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3Paul Scherrer Institut, CH–5232 Villigen PSI, Switzerland

4Institute of High Energy Physics, 19B, Yuquan Road, Shijingshan District, Beijing, 100049, China
5University of Chinese Academy of Sciences (CAS),

19A Yuquan Road, Shijingshan District, Beijing, 100049, China
6iThemba LABS, National Research Foundation, PO Box 722, Somerset West 7129, South Africa

We combine searches for scalar resonances at the electroweak scale performed by the Large Hadron
Collider experiments ATLAS and CMS where persisted excesses have been observed in recent years.
Using both the side-bands of Standard Model Higgs analyses as well as dedicated beyond the Stan-
dard Model analyses, we find significant hints for new scalars at ≈ 95GeV (S′) and ≈ 152GeV (S).
The presence of a 95GeV scalar is preferred over the Standard Model hypothesis by 3.8σ, while in-
terpreting the 152GeV excesses in a simplified model with resonant pair production of S via a new
heavier scalar H(270), a global significance of ≈ 5σ is obtained. While the production mechanism
of the S′ cannot yet be determined, data strongly favours the associated production of S, i.e. via
the decay of a heavier boson H (pp → H → SS∗). A possible alternative or complementary decay
chain is H → SS′, where S → WW ∗ (S′) would be the source of the leptons (b-quarks) necessary
to explain the multi-lepton anomalies found in Large Hadron Collider data.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics is
the mathematical description of the fundamental con-
stituents of matter and their interactions at microscopic
scales. It has been extensively and successfully tested [1–
3], with the discovery of the Brout-Englert-Higgs bo-
son (h) [4–7] in 2012 at the Large Hadron Collider
(LHC) [8, 9] at CERN providing the last missing parti-
cle. Furthermore, measurements of the properties of this
125GeV boson agree with the SM predictions [10–13].

Despite the overwhelming success of the SM, the ex-
istence of additional scalar bosons is not excluded as
long as their role in electroweak symmetry breaking is
sufficiently small. In fact, it is clear that the SM can-
not be the ultimate fundamental theory of nature. It
can neither account for the observed non-vanishing neu-
trino masses nor the existence of Dark Matter (DM) es-
tablished at astrophysical scales. Moreover, the mini-
mality of the SM Higgs sector, i.e. the presence of a
single SU(2)L doublet scalar that simultaneously gives
mass to the electroweak (EW) gauge bosons and all
fermions, is not guaranteed by any symmetry or prin-
ciple. In fact most New Physics (NP) models in the lit-
erature contain new scalars, such as SU(2)L singlets [14–
16], doublets [17–21] and triplets [22–27]. Furthermore,
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also models with an even more complex scalar sector,
which are especially relevant for the excesses discussed in
this work, such as the next-to-minimal two-Higgs-doublet
model (N2HDM) [28–49], are frequently studied.

On the experimental side, LHC searches for new par-
ticles in general, and new scalars in particular, have not
led to any discovery yet. However, the searches for ad-
ditional Higgses have been mostly performed inclusively
or with a limited number of topologies, such that signif-
icant regions of the phase-space remain unexplored. In
particular, associated production received relatively little
attention. In this context, in recent years the so-called
“multi-lepton anomalies” emerged, which are constituted
by several tensions in channels with multiple electrons
and/or muons in the final states. These discrepancies
are statistically significant and point towards associated
production of EW scale new scalars [43, 50–54]. In partic-
ular, the multi-lepton anomalies are compatible with the
direct production of a scalarH, with a mass of≈270GeV,
that decays dominantly into a pair of lighter scalars, S.
A sub-set of these anomalies contains non-resonant op-
posite sign, different flavour di-leptons final states (with
and without the presence of b-quark jets), pointing to-
wards the decay S → W+W− → ℓ+ℓ−, ℓ = e, µ with
mS = 150 ± 5GeV [50].

In Ref. [55], we showed that the side-bands of the SM
Higgs boson analyses of ATLAS [56–58] and CMS [59–
62] in fact suggest the presence of a narrow scalar reso-
nance with a mass of ≈151GeV, produced in association
with leptons and (b−)jets. Furthermore, several hints for
the existence of a new neutral scalar S′ with a mass of
≈ 95GeV were presented by the CMS experiment [63–
65]. While previous ATLAS analyses did not exclude
this potential signal [66, 67], the latest result [68] shows
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a weaker-than-expected limit at this mass. Furthermore,
an old LEP measurement suggests e+e− → Z∗ → S′Z
with Z → bb [69] and CMS finds a hint for resonant τ
pair production at a similar mass [65].

In this article, we combine, for the first time, the hints
for a 95GeV scalar and extend and update the fit of
Ref. [55] for the ≈ 151GeV one by including the side-
bands of the recently released analysis of associate pro-
duction of the SM Higgs [70] as well as the WW channel
analyzed in Ref. [71], in order to obtain combined evi-
dence for new scalar resonances at the EW scale.

II. CHANNELS

A. Low mass range: S′ (≈ 95GeV)

(S′ → bb) + Z: LEP reported an excess with a lo-
cal significance of 2.3σ at ≈ 98GeV in Higgsstrahlung,
i.e. e+e− → ZS′ with S′ → bb [69]. We will not
include this excess directly in the combination, but
rather use it to obtain a more narrow mass window of
93GeV < mS′ < 103GeV to reduce the look-elsewhere-
effect (i.e. the trail factor).

S′ → γγ: We use the p-value graph in Fig. 7 of the
CMS analysis [64] and Figure 7 (a) of the ATLAS anal-
ysis [68].

S′ → ττ : The relevant p-value graph is provided in
the supplemental material of Ref. [65] and shows an ex-
cess with a local significance of 3.1σ. While ATLAS did
not perform an explicit search for new scalars in this final
state, Ref. [67] see no excess in the side-band of the SM
Higgs boson analysis. We therefore treat this as a null
result which reduces the significance of the CMS excess
by a factor of

√
2, assuming that the ATLAS and CMS

analyses have similar sensitivity.
S′ → WW ∗: We use the combined transverse mass

distributions of lower graphs of Fig. 2 in Ref. [72] (CMS)
and the upper-left graph of Fig. 11 in Ref. [73] (ATLAS).
The details of the combination and the simulation are
described in Ref. [71] where an excess with a local signif-
icance of ≈ 2.6σ was found.

B. High mass range: S (≈ 152GeV)

We utilise CMS and ATLAS studies of SM Higgses,
which essentially encompass the search for other reso-
nances in their side-bands. Depending on the channel,
they range up to 180GeV. However, because some anal-
yses stop at 160GeV. Since we want to avoid to be too
close to the SM Higgs resonance, we will utilise the region
between 140GeV and 155-160GeV, when appropriate.1

1 Importantly, this mass range is suggested by, and compatible
with, the multi-lepton anomalies.

The combination will be performed in two steps. The
first combination includes data reported up until 2021.
(S → Z(→ ℓ+ℓ−)γ) + ℓ: The invariant mass of the

Zγ pair is used to reconstruct mS and, in addition, the
presence of an extra lepton (apart from the leptons pro-
duced by the Z decay) is required (Fig. 5 in Ref. [74]).
(S → γγ) + ET

miss: mS is reconstructed from the in-
variant mass of the photon pair and moderate additional
missing energy of ≈ 100GeV is required2 (see Fig. 6 in
Ref. [75] and Fig. 3 in Ref. [61]).
(S → bb̄) + ET

miss: mS is reconstructed from the in-
variant mass of the bottom quark pair and missing trans-
verse energy is required (Fig. 14 (a) in Ref. [76]). Here,
some overlap of this category and tt̄h production in the
SM exists. However, the contamination of the former by
the latter due to the production of ET

miss from the decay
of W s is quite minimal (approximately 1%).
(S → γγ) + b-jet: In this channel, S decays to two

photons and is produced in association with at least a
b-jet. The experimental data is extracted from Fig. 2
(top-right) in Ref. [77] and Fig. 2 in Ref. [78].
(S → γγ) + W,Z: In this study, S decays to two

photons and is produced in association with a weak gauge
boson (W or Z). The relevant data is obtained from
Fig. 15 (bottom-left) in Ref. [79] and Fig. 9 c) and d) in
Ref. [56].
S → γγ (inclusive): Also in the (quasi-)inclusive

case, mS is reconstructed from the invariant mass of
the photon pair. However, vector boson fusion, as well
as the presence of additional W and Z bosons and top
quark-associated production are not included. Note that
even though there is no veto on missing energy, the
S(→ γγ) + ET

miss channel only covers a small portion of
phase space of the quasi-inclusive final search. Here we
use Fig. 15 (top-left) of Ref. [79] and Fig. 9 a) of Ref. [56].
This determines a very narrow mass range of interest,

thus avoiding further scanning, and removing look-else-
where effects when including new data. In the second
step, data from the following recent CMS and ATLAS
analysis will be added to the first combination:
(S → γγ)+ ≥ 4j: Here mS corresponds to invariant

mass of di-photon pair which is produced in association
with at least 4 jets (Fig. 2 a) in Ref. [70]).
(S → WW (∗))+ET

miss: The CMS and ATLAS anal-
yses of the SM Higgs boson decaying to a pair of W
bosons are recast and combined. Here we use the 0-
jet category for which the dominant contribution from
the simplified model described above arises from H →
S(→ WW )S∗(→ ET

miss). Other final states from as-
sociated production have very small jet veto survival
probability. For ATLAS, we have used the data from
Fig. 11 of Ref. [73] and for CMS the mT distributions
(pT2 < 20GeV and pT2 > 20GeV) of Fig. 1 of Ref. [72].

2 The range of missing energy is dictated by a predefined simplified
model of H → SS∗ and it is not determined by the experimental
analysis.
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FIG. 1. The p-value as a function of the mass of S′ for the low-mass channels (see main text for details).

S(→ γγ)+ ≥ 1ℓ+ b−jet: S decays to two photons
and is produced in association with at least one electron
or muon (ℓ) and at least one tagged b-jet. The relevant
experimental data are taken from Fig. 5 a) in Ref. [70].

S(→ γγ) + γ: S, whose mass is obtained from the
invariant mass of the leading and sub-leading photon, is
produced in association with at least one additional pho-
ton moderate by pT ≥ 25GeV (see Fig. 6 a in Ref. [70]).

S → eµ: Here we combine the data from ATLAS and
CMS using the right-hand panel of Fig. 1 in Ref. [80] and
Fig. 8 of Ref. [81]. However, since this signal is exotic and
not easy to account for in a UV complete model [82, 83],
we will show both the combinations with and without
including this channel.

III. COMBINATIONS

A. Low mass range (95 GeV)

First, we combine the γγ results from ATLAS and
CMS by assuming that both experiments have the same
sensitivity to the signal see blue line in Fig. 1. We then
add to this the ττ and S → WW ∗ signals, using Fisher’s
combined probability test [84] with three degrees of free-
dom (DOF):

χ2
2n = −2

n∑
i=1

log (pi) , (1)

where pi is the p-value of each channel in the combination
and χ2

2n represents the chi-squared distribution with 2n
degrees of freedom, where n is the number of channels
being combined.

The resulting χ2 distribution is used to calculate the
combined p-value shown in Fig. 1. The highest local sig-
nificance of 4.1σ is obtained at mS′ ≈ 95GeV. Taking
into account the LEP excess which narrows the mass
range, the look-elsewhere effect, for a trial factor [85, 86]
of 5/1.5 ≈ 3.3 (obtained from dividing half the mass
range by the resolution of 1.5GeV) [85], results in a
global significance of 3.8σ.

B. High mass range (152 GeV)

The required main production mechanism here is
clearly associated production. Therefore, we assume a
simplified model with a scalar H, with a mass of 270GeV
and directly produced via gluon fusion (as motivated
by the multi-lepton anomalies), which decays into two
lighter ones where one of them is off-shell (SS∗).3 We
assume S to be SM-like, i.e. to have the branching ratios
of a hypothetical SM Higgs with the same mass [94–106].

In the first step, we assume an additional branching
ratio to invisible final states. This means that the com-
bination is thus performed with two DOFs. Considering
only γγ and Zγ channels for the on-shell S, we combine
that data reported up to 2021.4 The blue line in Fig. 2 is
obtained, corresponding to a maximal local significance

3 Refs. [43, 87] considered H → Sh. While this has similar signa-
tures than H → SS∗, it leads to problems with SM Higgs signal
strength measurements [88–93] if it is the dominant decay mode.

4 The observed yields of the γγ and Zγ are consistent with those
predicted by the simplified model. Other channels are considered
in the second combination pass.
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FIG. 2. The p-values of the individual high mass channels as well as their combination, both including and excluding the µe
signal.

of 4.0σ at 152GeV.5 The trials factor is computed tak-
ing into account the different signal resolutions and the
mass range (140-155GeV). This reduces the significance
to 3.8σ. This result is combined with the results of the
second combination for 152GeV.

In order to verify the consistency between the observed
signal yields of the data released after 2021 within this
simplified model, we simulated the processes, pp → H →
SS∗, where S decays to S → γγ(Zγ) and S∗ decays to
bb̄, τ+τ−, WW ∗ and missing energy. Again, we assumed
that the ratios of the branching fractions of bb̄ vs τ+τ−

and WW ∗ are SM-like. Afterwards, we applied the event
selection criteria detailed in Ref. [70] to extract the signal
efficiency of S(→ γγ) + ≥ 4 jets. The resulting expected
yields from the simulation are found to be in agreement
within 1σ with the observed yields from ATLAS.

A similar procedure is followed to analyze the cross-
section for S(→ WW (∗)) + ET

miss. The ratio of the
extracted cross-sections of S(→ γγ) + ET

miss to that of

S(→ WW (∗)) + ET
miss is also consistent with the predic-

tion of the simplified model. However, for purely SM-like
branching ratios, the simplified model predicts an excess
in S → ZZ∗ → 4ℓ, which is not observed. As such, the
significance of the S(→ WW (∗)) + ET

miss is included in
the combination with an additional DOF.

Because (S → γγ) ≥ 1ℓ + b-jet and (S → γγ) + γ are
not predicted by the simplified model, they are added

5 The largest local significance for this first combination is 4.1σ at
151.5GeV. However, the largest significance in the global com-
bination is obtained for 152GeV. As such, the significance is
reported for this mass.

using two additional DOF. The invariant mass spectra of
the channels being combined are fitted with the sum of
background and signal functions described in Eq. (A1)
and Eq. (A2). The parameterization of each function
takes into account the signal resolution of the channel,
while the background corresponds to the SM hypothe-
sis.Figure 2 shows the local p-value for the considered
channels separately, where the significance for (S →
γγ) + γ, (S → γγ)+ ≥ 4 jets and (S → γγ)+ ≥ ℓ+ b-jet
are calculated individually using the formula A3 with the
weighted signal efficiency ϵ is equal to one.
We proceed similarly with the S → eµ channel, which

is not present in the simplified model. The combined
results from ATLAS and CMS of S → eµ channel are
detailed in Appendix IV. Finally, all channels are com-
bined using Fisher’s combined probability Eq. 1 with five
DOFs. Figure 2 displays the results, where a global sig-
nificance of 5.0σ is found for mS = 152GeV. Since the
S → eµ signal is exotic, we also show the combination
without this channel, leading to a global significance of
4.9σ.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

The multi-lepton anomalies signify the current statis-
tically most significant deviation of LHC data from the
SM predictions. They can be consistently explained by
assuming a simplified model in which a heavy scalar H
decays into two lighter scalars S with EW scale masses.
Assuming a sizable decay width for S → W+W− →
ℓ+ℓ−, ℓ = e, µ, the mass of the scalar was determined to
be mS = 150 ± 5GeV.
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Motivated by these anomalies and their possible ex-
planations, we searched for narrow resonances in the
side-bands of SM Higgs analysis and found a hint for
a ≈ 151GeV scalar [55]. In this article, we added to
this combination the recent ATLAS and CMS analyses
released after 2021 and found that the significance is fur-
ther strengthened: assuming a simplified model with 5
DOF, we found ≈5σ for mS ≈ 152GeV.

Furthermore, we combined the hints for the presence of
a ≈95GeV scalar S′, finding a preference of 3.8σ over the
Standard Model hypothesis. This opens the possibility
of a decay chain H → SS′ explaining the multi-lepton
anomalies. In this case, the decay of the S would be
the source of leptons, while S′ would be the origin of b-
quarks. Finally, the absence of a S → ZZ∗ → 4ℓ signal
suggests that S could be the neutral component of an
SU(2) triplet [107–119], as motivated by average [120] of
the W mass measurement [121–124].
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Appendix A: Details of the analysis

1. S → γγ

As outlined in the introduction, we use CMS and AT-
LAS analyses to search for new scalars in the mass range
between 90GeV and 110GeV as well as between 140GeV
and 155GeV. For the side-band searches, for each cate-
gory, we model the background via

f(m; b, {a}) = (1−m)b(m)a0+a1 log(m) , (A1)

where a0,1 and b are free parameters (different for each
category) and m is the invariant mass of the distribution,
e.g. the di-photon mass. The choice of the functional
form to model the background is not important for our
study, as shown in Ref. [55] to which the reader is refereed
to for more technical details.

We add to the background parametrized by Eq. (A1)
a double-sided-crystal-ball function:

N ·


e−t2/2 if −αLow ≤ t ≤ αHigh

e−0.5α2
Low[

αLow
nLow

(
nLow
αLow

−αLow−t
)]nLow if t < −αLow

e
−0.5α2

High[
αHigh
nHigh

(
nHigh
αHigh

−αHigh+t
)]nHigh if t > αHigh.

(A2)

Here N is a normalization parameter, t = (m−mS)/σCB

where σCB is the width of the Gaussian part of the func-
tion, m is the invariant mass of the distribution and mS

the mass of the new scalar.

2. S → WW

We have simulated the process pp → H → SS∗, S →
W+W−(∗) → ℓ+ℓ−νν̄ and S∗ going to missing energy.
Note that this is dominant compared to S∗ → WW
and S going to missing energy if the mass of the invis-
ible particle is small. To validate and improve our fast
simulation we simulated the SM Higgs boson signal, i.e.
gg → h → WW (∗) → ℓ+ℓ−νν̄ and compared to the AT-
LAS one for the SM Higgs boson signal given as a func-
tion of the transverse mass mT in Fig. 11 in Ref. [73].
In addition, smearing etc. was applied to correct for our
fast simulation as explained in Ref. [71].

3. Combination of ATLAS and CMS data of the
S → eµ channel

The combination of ATLAS [80] and CMS [81] data are
obtained from a simultaneous fit to the invariant mass
of the electron–muon pair, in the mass range between
140GeV and 157GeV. The backgrounds in both AT-
LAS and CMS are parameterized using functional form
in Eq. (A1) with different normalization factor to take
in the account the difference in background contamina-
tion from each experiment. Afterward, we scanned the
invariant mass spectrum of ATLAS and CMS simultane-
ously by adding a double-sided-crystal-ball function de-
scribed in Eq. (A2), the parameter N of the added DSCB
functions is considered as a common and free parameter,
while the remaining parameters are fixed to the values
extracted from the signal fit to Higgs-like scalar decay-
ing to one electron and one muon in ATLAS and CMS
detectors. Figure IV shows the combination of ATLAS
and CMS data in the S → eµ decay channel, where the
individual significance is estimated using the median sig-
nificance formula [86]

S =
√
2
√
(ϵ · S +B) log (1 + ϵ · S/B)− ϵ · S. (A3)

Here, B and S are the continuum background and signal
yields respectively, which are extracted from the simul-
taneous fit. While, the weighted signal efficiencies ϵ are
found to be 55% and 45%, accordingly with the indi-
vidual efficiency of the S → eµ channel in the ATLAS
and CMS analyses, respectively. Finally, the combined
significance is calculated by summing the two individual
significance in quadrature. After the combination, the
ATLAS significance of 3.8σ at mS ≈ 146GeV is reduced
to 3.1σ by included the CMS result. Note that a signifi-
cance of ≈ 2σ around mS = 151GeV is found.
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