haute Alsace, Mulhouse, France
14: Also at Skobeltsyn Institute of Nuclear Physics, Lomonosov Moscow State University,
Moscow, Russia
15: Also at Tbilisi State University, Tbilisi, Georgia
16: Also at CERN, European Organization for Nuclear Research, Geneva, Switzerland
17: Also at RWTH Aachen University, III. Physikalisches Institut A, Aachen, Germany
18: Also at University of Hamburg, Hamburg, Germany
19: Also at Brandenburg University of Technology, Cottbus, Germany
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