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Abstract

We investigate a Left-Right symmetric model respecting SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)L ⊗ SU(2)R ⊗
U(1)R local gauge symmetry. We study the interactions of the heavy neutral and charged scalars
of this model along with their production at the hadron collider and their subsequent decays. We
analyze the collider searches of two heavy scalars, one of them is charge neutral and another one
is singly charged. In both the cases we consider their associated production at the Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) and finally concentrate only on the leptonic final states. We perform both cut-based
and multivariate analysis using Boosted Decision Tree algorithm for 14 TeV as well as 27 TeV LHC
run with 3000 fb−1 integrated luminosity. As expected, the multivariate analysis shows a better
signal-background discrimination compared to the cut-based analysis. In this article, we show that
a charged Higgs of mass 750 GeV and 1.2 TeV can be probed with 2.77σ (4.58σ) and 1.38σ (3.66σ)
significance at 14 (27) TeV run of LHC.

1 Introduction

It is well known that Standard Model (SM) of particle physics has been extremely successful in describing
the interactions of the elementary particles. The discovery of Higgs boson at Large Hadron Collider
(LHC), CERN [1,2] has added another feather in its cap. Despite of being so successful, it is still unable
to explain some of the natural phenomena which are already experimentally established, for example
the explanation of Dark Matter (DM) or tiny neutrino mass etc. It is also unknown to us that whether
the discovered Higgs boson is the only scalar candidate in nature or there are also other scalars with
heavier masses which are similarly responsible for Electroweak Symmetry Breaking (EWSB). All of these
unexplained facts actually motivate the physicists to look beyond SM (BSM).

In the existing literature, there are several studies which actually deal with the phenomenology of
extended Higgs sector [3]. Many of them have argued that the idea of one Higgs boson is not complete
and there may be other representations also which may give rise to other required Higgs bosons having a
heavier or lighter mass compared to the SM Higgs boson. We are hopeful that with the advancement of
technologies a detailed study about the properties of SM Higgs boson, for example its decays, branching
ratios (BR), its couplings, precision measurements [4, 5] will be possible which will make the picture
of the scalar sector clear. The Higgs self-coupling could not be precisely measured yet. To constrain
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this value, people also have searched for di-Higgs at the collider [5, 6]. Extended Higgs sector may also
have some bearings on this dark matter sector, Higgs mass hierarchy or neutrino mass issues. In some
models, singlet scalar has been considered as a suitable DM candidate [7]. The presence of charged
Higgs may contribute to the radiative masses of neutrino [8]. In Left-Right symmetric models (LRSM),
people have studied about the mass generation of neutrinos with help of extended triplet or singlet
Higgs bosons [9, 10]. Additional Higgs bosons can also play a crucial role in dealing with the flavor
problems [11]. The non-detection of such a scalar from the direct searches from the LHC pushes the
exclusion limits on the masses of such scalars to higher and higher scales.

In quest of such a complete theory, we investigate a model which respects SU(3)C⊗SU(2)L⊗U(1)L⊗
SU(2)R ⊗ U(1)R (32121) [12] local gauge symmetry. This can be obtained via a two-step symmetry
breaking from E6 [13] Grand Unified group with [SU(3)C ⊗ SU(3)L ⊗ SU(3)R] as the intermediate
step. We shall only be interested in the Left-Right (LR) symmetric gauge group, 32121 and in the
phenomenology of its scalar sector. This model contains the fermions from the full 27-plet of E6,
among them 11 are heavy BSM fermions. Two of these heavy fermions, one being Dirac like and
another being Majorana like, are suitable DM candidates. The detailed analysis regarding Dark Matter
aspects of this model has been discussed in [14]. Apart from the SM gauge bosons the gauge sector
comprises of three heavy BSM gauge bosons. The scalars in 32121 arise from the (1,3, 3̄) representation
of SU(3)C ⊗SU(3)L⊗SU(3)R. They are color singlet and heavy scalars. One of them must have similar
properties like SM Higgs boson. At this point it is worth making a note that though this 32121 model has
a few similarities with extensively studied Left-Right Symmetric Model (LRSM) [15] but it offers some
unique features providing interesting phenomenology which makes this model significant and different
from LRSM.

• Unlike LRSM which mainly deals with the extension of scalar and gauge sector, the 32121 model
contains a few charged and neutral heavy BSM fermions from 27-plet of E6 along with extended
Higgs and gauge sector. Some of these fermions offer interesting phenomenology which we have
discussed in ref. [12].

• The particle sector of model already contains two Dark Matter candidates which satisfy the limits
from direct detection experiments and relic density measuments [14].

• Unlike LRSM, 32121 model contains a heavy stable charged particle which may leave charged
tracks in the detector. So pair production of such field leaves two charged tracks producing an
unique signature of this model.

• 32121 contains heavy stable neutral scalar fields also. So production of such a field along with a
heavy stable charged particle will leave a single charged track with missing transverse energy. This
also offers an unique signature which is not so discussed in other models.

• Along with an usual heavy gauge boson present in several models including LRSM Z ′, a new heavy
neutral gauge boson A′ is present in this model. It couples to the SM fermions and have similar
properties like Z ′ but has a different mass which we also could derive using experimenal results
from LHC.

Some of the BSM Higgs bosons show interesting signatures at High Luminosity-LHC (HL-LHC). In this
article we shall mainly analyse the properties of some of the heavy Higgs bosons and their signatures at
the LHC with 14 and 27 TeV high luminosity run.

In this article we plan to describe the model breifly in section 2 where we mainly discuss the particle
sector of this model with special emphasis on the scalar sector of our interest. We also discuss the
properties and production mechanisms of the some BSM scalars including heavy neutral and singly
charged scalars at the LHC. In section 3 we perform the signal-background phenomenology of these two
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BSM Higgs bosons considering the cut-based analysis as well as multivariate analysis. We shall see that
the signal-background discrimination is much better in case of multivariate analysis. Finally we conclude
in section 4.

2 Description of 32121 Model

We start with the Left-Right (LR) symmetric 32121 gauge group. A two-step symmetry breaking of E6

can lead to 32121, though we will not be interested in this specific symmetry breaking pattern. This
model is rich in particles which are listed in Table 1 with their corresponding gauge quantum numbers.
In this article, among all the particles we will mainly study the interactions of some of the scalars which
may generate interesting signatures at hadron collider.

The Higgs multiplets present in the Table 1 are instrumental in breaking down SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗
U(1)L⊗SU(2)R⊗U(1)R to the SU(3)C⊗SU(2)L⊗U(1)Y and then to SU(3)C⊗U(1)EM . L and R denote
Left and Right repectively. One can calculate the electric charge, Q as, Q = T3L + T3R + YL/2 + YR/2
where YL/2 and YR/2 are the U(1)L,R hypercharges and are noted down in the last two columns of
Table 1 respectively. T3L and T3R are the third component of weak isospin corresponding to SU(2)L and
SU(2)R gauge group respectively.

Fields Gauge quantum numbers

3C 2L 2R 1L 1R

LL 1 2 1 −1/6 −1/3

L̄R 1 1 2 1/3 1/6

L̄B 1 2 2 −1/6 1/6

Fermions l̄S 1 1 1 1/3 −1/3

QL 3 2 1 1/6 0

Q̄R 3̄ 1 2 0 −1/6

Q̄LS 3̄ 1 1 −1/3 0

QRS 3 1 1 0 1/3

ΦB 1 2 2 1/6 −1/6

Scalar ΦL 1 2 1 1/6 1/3

Fields ΦR 1 1 2 −1/3 −1/6

ΦS 1 1 1 −1/3 1/3

Gi, i = 1, ..., 8 8 1 1 0 0

W i
L, i = 1, 2, 3 1 3 1 0 0

Gauge fields W i
R, i = 1, 2, 3 1 1 3 0 0

BL 1 1 1 0 0

BR 1 1 1 0 0

Table 1: Fermions and Bosons in 32121 model with their respective gauge quantum numbers
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2.1 Gauge sector

The gauge sector of 32121 model has two charged and four neutral gauge bosons. In the charged sector,
one has been identified with the SM W boson and the other field is the heavy W ′ boson. In the neutral
gauge sector two fields have been identified with SM Z and photon. The remaining two fields (after
symmetry breaking) are denoted as Z ′ and A′. The masses and mixings along with the interactions in
electro-weak gauge sector are controlled by the four gauge coupling constants, g2L, g2R, g1L and g1R along
with the vacuum expectation values (vevs) of the scalar fields. If one follows the symmetry breaking
pattern of SU(2)R ⊗ U(1)L ⊗ U(1)R to U(1)Y , one can have an expression like,

1

g2Y
=

1

g22R
+

1

g21L
+

1

g21R
(1)

where gY denotes the U(1)Y gauge coupling constant. g2L is identified with the SU(2)L gauge coupling
constant of SM, g. We have chosen g2L = g2R = g and g1L = g1R to keep our Lagrangian Left-Right
symmetric. With these choices one can fix the gauge parameters of the 32121 model. On the other hand,
the lower limits of the vevs of the Higgs fields can be fixed from the experimental lower limits of the
heavy gauge bosons. A deltailed study on the gauge sector of 32121 model can be found in [12].

2.2 Fermion sector

As already mentioned, in 32121 model we have 27 fermions. Their chiral components are as follows,

LL =

(
νL
eL

)
, LR =

(
νR
eR

)
QL =

(
uL
dL

)
, QR =

(
uR
dR

)
QLS = qSL, QRS = qSR, lS and,

LB =

(
N1 E1

E2 N2

)
and L̃B =

(
N c

2 Ec
2

Ec
1 N c

1

)
(2)

LL,R and QL,R contain the SM leptons and quarks respectively along with a right-handed neutrino. Rest
of fields are BSM fermions. QLS and QRS form a four-component Dirac-like color triplet quark whereas
N1, N c

2 and E1, Ec
2 construct neutral and singly charged Dirac-like lepton N and E respectively. lS is

color singlet and carries equal and opposite U(1)L,R hypercharges. lS and lcS together form a Majorana-
like neutral fermion LS .

The interactions between the Higgs fields and the fermions are responsible for the masses of the
fermions. The relevant Yukawa Lagrangian is as follows.

LY = yqijQ̄iLΦBQjR + ỹqijQ̄iRΦ̃BQjL + ylijL̄iLΦBLjR + ỹlijL̄iRΦ̃BLjL

+ ysijQ̄iLSΦSQjRS + yLBij Tr
[
L̄iBL̃jB

]
Φc
S +

yLSij
Λ

l̄iSl
c
jSΦSΦS

+ yBBij Tr
[
L̄iBΦ̃B

]
lcjS + yijBRL̄iLLjBΦR + yijBLL̄iRL

†
jBΦ̃L

+ yijLRSQ̄iLQ
∗
jRSΦ̃L + yijRLSQ̄iRQ

∗
jLSΦ̃R + h.c. (3)

where, i, j = 1, 2, 3 are generation numbers and y(s) are Yukawa coupling constants. Φ∗
S is complex

conjugate of ΦS , Φ̃B = σ2Φ
∗
Bσ2 and L̃B = σ2L

∗
Bσ2.

The first line of Eq. 3 shows the terms generating the masses of the SM fermions. The terms present
in the second line of Eq. 3 are responsible for giving masses to the heavy BSM fermions. The Yukawa
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coupling matrices are non-diagonal in general. But for the sake of simplicity, we have not gone through
any detailed calculations regarding mixings among the SM and BSM fermions. It is to be noted that we
have written a dimension-5 term to generate the Majorana mass of lS where Λ is an arbitrary mass scale
which is assumed to arise from any higher energy scale than the LR symmetry breaking scale. The rest
of the terms represent the mixings among BSM and SM fermions. Here we note that, we can write only
Dirac-like mass term for the neutrino in our model. The U(1)L,R hypercharges of LL and LR restrict
ourselves from writing any Majorana-mass term for neutrino.

2.3 Scalar sector of 32121

There are several scalar fields in this model. The Higgs fields which are mainly responsible for the
symmetry breaking from 32121 −→ SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y −→ SU(3)C ⊗ U(1)EM are, one Higgs
bi-doublet (ΦB), one left-handed (ΦL), one right-handed (ΦR) weak doublets and a singlet Higgs boson
(ΦS). ΦS is SU(2) singlet but carries equal and opposite U(1) hypercharges. It is to be noted that
being a pure singlet under SM gauge group, ΦS does not take part in electroweak symmetry break-
ing. These color singlet scalars arise from (1, 3, 3̄) representation of the Trinification gauge group
([SU(3)C ⊗ SU(3)L ⊗ SU(3)R]). Among these fields, ΦR is instrumental in breaking the LR symmetry.
The allignment of the Higgs felds are as following.

ΦB =

(
1√
2
(k1 + h01 + iξ01) h+1

h−2
1√
2
(k2 + h02 + iξ02)

)
,

ΦL =

(
h+L

1√
2
(vL + h0L + iξ0L)

)
,ΦR =

(
1√
2
(vR + h0R + iξ0R)

h−R

)
,ΦS =

1√
2
(vS + h0S + iξ0S) (4)

The Higgs potential of the 32121 model, V is composed of two parts, V1 and V2. It is given by,

V1 = − µ2
1Tr

(
ΦB

†ΦB

)
− µ2

3

(
ΦL

†ΦL +ΦR
†ΦR

)
− µ2

4ΦS
†ΦS

+ λ1Tr
[
(ΦB

†ΦB)
2
]
+ λ3

(
Tr
[
ΦB

†Φ̃B

]
Tr
[
Φ̃†
BΦB

])
+ α1(Φ

†
SΦS)

2 + β1Tr
[
ΦB

†ΦB

]
(Φ†

SΦS) + γ1

[
(Φ†

LΦL) + (Φ†
RΦR)

]
(Φ†

SΦS)

+ ρ1

[
(Φ†

LΦL)
2 + (Φ†

RΦR)
2
]
+ ρ3

[
(Φ†

LΦL)(Φ
†
RΦR)

]
+ c1Tr

[
ΦB

†ΦB

] [
(Φ†

LΦL) + (Φ†
RΦR)

]
+ c3

[
(Φ†

LΦBΦ
†
BΦL) + (Φ†

RΦ
†
BΦBΦR)

]
+ c4

[
(Φ†

LΦ̃BΦ̃
†
BΦL) + (Φ†

RΦ̃
†
BΦ̃BΦR)

]
(5)

and,

V2 = µBSTr
[
Φ†
BΦ̃B

]
Φ∗
S + h.c. (6)

The parameters in V are considered to be real. V is also LR symmetric and obeys the gauge symmetry
of 32121 model.

Apart from the above symmetries, V1 is also symmetric under the global phase transformations like,

ΦB → eiθB ΦB; ΦL → eiθL ΦL; ΦR → eiθR ΦR and ΦS → eiθS ΦS . (7)

Whereas, the terms present in V2 explicitly breaks this symmetry. Now, if we choose both k1 and k2 to
be non-zero, the terms proportional to λ3 in V1 give rise to some bilinear terms like h01h

0
2, h

+
1 h

−
2 which

makes V1 break the aforementioned global symmetry spontaneously. This results into emergence of a
massless mode in the physical spectra of particles. This massless scalar, also called Majoron [16] couples
to the Z boson thus contributes to the invisible decay width of Z. Invisible decay width of Z, being very
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accurately measured quantity, would basically disfavour such a massless scalar. This issue of getting
unwanted Goldstone mode can be avoided in two ways. One simple option is to choose one of k1 and
k2 to be zero which will make such bilinear terms (like h01h

0
2, h

+
1 h

−
2 ) vanish and turn the potential V1

invariant under such a global symmetry. Another way is to consider V2 in addition to V1 as the scalar
potential. As V2 breaks the global symmetry explicitly, we can get rid of the extra massless mode in this
way. In [12], it is discussed in detail that the presence of V2 does not affect the masses and the mixings
in the scalar sector in a significant way. Hence, we choose k2 to be zero.

A non-zero value of vR is necessary to lead the Left-Right symmetry breaking. Whereas, vS also
needs to be non-zero as it is responsible for U(1) symmetry breaking. A non-zero value of vL will along
with a non-zero vR will again spontaneously break the global symmetry mentioned in Eq. 7 which will
give rise to an extra unwanted Goldstone mode. In order to avoid such a problem, we choose vL = 0 [12].

There are 10 real parameters in the scalar potential of this model, λ1, λ3, ρ1, ρ3, c1, c3, c4, α1, β1
and γ1. We accept only those values of the quartic parameters which make the scalar potential bounded
from below and which are allowed by the SM-Higgs signal strengths [12].

Among all the scalar fields, there are five neutral CP-even scalar fields, h0, h02, h
0
L, H

0
R and H0

S . h0

has been identified with the SM-Higgs. The neutral CP-odd scalar sector contains two physical fields, ξ02
and ξ0L. In addition to these scalars, there are two charged Higgs fields, H±

1 and H±
L . h02 and ξ02 are mass

degenerate at the tree level. In a similar fashion, h0L and ξ0L also have same mass. In this article, we will
mainly concentrate on the scalars who belong to the Higgs bi-doublet, ΦB and discuss their properties.

• Scalars from Bi-doublet Higgs field:

Apart from the SM-like Higgs, the bi-doublet Higgs field ΦB comprises of some BSM scalar fields
including two neutral CP-even (h02) and CP-odd (ξ02) scalars and a singly charged Higgs H±

1 . At tree
level, the above scalar (h02) and pseudoscalar (ξ02) have equal masses. With k2 = 0,

m2
h0
2
= m2

ξ02
=

1

2
[4λ3k

2
1 + (c4 − c3)v

2
R] (8)

The couplings of h02 (ξ02) with a pair of scalars or a pair of gauge bosons are proportional to k2. The
zero value of k2 restricts h02 (ξ02) to couple with a pair of other scalars or gauge bosons but they can
have interactions with a pair of SM fermions (see Eq. 3). The couplings of h02 (ξ02) with a pair of SM
fermions depend on k2 as well as k1. So even after choosing the zero value of k2 a non-vanishing coupling
of h02 (ξ02) with the SM fermions is possible. From Eq. 3 it is evident that the coupling of h02 (ξ02) with
the up quark sector is proportional to the bottom quark sector Yukawa coupling and vice-versa. This
implies that the coupling of h02 (ξ02) with a pair of bottom quarks is proportional to top Yukawa coupling
(see Appendix A, Table 8). To find the limit on the mass of h02 (ξ02) we have produced these heavy
scalars in association with a pair of b-quarks with a further decay to b quark pair. ATLAS and CMS
have already performed a search for heavy neutral scalar which is produced in association with a pair of
b quarks at

√
s = 13 TeV [17, 18]. Using this result, we compare σ ×BR obtained in 32121 model with

the measured rate by ATLAS Collaboration and find a lower limit on mh0
2
(mξ02

). We find, mh0
2
(mξ02

)

must be greater than 800 GeV [12].
At the LHC, one of the dominating ways of producing h02 (ξ02) is via gluon gluon fusion. Unlike

SM Higgs, here a triangle loop of bottom quark will mainly control the production cross-section [12].
Another dominant way to produce h02 (ξ02) at the hadronc collider is the associated Higgs production as
previously dicussed. One can produce h02 (ξ02) in association with two bottom quarks (see Fig. 3). This
large production cross-section will sensitively depend on the top Yukawa coupling. This in turn makes
us consider the associated production mechanism while generating the heavy scalars at the collider. We
present the associated production cross-section and decay branching ratios of h02 (ξ02) in Fig. 1. It is to
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be noted that this production cross-section is at the partonic level without considering any showering or
detector simulation.

Figure 1: The left figure represents the branching ratios of h02 (ξ02) to different final states. Here we set
the mass of H±

1 to 750 GeV. The figure on the right shows the associated production cross section of
h02 (ξ02) (σ) at the LHC at 14 and 27 TeV proton proton center of mass energy.

We note that h02 (ξ02) has a dominant decay mode to bb̄ untill the decay to H±
1 W∓ is kinematically

allowed. In this plot the mass of H±
1 has been set to 750 GeV.

In order to generate such events, we have first implemented our model in FeynRules2.0 [19] and
then generated such processes using Madgraph [20] using NNPDF3.0 parton distribution functions [21].
We have also taken care of the QCD K-factor (∼ 1.1) following the ref. [22, 23].

Now, coming to the singly charged Higgs boson, H±
1 , it is another scalar field which is of our interest.

H±
1 has a mass,

m2
H±

1
=

1

2
(c4 − c3)(k

2
1 + v2R) (9)

It can couple to SM fermions via Yukawa coupling (see Eq. 3) and also has interactions with SMW boson
and heavy neutral scalar h02 (ξ02). One dominant process of producing this charged scalar at the LHC is
the production in association with a top and a bottom quark. Other mechanisms may include Drell-Yan
process or even vector boson fusion process. ATLAS and CMS collaborations both have searched for
heavy charged Higgs boson at 13 TeV run followed by a decay to a top and a bottom quark [24–26]. In
our analysis, we have also produced H±

1 in association with a top and a bottom with a further decay of
H±

1 again to a top and a bottom. We compare the event rates obtained in 32121 model with the result
provided by ATLAS collaboration which H±

1 . We find, mH±
1
> 720 GeV [12].

While performing our analysis, we have considered to produce mH±
1

at the collider in association

with t b. The leading contribution will be from gg → t̄bH1. In Fig. 2, we present the production
cross-section of H±

1 at centre of mass energies of 14 TeV and 27 TeV along with the branching ratios of
H±

1 to different final states. We observe that H±
1 mainly decays to a top and a bottom quark until it

is allowed to decay to h02 (ξ02)W
± kinematically. The H+

1 t̄b production cross-section varies from 0.15 (1)
pb for mH±

1
= 720 GeV to 0.005 (0.06) pb for mH±

1
= 1500 GeV at 14 (27) TeV LHC run.
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Figure 2: The figure on the left shows the branching ratios of H±
1 to different final states where the

mass of h02 (ξ02) at its lowest limit (800 GeV). The right figure production cross-section (σ) of H±
1 via

pp → t̄bH+
1 process at 14 and 27 TeV LHC run.

In the next section, we will now present the signal-background study of h02 (ξ02) and H±
1 production

at the LHC at 14 and 27 TeV run with 3000 fb−1 integrated luminosity.

3 Signal-Background Analysis

In the previous section we have already discussed about the production mechanisms and subsequent
decays of the two scalars, h02( ξ

0
2) and H±

1 . The heavy neutral and charged scalars have some interesting
decay channels to BSM fields. In this section we concentrate on the signal-background analysis of these
two scalars at the LHC where we have considered such BSM decay channels of the heavy scalars.

One of the interesting channels to probe h02(ξ
0
2) at the LHC is the following (see Fig. 3).

pp → h02(ξ
0
2)bb̄ → (H±

1 W∓)bb̄ → (tb̄l−ν̄l)bb̄ → bb̄bb̄l+l−νlν̄l

Similarly to look for H±
1 at the hadron collider, one may consider (see Fig. 3),

pp → H±
1 tb → (tb̄)t̄b → (W−b̄b)W+bb̄ → bb̄bb̄l+l−νlν̄l

We shall now briefly discuss these two channels with leptonic decay of W boson with not-too-large
background in the context of HL-LHC at 14 TeV and 27 TeV center of mass energy.

Fig. 3 shows the leading order Feynman diagrams which are the most dominating for the production
of heavy neutral h02 (ξ02) and singly charged scalars H±

1 at the LHC.
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(a) (b)

Figure 3: Feynman diagrams for the most dominant production processses of h02 (ξ02) (a) and H±
1 (b) at

the LHC.

We denote the production of h02(ξ
0
2) and H±

1 as signal 1 (S1) and signal 2 (S2) respectively. Both
the signals discussed above, have similar final states with four b jets, two oppositely charged leptons
and missing transverse energy in the final state. This specific combination in the final state makes these
signals unique as the chances of getting similar states coming from the Standard Model is quite low.

Among all the background processes, tt̄ + jets production will be the most dominant. Other sig-
nificant background effects include bb̄tt̄ production, htt̄ production, Ztt̄ production, multijet processes
etc.

Initially we have set the transverse momentum (the component of momentum of a particle in the
transverse plane, plane perpendicular to the beam axis) of b-tagged jet, light jets and leptons as, pT b >
40 GeV, pT j > 30 GeV, pT l > 10 GeV respectively. We have also put an initial cut on missing transverse
energy, ET/ which is greater than 20 GeV.

We perform this analysis for four chosen benchmark points corresponding to four different sets of
masses of the scalars and their decay properties.

S1 depends on the branching ratio of h02 to H±
1 W∓ channel which is non-zero just after a certain mass

of h02 (see Fig. 1). Whereas S2 depends on the H+
1 → tb̄ branching ratio which is non-zero throughout

the mass range of H±
1 (see Fig. 2) but this branching ratio reduces after the H±

1 −→ h02 (ξ02)W
± decay

channel opens up. In Table 2, the four choices of the benchmark points have been presented.

mh0
2(ξ

0
2)

[TeV] mH±
1

[TeV] Remarks

BP1 1 0.75 Signal 1 −→ On

Signal 2 −→ On

BP2 0.8 0.75 Signal 1 −→ Off

Signal 2 −→ On

BP3 1 1.2 Signal 1 −→ Off

Signal 2 −→ On

BP4 1.2 1 Signal 1 −→ On

Signal 2 −→ On

Table 2: The four benchmark points considered in the analysis

For BP1 and BP4, the masses of h02 (ξ
0
2) andH±

1 are such that both the signals, S1 and S2 are on as the
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BR (h02 → H±
1 W∓) and BR (H+

1 → tb̄) are non-zero, whereas for BP2 and BP3 the BR(h02 → H±
1 W∓)

is zero turning Signal 1 off. Furthermore, in case of BP1, for S1 and S2, h
0
2 (ξ02) and H+

1 dominantly
decay to H±

1 W∓ and tb̄ respectively with the highest BR in the corresponding channels. For BP2,
BR(H+

1 → tb̄) remains same as it is in case of BP1 keeping the Signal 2 unchanged. However, in case
of BP3 the H±

1 dominantly decays to h02W
± turning BR(H+

1 → tb̄) small. In a similar fashion for
BP4 we get both signals on as BP1 but with reduced branching ratios to corresponding channels and
with reduced cross-sections. It is important to note here that the BP2 and BP3 practically imply the
production of charged Higgs (H±

1 ) only whereas BP1 and BP4 actually denote the production of both the
scalars. In Table. 3 the production cross-sections corresponding to S1 and S2 as well as the branching
ratio of H±

1 and h02 have been noted for all benchamark points.

σS1 [fb] σS2 [fb] BR(h02 → H±
1 W∓) BR(H±

1 → tb)

14 TeV 27 TeV 14 TeV 27 TeV

BP1 0.5521 4.451 0.7743 3.811 0.442 0.9998

BP2 0 0 0.7743 3.811 0 0.9998

BP3 0 0 0.2088 2.015 0 0.979

BP4 0.1916 1.828 0.3725 2.209 0.261 0.999

Table 3: The production cross-section times the branching ratios in corresponding channels at 14 and
27 TeV LHC run are noted for S1 (σS1) and S2 (σS2). The values of the corresponding branching ratios
important for S1 and S2 have also been noted.

3.1 Cut-based Analysis

In this section we present the signal-background analysis of h02(ξ
0
2) and H±

1 production at the LHC
using cut-based approach. After generating the signal and background events, we have passed them
through Pythia8 [27] already built in Madgraph to consider the showering and hadronization and used
Delphes3.5 [28] for detector simulation. We demand there are at least three b-tagged jets and at least
one charged lepton (e or µ) in the final state. Such a choice effectively turns down the number of events
of multijet production which makes us ignore this background. With these demands we have made, we
plot the distributions of two important variables including the transverse momentum of leading b-tagged
jet, pb1T and the scalar sum of pT of all the visible jets, HT at 14 and 27 TeV HL-LHC run with 3000
fb−1 integrated luminosity. In Figs. 4 and 5, we present such distributions for the BP1 only.
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Figure 4: Distribution plots of transverse momentum, pT of leading b-tagged jet and scalar sum of pT
of all the visible jets, HT of the signals and backgrounds for integrated luminosity 3000 fb−1 at 14 TeV
run of LHC.

Figure 5: Distribution plots of transverse momentum, pT of leading b-tagged jet and scalar sum of pT
of all the visible jets, HT of the signals and backgrounds for integrated luminosity 3000 fb−1 at 27 TeV
run of LHC.

In Figs. 4 and 5, the distributions of pT of leading b-tagged jet and HT have been presented for
each signal and background processes for BP1 at 14 and 27 TeV center of mass energy respectively with
integrated luminosity 3000 fb−1. The processes corresponding to the different color codes have been
mentioned inside the plots. It is clearly understandable from the plots that an appropriate cut on pT of
leading b-tagged jet and HT in each case can effectively reduce the background events compared to the
signal events. Here we want to note that, for the other benchmark points the disributions of the signals
are not significantly different compared to what is shown for BP1. We have optimized the cuts in such
a way so that the significance of the signal does not vary significantly for all of the benchmark points.
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• Event Selection

As already mentioned, we choose to keep such events where there are at least three b-tagged jets
in the final state. Using the information we get from the distribution plots in Figs. 4 and 5, we apply
and try to optimize the cuts on the variables we have considered i.e., pbT and HT so that we can reduce
certain amount of background events keeping the signal events as much as possible. In other words we
try apply our cuts on the suitable variable in such a way so that we obtain maximum significance, S
where S is given by,

S =

√
2

[
(S +B) ln

(
S +B

B

)
− S

]
(10)

S and B stand for the number of signal and background events respectively.
In Table 4, we show the optimized cut flows providing the maximum significance, (see Eq. 10) for all

of the benchmark points at 14 TeV HL-LHC run. Here we select only those events where the transverse
momentum of leading b-jet, pbt > 240 GeV and HT > 990 GeV.

Nb ≥ 3 pTb1 > 240 GeV HT > 990 GeV S = NS1 +NS2 S

tt̄+ jets 5127095 624321 209137 − −
Backgrounds bb̄tt̄ 40239 6228 1856 − −

htt̄ 7035 955 274 − −
Ztt̄ 1483 220 54 − −

BP1 NS1 501 305 139 324 0.7046

Signals NS2 717 417 185

BP2 NS1 0 0 0 185 0.40238

NS2 717 417 185

BP3 NS1 0 0 0 234 0.5089

NS2 372 296 234

BP4 NS1 342 253 167 495 1.07637

NS2 683 502 328

Table 4: The cut flow table for the signals and backgrounds at 14 TeV for four benchmark points.

As both the signals have similar final states, in case of BP1 and BP4 S is practically the collection
of two different signal event numbers, S = S1 +S2. In Table 5, we present the case for 27 TeV LHC run
with 3000 fb−1 integrated luminosity. Here we find that we obtain the maximum significance when we
select only those events who pass the criteria of having pbt > 230 GeV and HT > 680 GeV.
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nb ≥ 3 pTb1 > 230 GeV HT > 680 GeV S = NS1 +NS2 S

tt̄+ jets 23648538 4122984 3326268 − −
Backgrounds bb̄tt̄ 197815 45933 38253 − −

htt̄ 29491 5831 4715 − −
Ztt̄ 6489 1367 1034 − −

BP1 NS1 7890 5427 5099 9379 5.10649

NS2 7034 4584 4280

Signals BP2 NS1 0 0 0 4280 2.33087

NS2 7034 4584 4280

BP3 NS1 0 0 0 2925 1.59305

NS2 3543 2958 2925

BP4 NS1 3246 2562 2505 5538 3.01579

NS2 3988 3110 3033

Table 5: The cut flow table for the signals and backgrounds at 27 TeV for four benchmark points.

From the above Tables, 4 and 5, we observe that the significance for the case of 14 TeV HL-LHC
run is much small which gets much better while considering the case for 27 TeV HL-LHC run. BP1
provides 0.7 significance (S) for 14 TeV run whereas the significance increases to 5.1 for 27 TeV run at
HL-LHC (Table 5). But the results obtained using the cut-based approach does not make this method
much useful. This motivates us to explore our results using multivariate analysis which we discuss in
the following.

At this point we would like to mention that the variable HT is highly correlated to the missing
transverse energy (MET), ET/ . The correlation plots between HT and ET/ are shown Fig. 11 in the
Appendix B for both signals. The distibutions of ET/ and HT after applying the cut on pT of leading
b-tagged jet are shown in Figs. 12. In left figure, the distributions for signals and backgrounds are almost
overlapped whereas in the right figure we can see a little seperation between signals and backgrounds.
Instead of using HT , one could use MET as a variable in the cut-based analysis. Using ET/ as a variable
we could find the signal significance S is maximum when ET/ > 20 GeV i.e. practically there is no extra
cut on MET. The cut-flow table is shown in Table 9 in the Appendix. This behaviour along with the
above mentioned plots made us choose HT as a better signal-background discriminating variable in the
cut-based analysis even if the significance is smaller in this case.

3.2 Multivariate Analysis

In this section, we mainly concentrate on the results we obtain using Boosted Decision Tree (BDT)
algorithm. This part of analysis has been performed in a TMVA framework [29]. Decision trees are mainly
classifiers who generally classify the signal and background-like events. A suitable variable is chosen and
application of a proper cut on this variable separates the signal from the background as best as it can.
One can choose a number of variables and train the signal and background sample events. Modification
of the weights corresponding to the sample events creates new boosted decision trees. After training and
testing of the signal and background-like events, this method of analysis excels the generic cut-based
analysis by performing a much better discrimination between signal events and background events.

To perform the BDT analysis we have considered 11 variables, providing the best possible signal
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significance, are as the following.

• The transverse momentum of leading b-tagged jet, pb1T . b1 denotes that b-tagged jet which has the
highest transverse momentum.

• The missing transverse energy, ET/ .

• The transverse momentum of leading lepton, pl1T . Again, l1 denotes the lepton which has the
highest transverse momentum.

• ∆ηbibj between the b-tagged jets. i and j stand for the numbers 1, 2 and 3. b1, b2, b3 denote three
pT ordered b-tagged jets in descending order respectively. This variable will provide the difference
between pseudorapidity of two b-tagged jets. For example, ∆ηb1b2 implies the difference between
ηs of leading and sub-leading b-jets.

• ∆ϕbibj between the b-tagged jets. This variable implies difference between the azimuthal angles
corresponding to two b-tagged jets.

• ∆ηl1l2 between the leading and sub-leading lepton.

• ∆ϕl1l2 between the leading and sub-leading lepton.

Rank Variable Importance Variable Importance

(14 TeV) (27 TeV)

1 ET/ ET/

2 ∆ϕb1b2 ∆ϕb1b3

3 ∆ϕl1l2 ∆ϕb1b2

4 ∆ϕb1b3 ∆ϕl1l2

5 ∆ϕb2b3 ∆ηl1l2

6 ∆ηl1l2 pb1T

7 pb1T ∆ϕb2b3

8 ∆ηb1b3 ∆ηb1b2

9 ∆ηb2b3 ∆ηb1b3

10 ∆ηb1b2 ∆ηb2b3

11 pl1T pl1T

Table 6: Importance of the variables used in the BDT analysis

The Table 6 shows the ranks of the above variables according to their relevance for both 14 and 27
TeV signal-background study. The rank of the variables are determined depending on how many times
a variable is used to split decision tree nodes. Here in both cases of 14 and 27 TeV run, ET/ has been
the most important variable. In our study, the important parameters for a BDT analysis have been set
as follows. We have set the number of Trees to be 850 with maximum depth 3 and the boost type as
AdaBoost.

The normalized distributions of the above variables are shown in Fig. 6. The blue-shaded (red-
dashed) distributions are for the signal (background). It is to be mentioned that while doing this

14



analysis, all the four backgrounds have been taken into consideration despitethe fact that tt̄ + jets
production is the most dominating one.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e) (f)
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(g) (h)

(i) (j) (k)

Figure 6: Distribution plots of the variables we have accounted for multivariate analysis for BP1, at 14
TeV HL-LHC run.

(a) For Signal (b) For Background

Figure 7: The linear correlations between the variables considered for the multivariate analysis are shown
here in form of percentage for signal (a) as well as background (b) for benchmark point BP1 at 14 TeV
HL-LHC run. The negetive sign implies that the two corresponding variables are anti-correlated.
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The linear correlation matrix for the variables of our choice is shown below in Fig. 7 for only
benchmark point BP1. The correlations between any two variables are presented in % in this figure.
One can see, in most of the cases, the variables are not correlated in a significant way.

(a) For BP1 (14 TeV) (b) For BP1 (27 TeV)

Figure 8: The result of Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for BP1 at 14 TeV (a) and 27 TeV (b) LHC run with
integrated luminosity 3000 fb−1 respectively.

The signal and background events have been trained for each four benchmark points. A partial
overtraining might be quite possible for boosted decision tree algorithm which must be avoided. It can
be tested comparing the performance of training and testing samples. We have ensured that the effect
of ovetraining of signal and background is minimal for our cases by Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) test. In
general, KS score must be ∼ 0.1. It may be greater than 0.01 if this value remains fixed over changing
the statistics of the signal and background events. In Fig. 8, one can see the value of the KS probability
is ∼ 0.187(0.428) and ∼ 0.195(0.184) for signal (background) for BP1 at 14 TeV and 27 TeV HL-LHC
run.

(a) For BP1 (14 TeV) (b) For BP1 (27 TeV)

Figure 9: The BDT response of the signal and backgrounds for 14 and 27 TeV HL-LHC run for the BP1
respectively.
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Half of the signal and background events have been used for training and the other half of the same
sample is used for testing. After a successful training and testing of the signal and background samples,
the BDT algorithm has made the results for 14 as well a 27 TeV HL-LHC run better compared to
cut-based analysis. The TMVA response of the classification has shown an good discrimination between
signal and background which is shown in Fig. 9 for BP1 benchmark point at 14 as well as 27 TeV
HL-LHC run.

The significance we calculate using the expression shown in Eq. 10 has improved in a significant
amount compared to cut-based scenario which is explained in Table 7 for both 14 and 27 TeV run of
LHC for all of the benchmark points respectively. In Fig. 10 the signal efficiency, background efficiency
and signal significance have been presented for two benchmark points BP1 and BP2 at 14 and 27 TeV
HL-LHC run where the results for BP2 solely corresponds to probing a charged Higgs at the hadron
collider.

(a) For BP1 (14 TeV) (b) For BP2 (14 TeV)

(c) For BP1 (27 TeV) (d) For BP2 (27 TeV)

Figure 10: The signal and background efficiency and significance for 14 and 27 TeV HL-LHC run for
BP1 and BP2 respectively.

The significances obtained from the BDT analysis for each case have been given below in a form of a
table (see Table 7). The significance obtained for BP1 is ∼ 3.87 which is much better compared to the
significance achieved in case of cut-based analysis as one can expect. Similar increments are observed for
the other benchmark points BP2, BP3, BP4 at 14 TeV run. The results obtained for 27 TeV HL-LHC
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S (14 TeV) S (27 TeV)

BP1 3.8695 10.4518

BP2 2.7677 4.5766

BP3 1.3838 3.6577

BP4 2.5171 6.5159

Table 7: The significances obtained with multivariate analysis for each benchmark point at 14 and 27
TeV LHC run

run are more encouraging. From the results for BP2 and BP3, in 32121 model one can hope to probe
a charged Higgs of mass 750 GeV and 1.2 TeV with 2.77 σ (4.58 σ) and 1.38 σ (3.66 σ) significance
respectively at 14 (27) TeV HL-LHC run (see Figs. 10 (b), 10 (d) for BP2).

Before we close this section, want to mention an important point regarding our analysis. Boosted
Decision Tree (BDT) method works very differently that of the cut-based method. In case of cut-based
analysis we have used selection criterion on chosen kinematic variables one after another. But in BDT,
different cuts on all the variables are applied to classify the events to check whether they are signal-like
events or background-like events. BDT, in turn, optimise the selection criterion collectively such that the
signal background separation becomes optimal. So it is not very easy to comment why BDT has found
MET as the most effective variable which is not the case for the cut-based method, as we are unable
to apply different cuts on all variables at the same time and check the signal significances. Moreover,
we observe that HT and MET are strongly correlated (with correlation coefficient 0.4). We have redone
the whole MVA analysis considering HT instead of MET. This basically lowers the signal significance
compared to the previous case. For example for 14 TeV HL LHC run, signal significance for BP1 has
reduced to 9.87 from 10.45 when using HT as one of the 11 variables. The rank of HT is also much lower
compared to MET.

Furthermore in this analysis, while performing BDT we could find that some of the variables are not
much correlated. We have performed the same analysis with less number of variables. More specifically
we have omitted the least important variable pl1T and repeated the same analysis again. We have obtained
smaller significance S for each benchmark point. So as a consequence, we have decided to keep all 11
variables we have used in this study.

4 Conclusions

To summarise, we have investigated the possible collider signatures of heavy Higgs boson arising in an
extension of the Standard Model with local gauge symmetry SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)L ⊗ SU(2)R ⊗
U(1))R. Breaking of Left-Right symmetry from SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)L ⊗ SU(2)R ⊗ U(1))R down
to SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y requires several other Higgs multiplet apart from the SM-like one. After
symmetry breaking, six heavy neutral scalars (4 CP-even and 2 CP-odd) and two charged scalars remain
in the physical spectrum. One such scalars can be identified with the SM like Higgs boson with mass
close to 125 GeV.

The full 27-plet of fermions arising in E6, (from whose breaking in more than one steps, results in
to the gauge group of our interest) have been considered in the present analysis.

The gauge sector of the model contains five gauge couplings whose values have been fixed following
the pattern of Left-Right symmetry breaking. Apart from the SM gauge bosons this model contains
W ′, Z ′ and A′ gauge bosons where A′ is the hallmark of the extra U(1) gauge symmetry. Experimental
limits on the gauge boson masses will in turn set limits on the Higgs boson vacuum expectation values.

In this article we have mainly set our focus on three heavy Higgs bosons, a neutral CP-even Higgs
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field, h02 and its CP-odd partner ξ02 along with a singly charged scalar, H±
1 . The neutral scalars have

similar masses and couplings as both of them arise from the Higgs bi-doublet ΦB. h02 (ξ02) dominantly
decays to bb̄ until the decay channel to H±

1 W∓ is kinematically accessible. H+
1 dominantly decays to

tb̄ until the decay channel to h02 (ξ02)W
+ is kinematically allowed. We have used these informations on

BSM decay channels while discussing about the signatures of these scalars at the LHC. For h02 (ξ02) we
have mainly chosen the dominant production mechanism of this scalar which is in our case the associated
Higgs production. The production cross-section of h02 (ξ02) in association of bb̄ is 0.3 (3) pb at 14 (27)
TeV LHC run for 1 TeV mass. Whereas H±

1 has been produced in association with tb. Production
cross-section of H±

1 in association of tb is 0.04 (0.35) pb at 14 (27) TeV LHC run for 1 TeV scalar mass.
We have performed a detailed signal-background analysis of two of the heavy Higgs bosons, h02 (ξ02)

and H±
1 . The associated production of both of them give rise to similar final states with three or more

than three b-tagged jets, more than one charged leptons and missing transverse energy. The dominant
background will arise from tt̄ production with jets. The other background events will arise from bb̄tt̄,
htt̄, Ztt̄ productions. Depending on the masses and decay properties of the heavy neutral and charged
scalars in our model, we choose four benchmark points (BP) to perform our analysis. To begin with,
we have presented our results using cut-based analysis for four benchmark points. We have applied a
series of cuts on some chosen suitable variables like transverse momentum (pT ) of leading b-tagged jet
and the scalar sum of pT of all jets (HT ). For BP1, at 14 (27) TeV the signal to background ratio is 0.7
(5.1) whereas for other benchmark points this is somewhat lower except the case for BP4 at 14 TeV run
(S ∼ 1.1). In order to distinguish signal events from background-like events more accurately we have
used a better algorithm used in multivariate analysis where we have chosen the BDT method. With
this mechanism, as per our expectation, a better significance could be achieved for all of the benchmark
points. For BP1, at 14 (27) TeV the significance is 3.87 (10.45) which clearly shows a better signal-
background discrimination. With the results we obtained, one can hope to probe a heavy charged Higgs
of a mass 750 GeV in the 32121 model, with 2.77σ (4.58σ) significance at a 14 (27) TeV LHC run with
3000 fb−1 integrated luminosity.
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5 Appendix:

A List of the Feynman rules used for this analysis:

Interactions Couplings

h02bb̄ i
1√
2
yt

ξ02bb̄ i
1√
2
ytγ5

H+
1 t̄b i

√
1− k21

v2R
(yt + yb)Vtb

h02H
+
1 W− i

g2L
2

√
1− k21

v2R

Table 8: Feynman rules used in this analysis.

B Additional plots and tables related to collider phenomenology

The correlation between HT and MET is shown in the below diagrams for Signal 1 and Signal 2 respec-
tively.

Figure 11: The correlaion plots between MET and HT for Signal 1 (left) and tt̄+jets background (right)
at 14 TeV LHC run

The below diagrams represent the distribution of MET and HT after we apply the cut on the trans-
verse momentum of leading b-tagged jet.
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Figure 12: Distribution of MET (left) and HT (right) at 14 TeV LHC run after applying cut on pT
(pT > 240 GeV)

.

Unlike the left diagram, the right diagram shows a little seperation between backgrounds and signals.
The cut-flow table using MET as a variable is shown below.

Nb ≥ 3 pTb1 > 240 GeV MET > 20 GeV S = NS1 +NS2 S

tt̄+ jets 5127095 624321 610111 − −
Backgrounds bb̄tt̄ 40239 6228 6089 − −

htt̄ 7035 955 933 − −
Ztt̄ 1483 220 215 − −

BP1 NS1 501 305 301 708 0.9

Signals NS2 717 417 407

BP2 NS1 0 0 0 407 0.5179

NS2 717 417 407

BP3 NS1 0 0 0 291 0.3703

NS2 372 296 291

BP4 NS1 342 253 250 744 0.9467

NS2 683 502 494

Table 9: The cut flow table for the signals and backgrounds at 14 TeV for four benchmark points.
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