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Zusammenfassung

In dieser Arbeit wird eine Messung der Z-Boson-plus-Jet-, W-Boson-plus-Jet- und Photon-plus-Jet-
Produktion in Proton-Proton Kollisionen mit einer Schwerpunktsenergie von /s = 13 TeV und einem
hohen Transversalimpuls des Bosons vorgestellt. Die Messung wird unter Verwendung von Daten
durchgefiihrt, die mit dem ATLAS Detektor am Large Hadron Collider mit einer integrierten Lumi-
nositit von 139fb~" aufgenommen wurden. Fiir Endzustinde, bei denen das Z-Boson in ein Neu-
trinopaar oder ein Paar entgegengesetzt geladener Elektronen oder Myonen zerfillt, das W-Boson in
ein Elektron-Neutrino- oder ein Myon-Neutrino-Paar zerfillt und fiir Endzusténde, die mindestens ein
Photon enthalten, werden differentielle Wirkungsquerschnitte gemessen. Die Vektorbosonen werden
dabei zusammen mit mindestens einem hadronischen Jet (py > 120 GeV) oder in einer Vektor-Boson-
Fusionstopologie gemessen. Bei letzterer wird gefordert, dass die hadronischen Jets eine grofle Ra-
piditatsdifferenz aufweisen. Die gemessenen Wirkungsquerschnitte werden mit QCD-Vorhersagen
nichst-fithrender Ordnung verglichen, die mit SHERPA bestimmt wurden und stimmen im Rahmen
der Unsicherheiten mit diesen iiberein. Es wird auch eine Messung von Wirkungsquerschnittsver-
haltnissen vorgestellt, um die korrelierten systematischen Unsicherheiten hervorzuheben. Dariiber
hinaus werden die gemessenen Wirkungsquerschnitte auf ihre Anpassungsgiite hin untersucht, um
die Ubereinstimmung mit dem Standardmodell zu quantifizieren. Bei einer kombinierten Anpassung
tiber alle gemessenen Endzustinde wird eine gute Ubereinstimmung beobachtet. Da keine signifikan-
ten Abweichungen von den Vorhersagen des Standardmodells gefunden wurden, werden die gemesse-
nen Wirkungsquerschnitte im Kontext von Physik jenseits des Standardmodells interpretiert. Fiir ein
Modell, das die Paarproduktion von schwach wechselwirkender Dunkler Materie vorhersagt, werden
verbesserte Ausschlussgrenzen bestimmt.

Abstract

A measurement of Z boson plus jet, W boson plus jet and photon plus jet production at high trans-
verse boson momentum in proton-proton collisions at /s = 13 TeV is presented. The measurement
is performed using data collected with the ATLAS detector at the Large Hadron Collider with an
integrated luminosity of 139 fb™'. Differential cross sections are measured for final states with the
Z boson decaying to a pair of neutrinos or a pair of oppositely charged electrons or muons, the W
boson decaying to an electron-neutrino or a muon-neutrino pair and for final states containing at
least one photon. The cross sections are measured both in a monojet-like topology, where the boson
recoils against at least one energetic jet (pr > 120 GeV) and in a vector boson fusion topology with
at least two jets separated in rapidity. The measured cross sections are compared to next-to-leading
order QCD predictions from SHERPA and are found to agree within the uncertainties. A measurement
of cross section ratios is also presented to highlight the effect of correlated systematic uncertainties.
Furthermore the measured cross sections are used in a goodness-of-fit test to quantify the agreement
with the Standard Model. Good agreement is observed in a combined fit across all measured final
states. As no excess over the Standard model predictions is found, the measured cross sections are
interpreted in the context of beyond the Standard Model physics. Improved exclusion limits are set
on a model predicting pair production of weakly interacting Dark Matter.
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1. Introduction

The quest to understand the fundamental principles of nature is the driving force behind par-
ticle physics. This has not been without its surprises and since the discovery of the electron
and the proton - the elementary particles of their time - at the turn of the 20th century both
our experimental and theoretical understanding of particle physics has been revolutionize(ﬂ

The current best knowledge on the fundamental particles and interactions that exist in
nature is encoded in the Standard Model of particle physics (SM). This very precise theoryﬂ
has been tested and expanded in the past to accommodate new phenomena and explain dif-
ferences between measurements and prediction.

Now, at the beginning of the 21st century, there are a number of experimental observations
that are not explained within the framework of the SM. One of these observations is the
presence of a large amount of matter of unknown origin in the universe that interacts at
most weakly with ordinary matter and is therefore called Dark Matter (DM). DM makes up
23 % of the energy content in the universe, compared to 4.6 % visible matter and its existence
has been corroborated by numerous experiments. There are good reasons to assume that
DM has a particle nature, however none of the particles present in the SM have the required
properties.

Therefore DM and also other unexplained phenomena, like dark energy or the matter-
antimatter asymmetry in the universe, might require new particles or interactions, which
are not (yet) part of the SM. This motivates the ever more precise testing of the SM through
precise measurements at increasingly high energies and the search for phenomena that go
beyond the Standard Model (BSM).

The measurement of vector gauge boson production in association with highly energetic
jets in the proton-proton collisions at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) provides a fundamen-
tal test of the SM. These processes allow to access Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) at high
momentum transfer. Also the electroweak (EWK) sector of the SM is tested, especially if the
bosons are produced by vector-boson fusion. In this production mode two bosons interact
to produce a third and this trilinear coupling allows to access the underlying gauge structure
of the EWK theory [2]]. Differential cross section measurements of boson plus jet production
also feed into the development of Monte Carlo (MC) event generators. The calculations pro-
vided by these generators allow to compare the measured data with SM predictions and are
therefore a cornerstone of the LHC physics programme [3].

Vector gauge boson plus jet production also plays an important role in the search for
phenomena beyond the Standard Model (BSM). Many of the new particles predicted in BSM

!Not the least by the discovery that the proton is actually not a fundamental particle, but consists of quarks
and gluon, which are, as far as we know today, fundamental.

20ne of the free parameters of the Standard Model, the fine-structure constant a; is known to an accuracy for
81 parts per trillion [1].



theories do not interact with the detector material. They can therefore only be detected if
they are produced in association with a visible SM object, for example a jet. In this case their
signature is very similar to either the Zboson decaying invisibly in association with a jet or
another vector gauge boson decay where the visible particles are not detected due to detector
limitations. This makes boson plus jet production the main irreducible background for many
BSM searches and explains the requirement for a very good modelling of these processes
in MC simulation. In addition a precise cross section measurement itself has sensitivity to
many models of BSM physics and can be used to constrain them in case no excess over the
SM prediction is observed.

In this work differential cross section measurements of six different boson plus jet pro-
cesses are presented. These processes are Z — vv + jets, Z — ee + jets, Z — puu + jets,
W — ev+ jets, W — puv + jets and y + jets. Each process is measured in two different recoil
jet topologies, which enhance the sensitivity to different models for BSM physics. These are
called the monojet phase space and the vector-boson fusion (VBF) phase space. The monojet
phase space is designed to be very inclusive and to enhance the sensitivity to a broad range
of BSM models, especially DM production. The VBF phase space is constructed to enhance
the electroweak production mode, where the measured boson is produced by vector-boson
fusion. The VBF phase space is especially sensitive to invisible decays of the Higgs boson,
which could also couple to DM as predicted in so-called Higgs portal models [4].

In each of the phase spaces the differential cross section is measured as a function of boson
pr, since this observable is especially sensitive to models for BSM physics. In addition other
observables are measured that probe important kinematic properties of the jet system in the
VBF phase space. These are the differential cross section as a function of the invariant dijet
mass and the rapidity-ordered azimuthal angle ¢ between the first two leading jets. Rapidity
ordering means in this case that the azimuthal angle of the jet at lower 7 is subtracted from
the azimuthal angle of the jet at higher n. This observable probes the CP structure in Higgs
boson interactions [5].

The aim of this measurement is to determine the differential cross sections as precisely
as possible, with good control over the various background contributions and the system-
atic uncertainties. These measured cross sections are compared to SM predictions produced
with SHERPA [6] to validate their modelling. In addition a combined maximum likelihood fit
is performed including all regions to test the agreement with SM taking the correlation of
the uncertainties between the different processes into account. Finally the measured cross
sections are used to constrain a simplified DM model.

Previous cross section measurements of similar final states include Z boson decays to
charged leptons with the ATLAS experiment at centre-of-mass energy of y/s = 13 TeV and the
full Run 2 luminosity of 139 fb~! both in monojet-like [7] and VBF topologies [8], a measure-
ment of the Z boson decay to charged leptons at /s = 8 TeV [9] and a ratio measurement of
the Zboson decaying to neutrinos and the Zboson decaying to charge leptons at \/s = 13 TeV
with early Run 2 data and an integrated luminosity of 3.2 fb~! [10]. Furthermore decays of
W bosons were measured in the electron channel at \/s = 8TeV [11] and in the electron
and muon channels at /s = 8 TeV [12]. For the photon plus jet measurement, results were
reported at /s = 13 TeV for a VBF-like final state in 36.2 fb~! [13] and for a monojet-like
topology in early Run 2 data with 3.2 fb~! [14] and also at /s = 8 TeV [15]).



1. Introduction

Previous searches for BSM physics with the ATLAS experiment at /s = 13 TeV and 139 fb ™!
include a search for the Higgs boson decaying invisibly in a VBF phase-space [16]], a search
for several models for BSM physics, including DM, in the monojet phase space [17] and a
search for a heavy Wboson (W’) [18]].

To the author’s knowledge the cross section measurements of the Z — vv + jets, W — ev
+ jets, W — puv + jets and y + jets final states in the monojet and VBF phase spaces presented
here, are the first published differential cross section measurements of these final states per-
formed with the ATLAS detector at /s = 13TeV and L = 139fb™ .

This thesis is structured as follows. In the theoretical background is discussed
and an introduction to the LHC and the ATLAS detector is given in The anal-
ysis strategy of the measurement is outlined in and the physics objects that are
measured with the detector as well as the event selection for the various regions in the mea-
surement are introduced in [Chapter 5| [Chapter 6| discusses the simulation of the measured
collision events and an overview of the experimental and theoretical systematic uncertainties
is given in A precise estimate of the backgrounds in the measurement is needed
and is explained for the fake backgrounds in and for the backgrounds due to the
limited detector acceptance and efficiency in|Chapter 9} (Chapter 10|discusses the comparison
between data, simulation and the background estimates on detector-level. The correction of
the data for detector-effects is explained in[Chapter 11|and the final cross sections and their to
theory predictions are shown in The compatibility of the measurement with the

SM is investigated in [Chapter 13|and models for BSM physics is constrained in |Chapter 14
A summary of the presented work is given in|Chapter 15

1.1. Author’s contribution

The measurement presented here was performed as part of the ATLAS collaboration. It would
indeed have been impossible without the numerous dedicated and experienced people work-
ing continuously to operate, calibrate and improve the ATLAS detector. The collaboration,
together with CERN, also provided many reconstruction and analysis software tools and
frameworks employed by the author in this measurement.

As part of the ATLAS collaboration, the author contributed to the operation and cali-
bration of the detector, specifically to the Level-1 Calorimeter Trigger (L1Calo). The author
contributed both to the operation of L1Calo at CERN and to the L1Calo algorithm calibration
and testing. Some of this work is documented in [19], [20] and [21].

The author was also the lead administrator of the ATLAS Heidelberg high-throughput
computing (HTC) cluster. This cluster is used to perform computation and analysis tasks
locally and was also key to conducting this measurement in its current form. Major contri-
butions include an upgrade of the computing power by nearly a factor of 20, the introduction
of the HTCondor HTC software framework and fully automated installation and configura-
tion.

Furthermore the author contributed to two ATLAS physics analyses. The first analysis
is the Monojet search that was published recently [17]. This detector-level search focuses
on BSM physics signatures that could be present in events with large missing transverse

10



1.1. Author’s contribution

energy and jets. The author contributed with the main fake background estimate in the
Signal Region and also studied the fake background in one of the control regions of the
search. In addition he studied additional background rejection methods and improved the
Signal Region selection. A model for long-lived particles was also studied. Some synergies
between the work for the Monojet search and the work presented here exists. Especially the
techniques discussed in [Section 8.1|and [Section 8.4

The second analysis [22]] is presented here. The analysis has two complementary ap-
proaches. In the first approach only fake backgrounds are subtracted from the data and an
unfolding is performed of all processes contributing to a given final state (e.g. all processes
contributing to a two electron plus jet final state). In the second approach all backgrounds are
estimated and subtracted and the boson plus jet cross sections are measured (e.g. the Z — ee
+ jets production cross section is measured). The author contributed to nearly all major parts
of the second approach, presented in this thesis, as well as several key elements to the first
approach. Main contributions include the development, the testing and the validation of the
analysis software framework, especially the bootstrap capability and the capability to effi-
ciently process a large number of data and simulation events for the numerous distributions
and systematic uncertainties. Furthermore the author introduced the measurement of the y +
jets process to the analysis and optimised all trigger and selection criteria involved. The au-
thor also contributed with the optimisation of many selection criteria to the other boson plus
jet final states. In addition the author was responsible for the estimation of the backgrounds
due to the limited efficiency and acceptance of the detector as well as the fake background
estimates for the Z — vv + jets, W — ev + jets and y + jets final state. The author was also
in charge of the unfolding framework, including the implementation using the RooUnfold
software package and the required studies and validations. Furthermore the author evalu-
ated and validated the systematic uncertainties on the measurement and was involved in the
development and validation of the fitting and limit setting framework. Finally the author
served as analysis contact for the analysis within the ATLAS collaboration and as such was
responsible for the coordination of the analysis team, but also for the communication and
coordination with the ATLAS physics subgroups. The analysis is currently undergoing the
final steps of the internal ATLAS review and will be promptly published. A paper draft is
currently being written.
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2. The Standard Model of Particle
Physics and Beyond

The success of the particle physics experiments at the LHC is impossible to imagine without
a solid theoretical foundation that motivates measurements and guides searches for BSM
physics. The foundation of this theoretical understanding is the SM, which is also tested in
this analysis. Therefore a brief introduction to the SM is given in the first sections of this
chapter. This introduction is based on [23]][24][25]][26]][27], where more details are given.

The boson plus jet processes that are measured in this analysis, are produced by different
production channels in the proton-proton collisions at the LHC. The cross sections with
which the different processes are produced depend on the SM interactions of the involved
particles. Both the production channels and the production cross sections are discussed in
the second section of this chapter.

We know from astrophysical and other observations, that the SM is not complete. An ex-
ample for potential BSM physics is DM, which accounts for nearly a quarter of the energy
content of the universe. Many different experiments have delivered a large amount of ev-
idence for the existence of DM. However, despite large experimental efforts, the nature of
DM has not been discovered yet and this is a very active field of research. In the third section
of this chapter a brief introduction to DM is given together with an overview of the current
efforts to discover its constituents.

2.1. The Standard Model of Particle Physics

The SM is a quantum field theory that is characterised by its invariance under local U(1)y x
SU(2); xSU(3). gauge transformations. This theory describes all known elementary particles
and their interactions. The particle content of the SM is shown in together with
the particle mass, electrical charge and spin. It is divided into two classes, where particles
with half-integer spin are fermions and particles with integer spin are bosons. Bosons with
spin 0 are scalar bosons and bosons with spin 1 are vector bosons. Each particle has an
anti-particle with opposite electrical charge.

The particles interact via three forces which are mediated by bosons: The electromagnetic
force is mediated by the massless photon, the strong force by the massless gluons and the
weak force by the massive Z, W+ and W~ bosons. In addition particles also interact via
exchanges of the Higgs boson. The forces have different ranges. The range of the electro-
magnetic force is not limited, since the photon is massless. The range of the weak force is
limited to roughly 10 fm, since the weak bosons are massive. The range of the strong inter-
action is also limited, even though the gluons are massless. This is due to an aspect of the

12
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Figure 2.1.: Particle content of the SM, together with mass, electrical charge and spin of each
particle. Each quark and lepton has an anti-particle with the same properties, but
opposite electrical charge. Adapted from [28].

theory called confinement, which is discussed in more detail below. Gravitational forces are
not described by the SM and the unification of the SM with general relativity remains one of
the big open questions of theoretical physics. However the strength of gravity is sufficiently
weak on the scales of particle physics experiments that it can be neglected.

There are two types of fermions: leptons and quarks. Both interact via the weak interaction
and the electromagnetic interaction, if they are electrically charged. Quarks interact also via
the strong interaction.

The leptons can be grouped into three families, where the electrically charged leptons
electron e, muon p and tau 7 only differ from each other in their masses and lifetimes. A neu-
tral particle, called neutrino v, is associated to each charged lepton. Neutrinos only interact
via the weak interaction. They were long thought to be massless, however the discovery of
neutrino oscillations indicates a neutrino mass [[29][30].

The six quarks are also grouped into three families, where each family contains one quark
with electrical charge +2 and one with electrical charge —% in units of the absolute electron
charge. Quarks only appear as bound states in nature. These bound states are referred to as
hadrons, where systems with a net quark number of three are called baryons and those with
a net quark number of two are called mesons.

The SM is described in the Lagrangian formalism as a quantum field theory that is com-
pletely characterized by a Lorentz-invariant Lagrangian density Z. The action S used in the

13



2. The Standard Model of Particle Physics and Beyond

calculation of physical observables, e.g. using the path integral formalism, is then given by

S = J:Zdtcpx. (2.1)

The calculation of these physical observables is very involved in the general case and pertur-
bative expansions in the coupling constants are typically used in analytic calculations. Single
terms in this expansion can be depicted as so-called Feynman diagrams - some examples are
shown below.

The construction of the SM is deeply linked to symmetries. The requirement that the La-
grangian density is invariant under a local U(1)y x SU(2); x SU(3)c gauge transformations
leads to the introduction of a gauge field for each generator of the group. These gauge fields
are identified with the bosons mediating the fundamental forces after the spontaneous elec-
troweak symmetry breaking discussed in the next section.

Starting from the gauge symmetries, key elements of the electroweak and the strong sector
of the theory are discussed in the following and aspects important to this measurement are
highlighted.

2.1.1. The Weinberg-Salam Electroweak Theory

The electroweak sector of the SM is constructed by building a Lagrangian density that is in-
variant under a local U(1)yxSU(2); gauge transformation. The quantum numbers associated
to these symmetries are the weak hypercharge Y for U(1)y and the weak isospin I for SU(2);.
Only particles that carry these quantum numbers take part in the corresponding interac-
tions. While all known fermions carry the weak hypercharge, only left-hande fermions
have a weak isospin different from zero. This means that the SU(2); symmetry only acts on
left-handed (L) fermions. Therefore the left-handed fermions are arranged in SU(2) doublets
according to the families in the Lagrangian density and the right-handed fermions enter as
singlets.

Four gauge bosons are introduced to ensure gauge invariance, one for each generator of
the symmetry. Since SU(2); is a non-Abelian group, its generators are non-commuting. This
leads to self-interaction terms between the gauge fields in the Lagrangian density.

In addition the Higgs doublet, with two complex scalar fields, is part of the Lagrangian
density to allow for the mass generation of the massive gauge bosons. This happens in a
process called spontaneous symmetry breaking, where the Higgs acquires a non-zero vac-
uum expectation value in its potential. This breaks the SU(2); symmetry locally. During
the symmetry breaking three massless Goldstone bosons appear, which are absorbed by the
SU(2); gauge bosons. These gauge bosons gain mass in this process and can be identified
with the three experimentally confirmed bosons that mediate the weak interaction: The Z,
the W™ and the W~ boson.

There is a U(1)p symmetry that is left after the electroweak symmetry breaking U(1)y x
SU(2); = U(1)g. The massless gauge boson corresponding to this symmetry is then iden-
tified with the photon. The fourth degree of freedom of the Higgs doublet corresponds to

!Left-handed means that the fields have a negative chirality [26].
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2.1. The Standard Model of Particle Physics

a single scalar field, describing a boson with spin 0, which corresponds to the Higgs boson
discovered by the ATLAS and CMS experiments at the LHC [31][32].

In this way the electroweak theory unifies the electromagnetic and the weak interaction
at energies above the electroweak symmetry breaking scale.

The terms in the Lagrangian density describing the electrons, muons and taus and their
neutrinos are identical, apart from their coupling to the Higgs. This means, that especially
the coupling to the massive gauge bosons is independent of the lepton flavour. This feature is
referred to as lepton universality. Furthermore each of these Lagrangian densities is invariant
under a global U(1) symmetry. Following Noether’s theorem, this leads to lepton number
conservation for each lepton flavour. Finally both the charged leptons and the quarks acquire
mass by interacting with the Higgs doublet field, where the fermion mass is proportional to
the Yukawa coupling of the fermion to the Higgs field.

2.1.2. The Theory of the Strong Interaction

The construction of the strong sector of the SM proceeds in a similar way to the electroweak
theory. It is based on a Lagrangian density that is invariant under a local SU(3), symmetry.
The associated quantum number is called colour and the theory of the strong interaction
is also called Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD). Only quarks and gluons carry the colour
charge. Therefore for each quark type a colour triplet is introduced in the Lagrangian density
which contains three spinors each representing a different colour state of the quark type.
All other fermions do not interact via the strong interaction and are represented by colour
singlets.

A gauge field is introduced for each of the eight generators of SU(3) to enable conservation
of the local gauge symmetry. These gauge field are identified with the gluons and since the
Higgs is colourless it does not couple to the gluons and they remain massless. However as
SU(3) is also a non-Abelian group the gluons are self-interacting.

An important difference between the electroweak theory and QCD is asymptotic freedom,
which signifies that at large momentum transfer or short distances quarks and gluons can be
regarded as quasi-free particles, whereas at low energies they are only found in bound states.
To understand asymptotic freedom one has to consider the running of the strong coupling
constant ag. This is explained in the following.

Vacuum polarization effects lead to Feynman diagrams, where quark and gluon pairs are
spontaneously created from the vacuum. The contributions from these diagrams lead to
infinities during the cross section calculation. These infinities can be removed in a process
called renormalisation, which is also used in the electroweak part of the theory and was one
of the pre-requisites to make the SM possible. In the renormalisation process the infinities
are removed by absorbing them into a parameter of the theory and adding infinite counter-
terms, such that both infinities cancel. In QCD this parameter is the strong coupling constant
as.

The resulting e is shown in [Equation 2.2|for a momentum transfer g

s (qz) _ ag (#}?é)
1— da (13) (T (¢2) - 11 (13))’

(2.2)
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2. The Standard Model of Particle Physics and Beyond

where IT (qz) is the infinite term due to the loop corrections and IT (plzz) is the infinite counter-
term at a chosen scale pug. This scale is called the renormalisation scale. The difference
between the two infinite terms is finite and leads to a finite coupling constant that can be
expressed as

2 as (4%)

(249 (q ) = N

1+ Bag(p?)In (%)
Here B is a positive constant that depends on the number of colours and quark types in
the theory. While the ag given by is finite for a given g2, it has acquired a
g*-dependence. This especially means that the coupling strength decreases with increas-
ing momentum transfer, leading to the asymptotically free behaviour of quarks and gluons.
Perturbative calculations are only possible if the coupling is small, i.e. at high momentum
transfers and for large couplings, perturbation theory breaks down. However this regime
can be studied numerically in the field of lattice QCD.

Divergences in the cross section calculation also occur due to soft or collinear emissions
of gluons. These divergences are called infrared divergences since they involve integrations
to very low momenta. They are removed from the cross section calculation in a manner
similar to renormalisation. Also in this procedure a scale is introduced, which is called the
factorisation scale pup.

Another important property of QCD is that quarks and gluons are always observed in
bound colourless states. This is a non-perturbative feature of the theory, called confinement
that is analytically not accessible but that has been supported by lattice QCD calculations.
To illustrate confinement one can imagine two quarks being pulled apart, with a colour field
of gluons between them. As the quarks are separated a very large amount of energy is stored
in the field until it is possible to generate a new quark-antiquark pair that forms bound states
with the original quarks.

Due to colour confinement quarks or gluons produced at particle colliders do not propagate
freely and can only be observed as a jet of colourless particles. In this process additional
partons are produced until they have a sufficiently low energy to form bound states. This is
called hadronisation.

(2.3)

2.1.3. Proton-proton Interactions

The LHC is colliding protons, which consist of two up and one down quark. However, the in-
ternal dynamics are more complicated due to QCD effects. The three so-called valence quarks
(uud) are bound by gluons, leading to a continuous exchange of momentum. Furthermore
the gluons are subject to vacuum fluctuations that spontaneously create and destroy quark-
antiquark pairs. These spontaneously created quarks are called sea quarks. The entirety of
these objects inside the proton is referred to as partons.

When two protons collide it is actually one (or more) parton in each proton that partici-
pates in the interaction. This parton will only carry a fraction x of the total proton momen-
tum. The momentum distribution for a given parton type is given by the parton distribution
function (PDF) f; (x) [33]. These are obtained using measurements at a given factorisation
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Figure 2.2.: Feynman diagrams depicting the production of a Z boson decaying to neutrinos
in the monojet topology (left panel) and the production of a Zboson decaying to
an electron-positron pair in the VBF topology (right panel).

scale pp, since they are not currently accessible to calculation from first principle. The mea-
sured PDF is then evolved to a different momentum scale using the Dokshitzer—Gribov-Li-
patov—Altarelli-Parisi (DGLAP) evolution equations.

The hadronic production cross section [24] for a collision process at the LHC is given by

1

1
1ot (s ) = L dx, jo dxy 3 fi ey ) f; Cooo ) 83 (eres, s (a2 12) ) . (2.4)
ij

where i,j are the incoming partons with momentum fractions x; ;, g and pp are the renormal-
isation and factorisation scales, s is the squared center-of-mass energy and ¢;; is the partonic
interaction cross section.

2.2. Boson plus Jet Production in Proton-proton
Collisions

The electroweak gauge bosons can be produced at the LHC- also in association with jets.
The production mechanism typically involves the presence of quarks, as these bosons do not
couple directly to gluons. The left panel of] shows one possible production Feynman
diagram. A Zboson is produced in a quark-antiquark annihilation and subsequently decays
to a neutrino anti-neutrino pair. In addition a gluon is radiated from one of the initial quark
lines and forms a jet that recoils against the Z boson. This production channel is commonly
called the monojet topology. The radiation of additional jets is also possible, but additional
radiation processes are suppressed by additional orders of ag. Another possible production
mechanism is shown in the right panel of Here two quarks in the initial state
each radiate a vector boson, in this case a W and a W~ boson. These bosons interact and
form a new vector boson, in this case a Z boson. This Z boson subsequently decays to an
electron-positron pair. This production channel is commonly called the VBF topology. A
characteristic of this topology is that no additional hadronic activity is expected in the gap
between the two outgoing quarks, since there is no colour connection between them.
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Figure 2.3.: Summary of several Standard Model total and fiducial production cross section
measurements. The measurements are corrected for branching fractions, com-
pared to the corresponding theoretical expectations. In some cases, the fiducial
selection is different between measurements in the same final state for differ-
ent centre-of-mass energies Vs, resulting in lower cross section values at higher

Vs. [34].

The boson plus jet processes have different production cross sections. shows an
overview of different total and fiducial production cross sections measured with the ATLAS
detector. The columns that show the production cross section for photons, W and Z bosons
are highlighted with a red box. Each column shows the inclusive cross section without any
additional jet radiation and the production cross sections, if at least n; jets are radiated in
addition to the produced boson. Due to the additional couplings of ag that enter for each
additional jet, the cross sections decrease for higher n;. It is also shown that the inclusive
cross section is largest for the photon and decreases for the Wand Zbosons. Reasons for this
include the different coupling strengths of the bosons to the quarks, the different diagrams
contributing to their production, as well as the proton PDF.

The cross sections for the VBF production of Wand Z bosons are highlighted with a green
box in The cross section for this production channel is more supressed than for
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Figure 2.4.: Measured rotational velocity curve of M33 (points) together with a fitted model
(continuous line). The templates contributions to the fit are the DM halo contribu-
tion (dot-dashed line), the stellar disc (short-dashed line) and the gas contribution
(long-dashed line). Adapted from [40]].

the monojet topology, among other reasons due to higher orders in the electroweak coupling
strength in the production Feynman diagrams.

2.3. Beyond the Standard Model - Dark Matter

The existence of DM is supported by numerous astrophysical observations of different phe-
nomena. These include the rotational velocity curves of stars in galaxies [35][36], the precise
measurement of the cosmic microwave background (CMB), weak and strong gravitational
lensing [37]][38]] and the structure formation in the universe [39]. The observations of the
rotational velocity curves and the CMB are discussed in more detail in the following.

The distribution of luminous matter in a galaxy can be measured using astronomical ob-
servations. For spiral galaxies it is found to be located mostly at the centre of the galaxy.
Assuming only the gravitational field of the luminous matter, the radial velocity v of a star
at radius r is given by

G-M(r)
V= —",
Jr
where G is the gravitational constant and M (r) is the total mass within a sphere of ra-

dius r around the galactic centre. Hence the radial velocity of stars outside the central mass
concentration should decrease with r roughly by %r .

(2.5)

Observations of spiral galaxies however show very different radial velocity distributions.
An example is shown in|[Figure 2.4/for the galaxy M33. Here the measured rotational velocity
does not decrease, but increases with r. So from gravitational principles one can infer that

19



2. The Standard Model of Particle Physics and Beyond

a large amount of additional non-luminous mass must be contained within the galaxy. This
non-luminous mass is identified with the DM and its contributions to the rotational velocity
curve are shown as the dotted-dashed line. The contributions both from the visible matter in
the stellar disc (short dashed line) and from the gas disc (long-dashed line) are also shown.
This demonstrates that the galaxy contains a much larger amount of DM than luminous
matter.

More evidence for the existence of DM is found in the cosmic microwave background
(CMB), aradiation field that dates back to the early universe and the point in time when radia-
tion and matter decoupled. The CMB is almost perfectly isotropic, however small anisotropies
have been measured by the COBE [41], WMAP [42] and Planck [43] satellites. The power
spectrum of these anisotropies shows a characteristic pattern that can be used to extract and
calculate the matter, dark matter and dark energy contributions to the total energy density
of the universe [27][44]. The measurements of the CMB are in very good agreement with
the Standard Model of Cosmology, the so-called ACDM model [44]. This model predicts
non-relativistic cold DM (CDM).

A common assumption is that DM has a particle nature. No particle in the SM fulfils
all requirements for this hypothetical DM particle. However many BSM physics theories
contain particles that can serve as DM candidates. These are often weakly interacting massive
particles (WIMPS), which are cold and reproduce the correct DM relic density observed in
the universe today [27]. Other well motivated DM candidates exist, especially the axion [45]
and axion-like particles [46] and also sterile neutrinos [47], however they are not further
discussed in the following.

There are a large number of experiments that aim to detect these hypothetical DM parti-
cles. An overview is given in the next section.

2.3.1. Searches for Dark Matter

Searches for DM can be grouped into three categories: Direct detection, indirect detection
and production experiments.

Direct detection experiments typically aim to directly measure the recoil of a DM particle
from the local DM halo against a nucleus in the detector medium [27]. Experiments that
follow the direction detection approach are for example XENONnNT [48] and CRESST [49].

Indirect detection experiments search for the annihilation of DM to SM particles, which
could occur in astrophysical sources where DM is accumulated. Experiments that pursue the
indirect detection approach include the ground-based H.E.S.S telescope [50] and the space-
based Fermi-LAT telescope [51]].

Finally DM might also be produced at colliders such at the LHC. A typical approach to
search for this production are so-called Mono-X topologies. In these topologies the DM
is produced in association with a SM particle. The SM particle recoils against the invisi-
ble DM and is used to tag the event. In the measurement presented in this thesis, the re-
coil particles are jets and DM candidates would be visible in the cross section measurement
of the Z — vv + jets final state. Other recoil particles that are commonly measured are
photons [Sirunyan_2017], W/Z [52]] and Higgs [53] bosons. Another possibility to search
for DM at the LHC are dijet events where the mediator particle that couples the DM to
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Figure 2.5.: Feynman diagram depicting the production of an axial-vector mediator A with
mass my decaying to DM particles y with mass m,.

the SM particles is resonantly produced and visible the invariant mass spectrum of the two
jets [54][55].

DM searches at colliders usually rely on BSM physics models to interpret the measured
data in absence of a discovery. During Run 1 of the LHC effective field theories (EFT) were
used for this purpose. These assume a contact interaction between the SM and the DM par-
ticles and allow to set limits on the energy scale by which higher dimensional operators are
suppressed [56]. However at the higher centre-of-mass energy during Run 2, EFTs suffer
from validity problems [57]. For this reason DM searches in Run 2 are typically interpreted
in terms of simplified DM models, which are discussed in the following section.

2.3.2. Simplified Dark Matter Models

Simplified DM models provide an extension of the EFTs by resolving the contact interaction
into a mediator particle [57]. This mediator particle couples the DM to the SM particles.
Typically simplified models are characterised by a few parameter as opposed to complete
DM models (e.g. Minimal supersymmetric SM). These complete DM models usually come
with a large number of parameters and a rich phenomenology, but are difficult to test with
the limited statistical precision currently available. Therefore the simplified model offers a
good compromise between the contact interaction of the EFT and the full DM model [56].

In this analysis a simplified DM model is used to interpret the measured cross sections.
The model assumes a spin-1 mediator with axial-vector coupling. This model is chosen as
an example. Other models involving other coupling types and spin-0/-1/-2 mediators also
exist [57].

The right panel of] shows a Feynman diagram of the axial-vector mediator model.
It is characterised by an axial-vector mediator A with mass m4 and DM particles y with mass
m,. The DM particles are assumed to be Dirac fermions. The coupling strengths of A to
quarks and the DM particles are respectively given by g, and g,, where g, is assumed to be
universal for all quarks. The mediator A is assumed not to couple to leptons [57].
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3. The ATLAS Detector at the Large
Hadron Collider

Many interesting SM and potential BSM physics processes have very small production cross
sections. This means that in order to measure or discover these processes at a particle ac-
celerator, a very large number of collision events must be produced. To be able to produce
particles of higher masses, it is also necessary that sufficient energy is present in the centre-
of-mass system of the colliding particles. The LHC is the largest and most powerful parti-
cle accelerator currently in operation and has achieved records in both areas. How this is
achieved is discussed in the first part of this chapter.

In order to analyse the LHC collision data and measure rare processes, it is necessary
to identify the final state particles of the collisions and measure their properties with high
precision. This is a challenging task in the high rate environment of the LHC, which is
dominated by QCD jet production (see [Figure 2.3). The ATLAS [58] detector is a general
purpose particle detector designed to meet this challenge. It is used to record the physics
data analysed in this measurement and is discussed in the second part of this chapter.

3.1. The Large Hadron Collider

The LHC is a circular particle accelerator with a length of 26.7 km, located between 45 m
and 170 m below the surface at the European Organization for Nuclear Research (CERN)
near Geneva, Switzerland [59]]. It mainly accelerates and collides bunches of protons in two
beams circulating in opposite direction. The LHC also has a heavy ion collision program with
lead-lead, xenon-xenon and proton-lead collisions [[60]. The accelerator has been operated
at a centre-of-mass energy of \/s = 13 TeV for the proton-proton collisions from 2015 to 2018
and has exceeded its design luminosity of # = 1.0 x 103* cm™2s™! [59].

The instantaneous luminosity Z determines the event production rates at an accelerator
and is connected to the number of collision events N produced in a process with cross section
o that are expected to occur in time T via

N = aJ Z(t)dt. (3.1)
T

< depends on the particle beams in the accelerator and is proportional to the collision
frequency and the number of protons available in each bunch and inversely proportional to
the horizontal and vertical beam size. This means smaller beams with a higher number of
protons will result in more collisions [26].
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Figure 3.1.: The CERN accelerator complex: The LHC injector chain, the LHC and the main
experiments ATLAS, ALICE, CMS and LHCb. Adapted from [61].

The protons that circulate in the LHC are pre-accelerated by various machines. An overview
of the CERN accelerator complex is given in[Figure 3.1 Protons are first accelerated in a lin-
ear accelerator (Linac 2, 50 MeVEI) and then pass through a chain of circular accelerators
to further increase their energy and form the LHC beam structure: the Proton Synchrotron
Booster (acceleration to 1.4 GeV), the Proton Synchrotron (acceleration to 25 GeV) and the Su-
per Proton Synchrotron (acceleration to 450 GeV) [59]. The final acceleration up to 6.5 TeVE|
takes place in the LHC.

The two proton beams are structured in up to 2808 buncheﬂ each containing around
1 x 10! protons, with a bunch spacing of 25ns [59][65]. The collisions for the experiments
are produced by crossing the beams at four interactions points (IPs) around the ring, with a

so-called bunch crossing typically happening every 25 ns, resulting in a collision frequency
of 40 MHz.

The four main experiments are situated at the four IPs. These are the two general purpose
detectors ATLAS and CMS [66], the LHCb detector, which is designed to study rare decays
of beauty and charm quarks [67] and the ALICE detector which is primarily used to study
heavy ion collisions [68]. The ATLAS detector is discussed in the following section.

The Linac 2 was replaced by the Linac 4 in 2020 [62].
2The beam energy has been increased to 6.8 TeV in run 3 of the LHC [[63].
$The maximum number of colliding bunches reached so far is 2544 [64]).
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Figure 3.2.: Schematic layout of the ATLAS detector, including the ATLAS coordinate system.
The x-axis points towards the center of the LHC, the y-axis points up and the z-
axis points along the beamline. Adapted from [58].

3.2. The ATLAS Detector

The ATLAS detector is a highly granular general purpose particle detector. An overview is
given in ATLAS consists of the inner-detector (ID), which provides tracking in-
formation, an electromagnetic and a hadronic sampling calorimeter, which measure particle
energy and a dedicated muon spectrometer (MS). The ATLAS magnet system comprises a su-
perconducting central solenoid with a 2 T magnetic field around the ID and an air-core toroid
system with a 1 T magnetic field for the MS, to allow for precise momentum measurements
of charged particles. A highly efficient trigger system, using custom designed hardware and
a large computing cluster, is used to select physics collisions of interest from the very large
amount of collision data produced at the LHC every second. A dedicated detector for lumi-
nosity measurements is situated in the forward region of the detector (58]

In the first part of this section the ATLAS coordinate system is introduced and in the second
part a brief overview of the detector components and the trigger system is given, with more
general details in and specific details in the references given below. In the third part, the
dataset recorded with the ATLAS detector that is analysed in this measurement is discussed.

3.2.1. Coordinate System and Important Variables

The ATLAS coordinate system is shown in It is centred on the nominal IP, with the
z-axis pointing along the beam direction and the x—yplane orthogonal to the beam direction.
The x-axis is pointing towards the centre of the LHC, while the y-axis points upwards. The
polar angle 6 is measured from the z-axis and the azimuthal angle ¢ is measured around the
z-axis [58].
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The direction of a collision product in the detector is expressed by the azimuthal angle
¢ and the rapidity y, that is defined as y = 1/In[(E + p,) / (E — p,)]. The rapidity has the
advantage over the polar angle 6 that its differences are invariant with respect to Lorentz
boosts along the beam axis. This is useful, since the final state particles are typically boosted
along the beam axis, as the momentum fraction x is usually not identical for both colliding
partons. For final state particles with negligible mass the pseudo-rapidity n = —Intan (6/2)
is used. Distances between physics objects are typically measured in the n — ¢ plane as
AR = n? + ¢? [58].

The final state particles experience no boost in the direction transverse to the beam, since
the initial state partons only have momentum in the beam direction. Therefore the net sum
of the momenta of all final state particles in the transverse plange (x — y) is zero. This feature
makes quantities defined in the transverse plane useful and a subscript T is used to indicate
that a quantity is defined in the transverse plane. Examples are the transverse momentum
pr or the transverse energy Er.

3.2.2. The Inner Detector

The ATLAS inner detector (ID) is the central part of the ATLAS tracking system. It is used
to measure the ionisation energy deposits of charged particles passing through the detector
material [26]. These energy deposits, or hits, form the basis of the track reconstruction.
The track reconstruction is important in the particle identification to distinguish charged
and uncharged particles. In addition the particle tracks are used to measure the particle
momentum and charge, from the curvature of the particle track due to the Lorentz force
which is exerted by the magnetic field of the central solenoid.

The ID consists of the Pixel Detector, the SemiConductor tracker (SCT), the Transition
Radiation Tracker (TRT) and the central solenoid [69]]. An overview of the inner detector is
given in The Pixel Detector and the SCT cover the region || < 2.5 and are built
of four layers of silicon pixel sensors and four layers of silicon microstrip sensors arranged
in stereo pairs. The layers themselves are arranged in barrels around the beamline and the
IP, which are closed by endcaps consisting of disks containing the sensors on both sideﬂ .
The pixels (sensor size: 50 pm? x 400 um?) provide the high space point resolution necessary
to cope with the challenging track density close to the IP. Situated at larger radii and cov-
ering |n| < 2.5, the TRT is built of layers of proportional drift tubes. It typically provides
most hits to the tracks and is part of the particle identification of electrons using transition
radiation [69][58].

The ID is designed to provide a transverse momentum resolution [71]] of

Ipr
2L = 0.05%prGeV @ 1 %. (3.2)
pr

The relative resolution gets worse towards higher py as the curvature of the particle tracks
in the magnetic field becomes more difficult to measure [72].

“The fourth and innermost layer of the Pixel Detector, the insertable B-layer, was installed in 2014 and has no
additional endcap disks [70]).
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3.2.3. Calorimetry

The energy of both hadronic and electromagnetic particles is determined in calorimeters.
These measure the energy that is deposited in the calorimeter material by the particle show-
ers, which are produced when the incident particles interact with the material. The ATLAS
calorimeters provide precise energy and position measurement of electromagnetic objects
and hadronic jets. The calorimeters are segmented, which allows to measure the shape of
the particle showers, especially for electromagnetic showers. The measured shower shapes
are then used in the particle identification, e.g. to distinguish hadronic (wide) from electro-
magnetic (narrow) showers. ATLAS uses sampling calorimeters, which interleave passive
high-Z absorber material to induce shower development and active material to sample the
energy deposition of the showers [58]. A schematic layout of the calorimeters is given in

The electromagnetic calorimeter (EM calorimeter) surrounds the ID and is optimized to
contain and measure the electromagnetic showers produced by electrons and photons, which
do not have a high penetration power. It is based on lead absorbers and liquid argon as
active material, where the absorber and electrodes are arranged in an accordion geometry
for full coverage in ¢. It consists of several parts that cover |5 < 3.2 with a minimum of
two layers and a high-precision region with three layers for || < 2.5, where the first layer
in the high-precision region is very finely segmented in 5. The central part is covered by the
electromagnetic barrel (5| < 1.475) and the outer part is covered by the electromagnetic end
caps (1.375 < |g| < 3.2). It is important to note that there is a transition region between the
two calorimeter parts, that contains a comparatively large amount of dead material and is
usually excluded from the reconstruction of electromagnetic objects. Additionally, a liquid
argon pre-sampler is installed in the central region (|| < 1.8). Electromagnetic calorimetry
in the forward region (3.1 < |g| < 4.9) is performed by the forward calorimeter, with copper
absorbers and liquid argon as active material [58].

The hadronic calorimeter surrounds the electromagnetic calorimeter and is optimized to
contain hadronic showers. While also hadronic particles typically start to shower in the elec-
tromagnetic calorimeter, their showers have a high penetration power and are typically only
stopped in the hadronic calorimeter. It comprises three sub-detectors, the Tile calorimeter
(j]n] < 1.7), which uses steel plates as absorbers and scintillating plastic tiles as active ma-
terial, the hadronic endcap calorimeter (1.5 < |g| < 3.2), which uses copper absorbers and
liquid argon as active material and the forward calorimeter (3.1 < 7| < 4.9), which uses tung-
sten absorbers in the hadronic part and liquid argon as active material [58][73]]. The relative
energy resolution of calorimeters is typically parametrised as

o a _ b
E_\/]_;@EGBC’ (3.3)
where the first term is caused by stochastic fluctuations in the shower development, the
second term is due to electronic noise and the third term accounts for imperfections in the
calorimeter and fluctuations in the leakage losses [58]. The resolution improves towards
higher energies E [[72]).
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the EM calorimeter and % = for the hadronic calorimeter [58].

3.2.4. Muon Spectrometer

The muons produced in the particle collisions are typically minimally ionizing. This means
that they can penetrate a large amount of material, especially both calorimeters. Therefore a
tracking system dedicated to muons is used in ATLAS. This MS provides detection and high-
precision tracking and momentum measurement for muons in the region || < 2.7 [58]. The
schematic layout is given in Monitored drift tubes (|| < 2.7) and cathode strip
chambers (2 < || < 2.7) serve as detection chambers mainly used in the track measurement.
They are arranged in three layers, with the cathode strip chambers only used in the first
layer, for improved rate capability. The magnetic field for the momentum measurement is
provided by the superconducting air-core toroid. The MS is also equipped with a trigger
system, which relies on resistive plate and thin gap chambers [58].

3.2.5. Trigger System

The ATLAS trigger system is designed to reconcile the very high proton-proton interaction
rate of about 1 GHz with the limited event data recording capabilities of 1.2 kHz, by rejecting
a factor of 1 x 10® of minimum-bias events, while recording interesting physics events with
very high efficiency. This is accomplished by a two level trigger system, consisting of the
Level-1 Trigger (L1) and the High-Level Trigger (HLT) [74].

In a first step, the L1 system uses custom built hardware that processes reduced detector
information from the calorimeters and the MS to achieve a rate reduction to 100 kHz. The
decision for each collision event has to be taken within a latency of 2.5 ps. In a second step,
the HLT, a very large cluster of commercial computers, uses the full detector information
and sophisticated particle reconstruction and identification algorithms, similar to those used
in the offline data analysis, to make a final decision on the events seeded by the L1 system in
up to 4 s per event. Events selected by the HLT are written to permanent storage [[74]. Event
selection and analysis performed on the HLT level is referred to as online in the following
and that performed on the permanently recorded data is referred to as offline.

The trigger system is configured with so-called trigger items. These specity the require-
ments that an event has to fulfil in order to pass the trigger selection. These requirements
can include among other criteria the particle type, the minimum energy or transverse mo-
mentum of the particle and also more sophisticated particle identification criteria. Several
hundred trigger items exist that are usually tailored for the need of physics analyses.

Trigger Prescale

The pr spectrum of the final state particles typically rises exponentially towards lower pr.
Interesting physics collisions on the other hand usually contain high-py particles. Therefore
a common strategy to keep the trigger rates within a level acceptable for permanent storage
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is to only record all events above a certain py or energy threshold for a given physics object
and given particle identification criteria [74]].

However physics analyses often require information about events with lower pr objects,
for example to perform background estimates. This is accomplished by using trigger prescales.
This means that events triggered by trigger items below the minimum pr threshold are still
recorded, but with a lower rate. If a trigger item is configured with a prescale of X events
triggfred by this item are randomly chosen for permanent storage with a probability of

3.3. Data used in the Measurement

The data analysed in this measurement encompasses the full Run 2 dataset recorded with
the ATLAS detector from 2015 to 2018. In total an integrated luminosity of 153 fb~! was
delivered by the LHC, of which 147 fb~! were recorded by the ATLAS detector[75]. Not
the full delivered luminosity is recorded due to data acquisition inefficiencies, and operation
related inefficiencies (e.g. start of detector components after the LHC beams are stable).
139fb " pass the basic quality criteria for data analysis, e.g. full detector readiness and good
object quality, and form the full Run 2 dataset[75]].

During the collision of the proton bunches in the LHC typically several protons collide
per bunch crossing. This effect is referred to as pile-up and leads to challenges for physics
analyses, since typically only the collision products from the hard scattering process are of
interest. Final state particles from other proton-proton collisions in the same bunch crossing
need to be removed or their effects need to be accounted for. The pile-up conditions vary
depending on the LHC beam conditions. The average pile-up has evolved from 13.4 in 2015
to 36.1in 2018[75]]. The differences in the pile-up conditions between the different years need
to be taken into account when performing the measurement and often require separate treat-
ment of data recorded in different years, especially in many of the background estimation
methods.

The vertex belonging to the hard scattering process is defined as the primary vertex (PV).
Collision vertices are determined using tracks from the ID with an energy above 400 MeV
and a vertex-finding algorithm [76]][77]. The PV is then defined as the vertex with highest
associated Y, p2.
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4. Measurement Strategy

The goal of this analysis is a precise measurement of the vector boson plus jet production
cross sections. This poses several challenges, which motivate the strategy of the measure-
ment and are discussed in the following.

The first challenge is related to background processes that produce collision events, which
are indistinguishable from the boson plus jet final states. The contributions from these pro-
cesses need to be estimated and subtracted from the measured data.

The second challenge is related to the systematic uncertainties on the measurement. These
affect the measurement in two ways. Firstly, the systematic uncertainties on the subtracted
backgrounds are propagated to the measured cross sections. Therefore it is necessary to
reduce their impact on the background estimates. Secondly, the systematic uncertainties
also affect the boson plus jet signal processes. These uncertainties can be constrained by
combining information from several boson plus jet measurements, since many systematic
uncertainties are correlated between the different processes. To properly leverage this cor-
relation, it is necessary to measure the boson plus jet production cross sections in a coherent
way.

The third challenge are detector effects on the measured data. These effects, like limited
resolution and efficiency, distort the measured spectra. Therefore the detector effects are
removed from the data to obtain the cross sections.

The strategy to measure the boson plus jet cross sections is designed to meet these chal-
lenges. It is outlined in the following, with a graphical overview shown in [Figure 4.1]

For each boson plus jet process a separate measurement region is defined. For the Z — wv
+ jets process this region is called the Signal Region (SR), since it has sensitivity to many
models for BSM physics, especially for DM production. The measurement regions for the
other boson plus jet processes are called Auxilliary Measurement (AM) regions. The AM
regions are: W — ev + jets AM region, W — pv + jets AM region, Z — ee + jets AM region,
Z — pp + jets AM region and y+jets AM region. The boson plus jet process for which a
given region has been defined is called the SM signal process of that region. Each of these
regions is designed to enhance the contribution from the SM signal process and to reduce
the contributions from background processes. The regions are defined in a coherent way to
ensure a high degree of correlation between the systematic uncertainties.

One essential ingredient to achieve this coherence is the definition of a common proxy for
the transverse momentum (pr) of the boson in each region. In the SR the boson py can only
be determined indirectly by measuring the hadronic recoil against the Z boson, since the
neutrinos in the final state are invisible to the detector. Therefore the boson pr in all other
regions is also measured via the hadronic recoil of the corresponding boson. The definition of
the measurement regions and of the boson pr proxy are discussed in more detail in[Chapter 5|
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In each measurement region two phase spaces are defined, which enhance a different pro-
duction mechanism of the boson plus jet final states. These are the monojet phase space and
the VBF phase space. In each phase space several observables are measured: The boson pr is
measured in both in monojet and VBF phase space and in the VBF phase space the invariant
jet mass of the first two leading jets and the signed azimuthal angle between the first two
leading jets is measured in addition.

The next step in the measurement is the estimation of the background contributions to the
different regions. The backgrounds can be grouped into two categories. The first category
are backgrounds due to mis-identified objects, also called fake objects (e.g a hadronic jet in
a dijet event is reconstructed as a photon and the event enters the y+jets AM region). The
background contributions due to these fake objects are estimated using dedicated data-driven
techniques.

The second category are backgrounds that enter a given region due to the limited efficiency
and acceptance of the detector (e.g. a W — ev + jets event is selected in the SR, because the
electron is missed by the detector). The dominant backgrounds of this category are estimated
using shape templates derived from MC simulation that are normalized to data in dedicated
control regions (CRs). For each dominant background process a separate CR is introduced.
Minor backgrounds of this category are estimated purely from MC simulation.

The final in step in the measurement is to correct the background-subtracted data for
detector-effects. This is achieved with an iterative Bayesian unfolding technique. The re-
sulting cross sections are used in the interpretation of the measurement.

The measured cross sections are interpreted in different ways. Firstly they are used to
validate the theory predictions made with the SHERPA MC generator. Secondly they are used
in a goodness-of-fit test to investigate the compatibility of the measurement with the SM.
And finally it is demonstrated that the cross sections can be used to constrain models for
BSM physics.

The measurement is performed with a blinding strategy in the SR. This means that all steps
described above are developed and tested only on a subset of the entire collision data that is
analysed in the end. This helps to avoid biasing the measurement. The blinded dataset used in
the SR is limited to approximately 25 % of the entire data. Once all parts of the measurement
were fixed, tested and validated, the full dataset was unblinded and the final results produced
with the full dataset. All figures shown in the following contain the unblinded data.

The measurement contains many different regions and phase spaces which are not all sta-
tistically independent. To track correlations and to properly account for them the bootstrap
method is used. It is based on replicas of the measurement, which are created by intro-
ducing correlated Poisson fluctuations for each event that is filled in any histogram [78].
These replica can then be used at any given point in the measurement to calculate statis-
tical uncertainties or correlations. An introduction to the bootstrap technique is given in
10 000 bootstrap replica are used in the measurement, unless stated otherwise.
This represents the computational limit and allows for a precise accounting of the statistical
uncertainties.
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5. Reconstruction of Physics Objects
and Selection of Events

To measure the boson plus jet cross sections, collision events that belong to the SR or one
of the AM regions must be identified. To achieve this it is necessary to first associate the
signals measured by the detector, like the energy depositions in the calorimeters or the hits
in the ID, to the final state particles produced in the hard scattering process of each event.
This procedure is called particle reconstruction and the results are a set of particle candidates
in each event. For example an energy deposition in the electromagnetic calorimeter that has
an associated track formed from hits in the ID could be an electron candidate, whereas the
same energy deposition without an associated track could be a photon candidate.

In the next step, a subset of particles is selected from the candidate particles using more
sophisticated methods like the analysis of the shower shapes. This is necessary since not
all particle candidates correspond to the respective particle in the final state of the hard
scattering process. For example an electron candidate can also be formed from a hadronic
shower that is narrow and stopped early in the calorimeter. The particle reconstruction and
selection is discussed in the first section of this chapter.

The final step of the selection process is the classification of the collision events in the SR or
one of the AM regions, according to the selected particles in each event. In addition, specific
trigger criteria need to be fulfilled for each region. The selection of the collision events is
discussed in the second section of this chapter.

In addition to the selection of events on the detector level it is also necessary to select
particles and events on the particle level of the simulation. This selection is used in the
unfolding procedure as the fiducial phase-space of the measurement and is discussed in the
third part of this chapter. More information on the simulation is given in the next chapter.

5.1. Reconstruction and Selection of Particles and
Event-level Quantities

For each of type of particle (electron, muon, tau, photon and jet) different reconstruction
algorithms and selection criteria are used depending on the properties of the particle type
and its interaction with the detector material. Therefore the reconstruction and selection is
discussed separately for each particle type in the following. Please note that anti-particles
are reconstructed in the same way as particles and are not separately discussed.

There are two different selection classes for most particle types: the baseline selection and
the signal selection. Baseline objects are characterized by permissive selection criteria and
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are for example used to construct background-enriched regions for the fake object estimates.
Signal objects have to fulfil strict selection criteria in order to improve background rejection
and increase the signal purity of a given region.

The signal selection for electrons is not the same between the W — ev + jets AM and
Z — ee + jets AM region. The reason is that contribution from background processes is
expected to be larger in the W — ev + jets AM regions, requiring a stricter selection. In the
Z — ee + jets AM region the background contributions is much smaller, due to the very clean
Z boson selection.

The definition of the selection criteria for different objects is not mutually exclusive. There-
fore it is possible that a single energy deposition in the calorimeter is reconstructed and as
two different objects. A procedure called overlap removal is used to remove these duplicated
objects from the events.

Finally the selected objects are used to construct event level quantities, especially the miss-
ing transverse momentum that quantifies the amount of momentum that was carried out of
the detector by invisible particles.

The reconstruction, selection and calculation of all these quantities is discussed in the
following. Additional details that go beyond the brief overview presented here are given in
the references.

5.1.1. Electrons

Electrons are charged and interact with the detector by leaving an ionization track in the
identification and depositing the largest part of their energy in the EM calorimeter in the
form of an electromagnetic shower. Therefore electron candidates are reconstructed from
clusters of energy deposits in the EM calorimeter and charged-particle tracks measured in
the ID.

The electromagnetic clusters are built using a topological nearest-neighbour clustering
algorithm on EM calorimeter cells. Only cells with a significant energy deposition above the
electronic and pile-up noise are included in the formation of these clusters [79].

The charged-particle tracks are built from hits in the ID tracking layers using track fitting
based on pattern recognition algorithms that take the curvature of the particle tracks in the
magnetic field of the detector into account, as well as energy losses due to Bremsstrahlung [80]].

The topo-clusters are matched to high quality tracks that have minimum number of four
hits in the silicon tracking detectors. The matched topo-clusters are further processed by
a supercluster-building algorithm. This algorithm adds near topo-clusters together if one
of the clusters is likely to have originated from a secondary shower, for exampled from a
bremsstrahlung photon emitted by the original electron [[79]. The calorimeter energy asso-
ciated to the supercluster is then calibrated using both MC simulation and data [81].

Starting from the electron candidates, the baseline electrons and the signal electrons for
the W — ev + jets AM and Z — ee + jets AM region are defined.
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Selection of Baseline Electrons

Baseline electrons are required to have pr > 7 GeV to guarantee high reconstruction effi-
ciency and || < 2.47 to be within the precision region of the electromagnetic calorimeter.
The transition region 1.37 < |g| < 1.52 is excluded, since it contains a comparatively large
amount of dead material, leading to large energy uncertainties [80]. Baseline electrons are
further required to fulfil certain calorimeter quality criteria, especially that the associated
electromagnetic cluster is not affected by defective front-end boards or high-voltage mod-
ules in the first calorimeter layers or defective calorimeter cells in the cluster core. Finally
the electrons have to pass a relatively permissive likelihood-based identification (called loose
identification) based on the shape of the electromagnetic shower in the calorimeter and in-
formation from the tracking system. Since electromagnetic showers have a different shape
than hadronic showers, this allows one to distinguish the electrons from hadrons. The loose
identification is chosen because it has a high signal efficiency, which is important to guar-
antee an efficient veto on events containing additional electrons not present in the targeted
final state. In addition, the loose identification only has a comparatively weak background
rejection, which is important for the fake electron estimate (see [Section 8.4), where baseline

electrons are used to define a background-enriched region.

Selection of Signal Electrons for the W — ev + jets Auxiliary Measurement Region

Signal electrons in the W — ev + jets AM region have to fulfil the baseline electron crite-
ria. Further requirements are motivated by the need for background rejection. The electrons
have to be associated with the primary vertex in the event, to reject electrons from pile-up
events. This is done in a procedure called track-to-vertex-association (TTVA) that places re-
quirements on both the transverse and longitudinal impact parameters of electron track with
respect to the primary vertex [82][83]]. The electrons also have to pass a strict likelihood-
based identification (called tight identification), which is optimized for background rejection,
while preserving good signal efficiency [80]. Furthermore an strict calorimeter isolation re-
quirement is placed on the hadronic activity around the electron (called tight isolation) [80]].
This isolation requirement helps to reject background electrons from heavy flavour decays,
which typically are surrounded by significant hadronic activity from the jet remnant. A
detailed discussion of the role of identification and isolation in the context of background

rejection is given in Section 8.4

Selection of Signal Electrons for the Z — ee + jets Auxiliary Measurement Region

Signal electrons in the Z — ee + jets AM region have to fulfil the baseline electron criteria and
pass the TTVA. Furthermore they have to pass an intermediate likelihood-based identifica-
tion (called medium identification), which has good background rejection, while preserving
a higher signal efficiency than the tight identification. The electrons are also required to
pass the tight isolation. However an additional correction of the calorimeter isolation is per-
formed in this case, since the electrons can de-isolate each other. This happens especially
in a boosted scenario with high Z boson pr, when the electrons are close. In case a single
electron would fail the isolation requirement, i.e. there is a significant energy deposition
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around the electron, it is verified that this energy deposition is not caused by clusters or
tracks associated to a second nearby electron. If the energy deposition is associated to a
nearby second electron, the isolation is re-evaluated, with the clusters and tracks that are as-
sociated to the second electron removed. This prevents the electrons from a boosted Zboson
decay to de-isolated each other and improves the selection efficiency.

5.1.2. Muons

Muons are charged and leave tracks both in the ID and the MS, with a small amount of energy
also deposited in the calorimeters. Therefore muon candidates are reconstructed using both
the MS and the ID. Hits in both subdetectors are used independently in several consecutive
pattern recognition and fit steps to reconstruct first track segments and then track candidates.
Track candidates from the two subdetectors are then used in a combined fit to reconstruct
the actual muon candidates. In regions with reduced acceptance of the MS (|| < 0.1) muon
candidates are reconstructed by extrapolating track candidates from the ID to the MS and
accepting the candidate already if the extrapolated track can be associated with at least one
track segment in the MS [84].

Starting from these muon candidates, two types of muons are defined in this analysis,
which are described in the following.

Baseline Muons

Baseline muons are required to have pr > 7 GeV to be consistent with the baseline electron
selection and || < 2.5 to be within the acceptance of the ID. In addition, permissive quality
criteria (called loose identification) are applied to the tracks. These quality criteria require
compatibility between the charge and momentum measurement done with the ID and the
MS, as well as a minimum amount of hits in both subdetectors [[84][85]. They are optimized
to maximise the signal efficiency.

Signal Muons

Signal muons have to fulfil the baseline muon criteria combined with additional requirements
to improve the background rejection. They have to fulfil the TTVA [82] and are required to
fulfil tighter identification requirements than the baseline muons (called the medium identi-
fication). This identification specifically does not allow muons, which have been constructed
by track extrapolation within |§| < 0.1. Furthermore an isolation requirement is placed on
the activity around the muon, to reject background muons from hadronic sources . Both a
permissive track and calorimeter isolation (called loose isolation) are applied, since neither
additional tracks nor additional calorimeter activity is expected to be associated with the
muons [85].

5.1.3. Hadronic Taus

A large fraction of tau leptons decays hadronically (65 %), of which 72 % (22 %) are decays
involving one (three) charged pion(s) in the final state [86], called one-prong (three-prong)
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decays. Therefore the tau candidate reconstruction is seeded by hadronic jets reconstructed
using the anti-k; [87] algorithm with a radius parameter of R = 0.4. Only jets within the
acceptance of the tracking system (5| < 2.5) are used, since tracks play an important part
in the tau identification. For each tau candidate a tau vertex is associated using a dedicated
algorithm. For the further identification steps only tracks from this tau vertex are kept. The
tracks are classified as belonging to the core (R < 0.2) or isolation ring (0.2 < R < 0.4) of the
tau candidates, since the showers in the calorimeter from hadronic tau decays are expected
to be much narrower than those of gluon- or quark-induced jets [86] [|88[][89]].

The tau candidates reconstructed in this way contain a large amount of background from
these jets [86], which is reduced in an identification step described in the following.

Baseline Taus

Baseline taus are selected from tau candidates by requiring pr > 20 GeV and |5| < 2.47, with
the transition region 1.37 < || < 1.52 excluded and calorimeter quality criteria similar to the
baseline electron selection. Furthermore, the taus are required to pass a multivariate identifi-
cation, which uses several input variables to distinguish taus from quark- and gluon-induced
jets [89]]. These variables are motivated by the different shower development between the
two types of jets. In addition for tau decays tracks are expected to originate only from the
charged pions, therefore the number of jets associated with the tau is smaller than in a quark-
or gluon-induced jet and these tracks are typically associated with the core region of the tau.
A tull description of all input variables is given in [89]. For the baseline taus a configuration
of the multivariate identification method with high signal efficiency (called loose identifica-
tion) is used [89]].

Signal Taus

Signal taus are selected analogously to baseline taus, but with a stricter requirement on the
multivariate identification, called medium identification, providing good signal efficiency
and better background rejection than the loose identification.

5.1.4. Photons

Photons interact with the detector in a similar way as electrons. However since they are not
charged, they do not leave a track in the ID unless they undergo pair production, also called
conversion, in the material of the ID. They also deposit most or all of their energy in an elec-
tromagnetic shower in the calorimeter. Therefore the reconstruction of photon candidates
proceeds similar to that of electrons. At low n about 20 % of the photons undergo conversion
and up to about 65 % at high 1. The topo-clustering is the same as for electrons, but the recon-
structed tracks are input to a vertex finding algorithm, to find photon conversion vertices [81]]
which are then matched to topo-clusters. The supercluster-building algorithm proceeds in
the same way as for electrons, but without the requirement for a matched track to the seed
topo-cluster. For photons the supercluster-building algorithm adds near topo clusters, if they
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are likely to belong to a photon conversion [79]. As for electrons, the calorimeter energy as-
sociated to the supercluster is then calibrated using both MC simulation and data [81]. An
ambiguity resolution is performed for superclusters that are reconstructed as both an elec-
tron and a photon [81].

Baseline Photons

Baseline photons are selected from photon candidates by requiring pr > 7 GeV and || < 2.47,
with the transition region 1.37 < || < 1.52 excluded and calorimeter quality criteria similar
to the baseline electron selection. For baseline photons similar to baseline electrons, loose
identification requirements are applied to the shape of the electromagnetic shower in the
calorimeter. These reduce the contributions from hadronic jets, but still guarantee a high
signal efficiency [79].

Signal Photons

Signal photons are required to fulfil the baseline photon criteria together with stricter re-
quirements on the identification (tight identification). Similar to signal electrons, signal pho-
tons have to fulfil a calorimeter isolation requirement to remove background from jets that
involve the decay of a 7, to a photon pair [[79]. In addition signal photons also have to fulfil a
track isolation criterium, which places an upper limit on the pr from tracks associated to the
photon. This is possible, since photons are not charged and do not produce tracks in the ID,
apart from conversion tracks [79]. The isolation requirements are called the tight isolation.
Both the photon identification and the two types of isolation are described in more detail in

Section 8

5.1.5. Jets

The hadronisation products of quarks and gluons produced in the final state leave tracks
in the ID, if they are charged and cause energy depositions both in the EM and hadronic
calorimeters in the form of hadronic showers. In this section an overview of the reconstruc-
tion, calibration and resolution of these particle jets is given and the signal jet definition is
discussed.

Jet Reconstruction

The jet candidates are clustered from energy deposits in both calorimeters and the tracking
system using the anti-k; algorithm with a radius parameter of R = 0.4. The input signals to
the clustering are determined with a particle flow algorithm [90], which is described briefly
in the following. The idea of particle flow jets is to not solely use the energy depositions
in calorimeter in the form of topo—clusterﬂ in the reconstruction, but to incorporate track

'These topo-clusters are constructed with the same algorithm as those used in the electron reconstruction,
however also the cells of the hadronic calorimeter are included in the clustering.
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Figure 5.1.: Stages of the jet energy calibration [91].

information for charged particles from the ID in addition. This is beneficial, since the mo-
mentum resolution of the tracker is better than the energy resolution of the calorimeter
for low pr charged particles. Further benefits include better angular resolution for single
charged particle tracks and improved pile-up stability, since the tracking information can be
used to reject signals from pile-up vertices. In order to avoid double counting, calorimeter
clusters of particles which have a reconstructed track matched loosely to the primary vertex
are removed before the jet clustering, which is run on the ensemble of tracks matched to
the primary vertex and the remaining calorimeter clusters [90]. To prevent inaccurate re-
moval of calorimeter clusters, especially in the core of high-pr jets and to fully benefit from
the excellent calorimeter performance at higher energies, the particle flow algorithm starts
to truncate the removal around pia* = 40 GeV. Above pifak = 100 GeV only calorimeter
information is used [91]].

Jet Calibration

An extensive calibration procedure is used to correct the jet energy as measured in the
calorimeter to that of jets reconstructed at the particle level [91]]. A brief overview is given
here, since the jet calibration uncertainty is of great importance in this measurement. More
detail can be found in [91].

shows the complete calibration chain, starting with the reconstructed jets. Only
the derivation of the final calibration step involves measured data, all earlier steps are derived
from MC simulation. All steps are applied to both data and MC simulation and scale the four-
momentum vector of the jets. The first two calibration steps correct the jets for additional
energy due to pile-up interactions in the same and the neighbouring bunch-crossings. The
first calibration step is an area based energy subtraction, based on the area of the jet in
the y — ¢ plane and the event pile-up pr density p. Since p is determined in the central
region of the detector, some residual dependence of the jet pr on the pile-up remains after
the first step. This is corrected in the second step with an additional correction factor that
is a function of the mean number of interactions per bunch-crossing (x) and the number
of reconstructed vertices in the event (Npy). The third step encompasses both the absolute
energy scale and 7 calibration based on MC simulation to account amongst others for energy
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losses from passive material, the non-compensating nature of the calorimeter and biases in
1 in the jet reconstruction. For the energy scale correction, the average jet energy response
is determined and used to bring the energy scale of the jets from detector to particle level. A
similar correction factor is determined for the jet n. The second to last step is the so-called
global sequential calibration that does not change the average jet response, but improves the
jet resolution, by correcting fluctuations in the response from jet to jet due to different flavour
content, varying energy distributions of the jet constituents and differences in shower shape.
The dependence of the jet response on six different variables (e.g. number of tracks, energy
fractions in different calorimeter layers, etc.) is corrected. The residual in-situ correction is
the final step in the calibration procedure, where measurements in data are used to correct
differences between the jet response in data and simulation (e.g. due to imperfect modelling
of the materials and physics processes in the detectors). This in-situ correction especially
contains an eta intercalibration analysis, where a pr balance in dijet events is used to correct
the energy scale of forward jets to that of central jets.

Jet Energy Resolution

The precise knowledge of the jet energy resolution (JER) in data is important, since it is
known that the JER is not well modelled in the simulation. This mismodelling needs to be
corrected to perform a precise measurement.

The jet energy resolution can be parametrized similarly to the calorimeter resolution with
a noise term, a stochastical term and a constant term. These are measured in physics data
using a dijet balance method [91]]. This method is based on the assumed pr balance of dijet
events, which are back-to-back in the transverse plane of the detector. Deviations from the
balance arise due resolution effects, additional radiation and method biases. These deviations
are measured and the jet resolution is extracted. A detailed description is given in [91]].

The measured jet energy resolution is used to improve the description of the data by the
simulation. For regions of jet pr where the resolution in the simulation is better than in data,
the simulated jets are smeared using the measured JER until the average resolution of the jets
matches that in data. In regions where the simulation has worse resolution than the data, no
smearing is applied (i.e. the data resolution is not artificially worsened) [91].

Signal Jets

The jets used in the analysis are selected from the jet candidates by requiring pr > 30 GeV
and || < 4.4. In addition jets have to pass basic quality criteria ensuring the correct operation
of the calorimeter of the event, also called the loose identification. To suppress pile-up jets,
low pr jets are required to pass the jet vertex tagger (JVT) [92], a likelihood discriminant that
employs tracking information from the ID to identify pile-up jets. Only jets up to 60 GeV are
required to pass the JVT, since the pile-up jet pr spectrum is rapidly falling and the removal
of high-pr hard-scatter jets should be avoided [92]]. The JVT is only available in the central
region of the detector, since it relies on tracks from the ID. Therefore a separate tagger for
forward jets, called fJVT, is used. It calculates for each pile-up vertex reconstructed in the
central region the vectorial transverse sum of the jet and track momenta associated to that
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vertex, to determine if pr is missingﬂ for that vertex. The fJVT then checks for each forward
jet if the jet pr is compatible with the missing pr of a pile-up vertex and then it tags the
forward jet accordingly [93]]. In addition the leading jet in pr in each event must satisfy a
so-called tight identification in order to reject beam-induced background. This is discussed

in detail in

5.1.6. Removal of Overlapping Physics Objects

The reconstructed and selected physics objects as defined above are not mutually exclusive
and one physics objects interacting with the detector can be reconstructed as two differ-
ent objects. Therefore a procedure is required to remove these overlaps. Detailed studies
have been performed by the ATLAS collaboration on the overlaps [94]. In the following, an
overview of the main effects and the removal steps applied in this measurement are given
based on [94].

Muons can be reconstructed as electrons. This typically happens if a final state radiation
photon is emitted collinear to the muon or if the muon radiates a Bremsstrahlung photon.
These photons lead to an electromagnetic shower in the calorimeter, which together with the
track from the muon in the ID leads to the reconstruction of an electron. However a genuine
electron can not cause a track in the MS, which is required for a muon to be reconstructed.
Therefore electrons are removed from the event if they share an ID track with a muon.

Hadronic taus, electrons and muons can be reconstructed as jets. In the case of hadronic
taus this is clear, since the hadronic tau reconstruction starts with a seed jet. Electrons are
also usually clustered as jets, because the same topo clusters used in the electron reconstruc-
tion are also used in the jet reconstruction. Therefore all jets that are within AR < 0.2 of a
tau or an electron are removed from the event. A muon can be reconstructed as a jet, if a
bremsstrahlung or FSR photon is emitted. In this case the jet will only have few associated
tracks. Therefore jets are removed if they have fewer than three tracks and are closer than
AR < 0.2 to a muon.

Electrons and muons can be produced as part of a heavy flavour decay, in which case they
are typically close to a genuine hadronic jet. Therefore electrons and muons are removed if
they have a distance of 0.2 < AR < 0.4 to a jet. This also serves as an additional isolation
criterium for genuine electrons and muons that are close-by to a genuine jet, since in these
cases the reconstruction is typically biased and the modelling in simulation is difficult, so the
removal of the close-by leptons is favourable.

Hadronic taus can be both faked by electrons and muons. For electrons this happens
because the electron are typically reconstructed as jets, which can then seed taus. In the
case of muons an anomalous energy loss in the calorimeter, which is reconstructed as a jet
can lead to the fake reconstruction as a tau. Therefore taus which are closer to electrons or
muons than AR < 0.2 are removed.

2The sum of all momenta associated to a vertex is expected to be zero in the transverse plane.
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5.1.7. Missing Transverse Momentum

One of the most important observables used in this measurement in the missing transverse
momentum. It allows to quantify the transverse momentum carried out of the detector by
invisible particles, like neutrinos or potentially DM and other invisible BSM particles. The
reconstruction of the missing transverse momentum relies on the conservation of momentum
in the transverse plane, which means that the sum of the py of all finals state particles is zero.
Therefore the transverse momentum sum of the invisible particles can be calculated as the

negative vectorial sum of the visible particles. This is discussed in the following.

. .. ... . miss,real
The reconstruction of the missing transverse momentum from invisible particles py

relies on the calibrated hard objects described above, namely electrons (e), muons (p), hadron-
ically decaying taus (7), photons (y) and jets. All energy deposits in the calorimeters and the
ID are matched to those hard objects and an overlap removal is performed to avoid double
counting. All energy deposits in the ID not matched to the hard objects are collected in the
soft term.

The vector pr

missreal i then calculated along the x and y axes as

miss,real miss,e miss, miss,T miss,y miss,jets miss,soft (5 1)

Pxiyy TPy TPy TPy TPy TPy TPy

where the terms are calculated as the negative vectorial sum of tracks of charged particles

and transverse momenta of energy deposits of the corresponding particles [95][96]. Then
miss,real miss,real miss,real‘

Pr is calculated as py = | pr

For the SR the py iss.real i o proxy for the boson pr, since the neutrinos from the Z —

vV + jets decay can not be reconstructed directly. For the AM regions a similar proxy for
the boson pr, called p7***, is defined. It is constructed in each region of the measurement

miss,real

by summing the pr and the transverse momentum vectors of the signal leptons or

miss miss,real

photon in that region (e.g. in the SR pr = , in the W — ev + jets AM region

priss = ppmissreal PTe etc.). Note that since pT’ iss.real i< calculated as the negative vectorial

sum of all hard objects and the soft term, adding a hard object in this way effectively removes

it from the py issreal o1d treats it as if it were invisible to the detector. This is done even in

regions where no genuine py iss,real 4 expected from the final state. Defining pfrmss in this way

has the advantage that the experimental systematic uncertainties in the AM regions remain
closely correlated to those in the SR. This is especially important for the jet experimental
systematic uncertainties, since the jet recoil systems are expected to be very similar in all

. . . . . i miss,real
regions and are taken into account in the same way in the calculation of p7"** and pr :

5.2. Selection of Collision Events
Collision events are selected according to their selected physics objects content into the six

different measurement regions and the two jet phase spaces in different steps. In a first step a
dedicated set of analysis triggers is used to select all events that possibly enter in any region

41



5. Reconstruction of Physics Objects and Selection of Events

of the measurement from the ATLAS data stream. This is discussed in the first part of this
section.

In a next step, event quality criteria are applied to the triggered events, to ensure that the
detector was fully functional at the time the event was recorded. This is discussed in the
second part of this section.

In a final step the events are selected into the different regions according to the recon-
structed, calibrated and selected physics objects. These event selection criteria have two
aims that need to be reconciled: To improve the statistical precision of the measurement the
selection should be as inclusive as possible. However, to reduce contributions from back-
ground events and improve the purity of the signal process, additional selection constraints
are necessary in certain cases. The third part of this section discusses and motivates the se-
lection cuts applied in the measurement. Please note that additional regions, like control or
validation regions for the background estimates, are discussed in the relevant chapters.

5.2.1. Trigger Selection

The analysis triggers are selected to be as inclusive as possible to allow for the highest pos-
sible statistical precision in the measurement. Therefore the lowest unprescaled triggers for

each physics object are used. shows the main analysis trigger items. The trigger

miss,real

item names include the name of the object (electron:e, photon: g, py : xe) followed by
the pr or pT iss.real ) reshold and in some cases further information on the applied selec-

tion (e.g.: medium likelihood identification: lhmedium). A detailed description of all trigger
items names used in the measurement is given in[Section A.1] The main analysis triggers are
discussed in the following.

The lowest unprescaled triggers evolve for different years, mostly to cope with the harsher
pile-up conditions [76]], therefore the trigger items change for different years. The require-
ments placed on the triggered objects typically become looser towards higher pr, since the
trigger rate decreases due to the falling pr spectra. In most cases a logical “or” of several
triggers is used to ensure maximum efficiency.

For the SR, pT iss,real triggers are used, since the SM signal process Z — vv + jets and also
BSM physics like DM produce large p1"*°. For the W — pv + jets AM and Z — pp + jets
AM regions the pT"'*® triggers are also used. This is possible, since muons are not included

miss

as hard objects in the online pT"** calculation, thus they are “invisible” to the HLT and their
pr is part of the online pIiss,

For the W — ev + jets AM region single electron triggers are used, since electron triggers
have a much lower threshold than p—rrniss triggers. Single electron triggers are also used in the

Z — ee + jets AM region. For the y+jets AM region single photon triggers are used.

5.2.2. Event Quality Criteria

Each event that is selected for analysis has to fulfil basic criteria to ensure all relevant detec-
tor components are in a ready state. This is not trivial, since the ATLAS detector is a very
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5.2. Selection of Collision Events

Region

Trigger requirement

Signal Region,

W — pv + jets AM
& Z — puu+ jets
AM

2015:
HLT xe70
2016:

HLT xe90 mht L1XE50
HLT xe110_mht L1XE50
2017:
HLT_xe110_pufit L1XE55
2018:
HLT_xe110_pufit_xe70_L1XE50
HLT_xe120_pufit L1XE50
HLT_xe110_pufit_xe65_L1XE50

W — ev+ jets AM
& Z — ee + jets
AM

2015:
HLT e24 lhmedium L1EM20VH
HLT e60 lhmedium
HLT e120 lhloose
2016:

HLT e24 lhmedium nod0 L1EM20VH
HLT e60 lhmedium
HLT_e26_lhtight nod0_ivarloose
HLT e60 lhmedium nod0
HLT e140 lhloose nod0
HLT e300 _etcut
2017:
HLT_e26_lhtight nod0_ivarloose
HLT e60 lhmedium nod0
HLT e140 lhloose nod0
HLT e300_etcut
2018:
HLT_e26_lhtight_nod0_ivarloose
HLT e60 lhmedium nod0
HLT e140 lhloose nod0
HLT e300 etcut

y+jets AM

2015:
HLT_g120_loose
HLT_g200_etcut

2016-2018:
HLT_g140_loose
HLT_g300_etcut

Table 5.1.: A summary of the trigger requirements applied to the SR and the AM regions over
the Run 2 data taking period.
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5. Reconstruction of Physics Objects and Selection of Events

complex instrument. In addition events with errors or increased noise either in the calorime-
ters or the ID are rejected. Each event is required to have a reconstructed PV with at least 2
associated tracks.

5.2.3. Measurement Regions and Jet Phase Spaces

In this section the definition of the regions in the measurement is given. The SR and the
y+jets AM region definitions are shown in and the definitions of the remaining
regions are given in and discussed in the following.

The value of the pT"** selection requirement in the SR is motivated by the suppression of

miss

fake pfrmss background that rises strongly towards lower pt>° and by the trigger efficiency

miss,real miss

of the lowest unprescaled py triggers. The pp requirement of the SR is also applied
in the other regions, to achieve a coherent selection.

The minimum pr requirement for the leading photon in the y+jets AM region and the
leading electron in the W — ev + jets AM region are chosen to ensure that the triggers used
to select the events are fully efficient. This requirement has to be larger than the trigger
threshold since the the offline and online py are not identical, but have a different resolution.
This leads to a turn-on effect, where the efficiency of the trigger rises not sharply to 100 %,
but gradually following an error-function like form [97].

The minimum pr requirement for the leading electron (muon) and the selection cut on the
invariant mass mg{E] of the di-lepton system around the Z boson mass in the Z — ee + jets
AM (Z — pp + jets AM) region are chosen to increase the signal over background ratio for
the SM signal process Z — ee + jets (Z — up + jets).

The pr issreal ot and the cut on the transverse mass m in the W — ev + jets AM region
are applied to reduce the fake electron background. They are not applied in the W — pv +
jets AM region, since the fake muon background is much smaller [22].

Signal Region ‘ y+jets AM region
PSS > 200 GeV
signal photon multiplicity | N/A 1
photon |p| N/A 0<|p <1370r1.52< g <247
leading photon pr N/A > 160 GeV
additional baseline e, p, T Strictly none

Table 5.2.: A summary of the selection cuts defining the Signal Region and the y+jets AM
region.

3The invariant mass is calculated as the positive square root of mf, = p; x p,, with p, and p, the momentum
four vectors of the leptons.

iss,real)

. iss,real
*The transverse mass is defined as mp = \/2(pfi-p§-mss e ps T
corresponding vector in the transverse plane.

, Pt is the electron pr and pf is the
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Lepton-based AM regions

W —ev+jets AM & Z — ee+ jets AM &
W — pv + jets AM Z — pp + jets AM
PSS > 200 GeV
lepton multiplicity 1 signal lepton 2 signal leptons,
opposite charge
lepton || (muons) Inl < 2.5
lepton |n| (electrons) 0<|pl <1370r1.52< |y <247
leading lepton pr > 30 GeV for e, > 7 GeV for p > 80 GeV
sub-leading lepton pr N/A > 7GeV
di-lepton mass N/A 66 GeV < myy < 116 GeV
transverse mass 30 GeV < mp < 100 GeV for e only | N/A
T iss,real > 60 GeV for e only N/A
additional baseline e, y1, Strictly none

Table 5.3.: A summary of the selection cuts defining the lepton-based AM regions.

In each of the six regions, two different phase spaces are defined. These are the monojet
phase space and the VBF phase space. The selection cuts for the two phase spaces are chosen
to enhance the respective jet topology. They are shown in and discussed in the

following.

In each of the phase spaces a large separation in ¢ between the first four leading jets and the
PSS s required (Ad(jet;, pISS) > 0.4) to reduce the contribution from multijet events with
fake p™isS. This is due to a topological characteristic of the fake ™ background that leads
to the alignment of the fake p™S with a jet. This is discussed in more detail in
Furthermore the pr cuts on the leading and sub-leading jets are chosen to avoid threshold

1M1SS

effects with respect to the p7"* cut.

For the VBF topology a large rapidity separation between the jets from the quark remnants
is expected. Therefore the VBF topology is enhanced in the VBF phase space by requiring a
large invariant jet mass m;j, calculated as

mjj = zpélpjfz (cosh (’7j1 - ’7j2) — Ccos (¢j1 - ¢jz)), (5.2)

from the first two leading jets. The large m;; requirement thus leads to an angular separa-
tion of the first two leading jets. In addition a rapidity separation of ‘ijj‘ > 1 is required.
Since the quark remnants are not colour connected in the VBF topology, no additional jets
are expected in the rapidity gap between the quark remnants. Therefore a veto on additional
jets in the gap is applied.

The monojet and the VBF phase spaces are share events and are correlated. This correla-
tion is taken into account with the consistent use of the bootstrap method throughout the
analysis.
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5. Reconstruction of Physics Objects and Selection of Events

Monojet \ VBF
Ad(jet;, pT°°) > 0.4, where i = 1,...4 runs over the four highest pr jets
leading jet |n| <24
leading jet pr > 120GeV | > 80 GeV
sub-leading jet pr | N/A > 50 GeV
m;j; N/A > 200 GeV
|Ayjil N/A > 1
In-gap jets N/A Strictly None

Table 5.4.: A summary of the selection cuts defining the monojet and the VBF phase spaces.
These cuts apply to the SR and all five AM regions.

5.3. Selection Criteria for Simulated Events on Particle
Level

Simulated events are used in the unfolding procedure discussed in [Chapter 11]to correct the
measured data for detector effects. In this procedure events have to be selected on the par-
ticle level of the simulation in order to define the fiducial phase-space volume. To minimize
the extrapolation between the detector level and the unfolded particle level and reduce the
dependence on the MC simulation, the selection criteria for the events are the same on the
particle level and on the detector level, wherever that is applicable. More details on the MC
simulation are given in the next chapter.

The particle-level objects in the simulation used to select the particle-level events are dis-
cussed in the following. These object definitions are also motivated by the reduction of the
extrapolation.

Charged leptons (electrons or muons) are required to be prompt. This means that they
do not originate from the decay of a hadron. Dressed leptons are used, meaning that the
four-momenta of photons within a cone of AR < 0.1 from Bremsstrahlung are added to the
four-momentum of the lepton.

Photons are required to be prompt and isolated. The truth level photon isolation is used to
reject photons from fragmentation processes. It is chosen such that it mimics the isolation
requirement at detector level [98].

Jets are reconstructed using the anti-k; jet algorithm [87] with R = 0.4. All stable final-
state particles are used as input to the jet algorithm except prompt leptons from W, Z, Higgs
and tau decays and prompt photons from Higgs decays. The excluded prompt leptons are
dressed as described above.

Any jets that contain a hadron coming from the decay of a tau are classified as hadronically
decaying taus.

The particle-level pS is defined as the truth boson pr of the corresponding signal or AM
regions.
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6. Simulation of Collision Events

The simulation of the proton-proton collisions at the LHC and the interactions of the colli-
sion products with the ATLAS detector is an important tool in the measurement. It helps to
understand the measured data, to optimize the event selection criteria, estimate the contri-
butions from background processes and systematic uncertainties and to enable comparisons
of theory predictions to data.

The full simulation chain typically includes the calculation of the cross section of a given
scattering process using Monte Carlo integration methods, parton shower and hadronisation
models and the ATLAS detector simulation. As Monte Carlo techniques are used it is often
referred to as Monte Carlo (MC) simulation [3].

The simulation produces event samples, which can be treated as collision events. This
includes the application of selection criteria. In this way, theory predictions can be obtained
for a specific event selection after the MC simulation sample is generated. This facilitates the
consistent comparison of the predictions and the measured collision data.

The first section of this chapter discusses the general steps in the generation of the MC
simulation samples, while the different MC generators and simulation samples used in the
measurement are described in the second section. The final section of this chapter explains
several improvements which are applied to the MC simulation in order to achieve a better
description of the measured data.

6.1. Generation of the Simulation Samples

The generation of the MC simulation samples is a complex procedure that combines cal-
culations at fixed order in perturbation theory of QED and QCD with parton distribution
functions measured in data and empirical models for showering and hadronization. This is
necessary due to the complex theoretical structure of QCD and the breakdown of perturba-
tion theory at low energies. This section gives a brief overview over the main steps of the
MC event generation, which is inspired loosely by [3]].

The major steps of the MC generation are sketched in [Figure 6.1} The first step is pertur-
bative calculation of the matrix element of the hard process to a given order in perturbation
theory of QCD, typically at next-to-leading order (NLO) or next-to-next-to-leading order
(NNLO). The PDF sets for the proton that enter these calculations are typically determined
from a combination of measurements [33]].

The next step is called parton showering and takes into account that the ingoing partons
and also potential outgoing partons are QCD objects and thus can radiate gluons, which in
turn can radiate additional gluons or produce quark-antiquark pairs. This process typically
evolves perturbatively down from the scale of the hard process to some cut-off scale, where
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Detector Level

Detector Particle Level

Interaction

Hadronisation

Parton Level

Parton Shower

' '/ Matrix Element

Parton Distribution Functions

Figure 6.1.: Majors stages of the MC simulation beginning with the calculation of the matrix
element using PDF sets. The nomenclature used for the objects generated by the
simulation at the various stages is also shown. Objects that are present after par-
ton showering are on parton level, objects that are produced in the hadronization
stage are on particle level and objects that are reconstructed in the detector are
on detector level.

perturbation theory breaks down. It is also possible that more than two partons interact.
These multi-partonic interactions of the proton remnant are rather involved and typically
approximated by an empirical model [3]].

The simulation of electroweak radiation and subsequent showers is typically also sim-
ulated using the perturbative part of the parton showering algorithm, allowing for both
types of showers to be simulated simultaneously [3]. In some cases, analytic calculations
are used [99].

The partons present after the parton shower define the parton level of the simulated event.

The partons produced in the parton shower are not stable, but undergo hadronization,
due to the confining nature of QCD. This is is typically simulated using a phenomenological
model, since the processes involved are in the non-perturbative regime of QCD [3]. The same
is true for the simulation of the decay of non-stable hadrons that decay to lighter hadrons
after hadronization has taken place [3]].

The stable hadrons that are the result of this procedure are clustered with a the anti-k; jet
algorithm [87] to be used for studies on the so-called truth- or particle level. The physics ob-
ject present on particle level are for example used when determining the detector corrections

discussed in [Chapter 11

In a final step the final state particles from the MC event generator are passed through the
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ATLAS detector simulation, which is based on GEANT4 [100]. This complex software simu-
lates the interaction of the particles with the detector material, using measured interaction
cross section. Furthermore it simulates the signal generation of the detector electronics. This
simulation step allows to correctly take detector effects into account. These are for example
the limited detector efficiency and acceptance, as well as energy, momentum and angular
resolutions. The results of the detector simulation are reconstructed and processed with the
same algorithms as the physics data. The resulting objects are said to be on the so-called reco
or detector level.

Running the full chain outlined above allows for a direct comparison of theory predictions
with the measured data. However the simulation process is very costly in terms of computing
power. The average time to generate the particle level event is around half a minute [101] and
the detector level simulation using the full GEANT4 setup takes an additional three minutes
on averageﬂ [102]. Several billion events have to be generated to provide enough statistical
precision not to be limited by the simulation event statistics. Therefore the MC simulation
samples used in the measurement are all centrally produced and provided by the ATLAS
collaboration. They are described in more detail in the following section.

6.2. Simulation Samples used in the Measurement

Simulated events are used for all relevant SM signal and background processes as well as
a BSM signal process. The MC simulation samples involving SM processes include the full
GEANT4 simulation.

The MC simulation samples used for the SM processes are shown in The table
also includes the event and parton shower generator, the accuracy of the matrix element
calculation, the PDF set and the relevant references. The generators are chosen to provide
the highest available accuracy for the given process. The samples for the SM signal processes
are discussed in the following.

For all V4jets processes the EWK and the QCD production mode is distinguished. The
EWK V+jets diagrams are generated using SHERPA v2.2.11, which is LO-accurate for up to
two jets for this process. For detector level comparisons, the QCD diagrams for W/Z+jets are
generated using SHERPA v2.2.1, which is NLO-accurate for matrix elements with up to two
jets, and LO-accurate for the emission of a third or fourth jet.

The QCD production mode of the y + jets process is simulated with SHERPA v2.2.2, which
is NLO-accurate for matrix elements with up to two jets, and LO-accurate for the emission
of a third or fourth jet. An alternative sample for the QCD production is simulated with
PyTHIA v8.186. This generator applies a different approach to model fragmentation photons
and is used to determine a modelling uncertainty related to fake photon background estimate
discussed in

To improve the accuracy of the QCD V+jets simulation samples produced with SHERPA, an
event-by-event reweighting is applied to account for higher order electroweak effects. The
reweighting is performed as a function of boson pr at particle level as prescribed in [[103].

The actual generation time of a signal event varies strongly, depending on the final state particle content.
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Physics Process Generator Parton Shower | Accuracy of cross section PDF Set Reference
QCD W/Z+jets SHERPA v2.2.1 SHERPA v2.2.1 NLO NNPDF3.0NNLO [107!l6][108]
EWK V+dijets SHERPA v2.2.11 | SHERPA v2.2.11 LO NNPDF3.0NNLO [107}l6]

QCD y + jets SHERPA v2.2.2 | SHERPA v2.2.2 NLO NNPDF3.0NNLO (6]
Y+ jets PyTHIA v8.186 | PYTHIA v8.186 LO NNPDF2.3L0 [109]

VV (semileptonic) SHERPA v2.2.1 SHERPA v2.2.2 NLO NNPDF3.0NNLO [107] [110]

VV (fully leptonic) SHERPA v2.2.2 SHERPA v2.2.2 NLO NNPDF3.0NNLO [107][110]

VvV SHERPA v2.2.2 SHERPA v2.2.2 NLO NNPDF3.0NNLO [107][110]

it POWHEG-BOX v2 | PyTHIA v8.230 NNLO-+NNLL NNPDF3.0NLO [111lj112]]113}]114][104]

Single top (W) POWHEG-BOX v2 | PYTHIA v8.230 NLO NNPDF3.0NLO [115)]112}|113]/114]
Single top (t-channel) | POWHEG-BOX v2 | PyTHIA v8.230 NLO NNPDF3.0NLONf4 [116}|112}|113]|114]
Single top (s-channel) | POWHEG-BOX v2 | PyTHIA v8.230 NLO NNPDF3.0NLO [117]]112}|113]]114]

Table 6.1.: Simulated event samples used in the measurement with the corresponding matrix
element and parton shower generators, accuracy of the matrix element and PDF
set. Please note that the y + jets samples produced with PyTHIA v8.186 are solely
used to define an uncertainty on the fake photon background estimate.

All MC samples include soft QCD processes that overlay the event from the hard scattering
to simulate pile-up contributions. This overlay is simulated with PyTH1A 8.186 [[104] using
the NNPDF2.3L0 PDF set [[105][/106].

The MC calculation of the simplified axial-vector mediator DM model is performed with
the POWHEG-BOX generator [117,|112,|113, 114] using the NNPDF3.0NLO PDF. For the parton
showering it is interfaced to PyTH1A 8.205, with the A14 tune [[118]. This MC simulation sam-
ple is not passed through the GEANT4 simulations, as it is used with the detector-corrected
cross sections.

6.3. Data-driven Improvement of the Simulation

The modelling of the ATLAS detector in the GEANT4 simulation can be improved. One ex-
ample is the shower development of electrons in the calorimeter, which is known to be mis-
modelled by the simulation[79]. This mismodelling leads to differences between data and
MC simulation in the performance of the reconstruction, trigger, identification and isolation
algorithms for charged leptons and photons.

To improve the description of the data, each simulated event is reweighted with scale-
factors derived from physics data. These scale factors are determined in dedicated analyses
and improve the MC simulation modelling on the object level. They are typically derived as
a function of object pr and 7, since the modelling depends on the particle kinematics and the
instrumentation of the detector. The scale factors are applied for each lepton/photon in the
event. An exception are the trigger scale factors. These are only applied for the lepton/photon
that triggered the eventﬂ The size of the scale-factors is typically in the few percent range,
but can be larger in specific cases (e.g. the turn-on region of the triggers for the trigger
scale-factors).

Scale-factors for the reconstruction and identification algorithms are applied for all charged
leptons [79]]. For muons and electrons scale-factors for the isolation algorithms are applied

2This is possible in MC simulation, where the full trigger chain is modelled.
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as well [85][79]. Trigger scale-factors are only available for electrons [[119][75]. For photons,
identification and isolation scale-factors are applied[79]. Scale factors are not available for
all objects, either because the modelling is considered good enough, or because the relevant
analysis to determine them has not yet concluded.

In addition, the MC simulation is reweighted such that its pile-up profile matches that of
the data. This is necessary, since the MC simulation is typically generated before the data
is taken, so the exact pile-up profile is not known. The reweighting is done on an event-by-
event basis and the weights are provided by the ATLAS collaboration [[120]].
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7. Sources of Systematic Uncertainty
Considered in the Measurement

All quantities measured with the ATLAS detector are subject to systematic uncertainty. This
includes for example the energy measured in the calorimeters or the curvature of tracks in
the ID, but also higher level objects like the shape variables used to quantify electromagnetic
showers in the detector or the algorithms used to reconstruct and identify particles using the
detector inputs.

The effect of the very large number of systematic uncertainties on the measured parti-
cles (e.g. on the pr of a jet or the reconstruction efficiency of an electron) are measured in
dedicated analyses by the ATLAS collaboration, usually by comparing data and MC simula-
tion. The resulting uncertainties are encoded in sets of nuisance parameters. Each nuisance
parameter (NP) represents the combined effect of many underlying sources of systematic
uncertainty. The NPs are used to propagate the impact of these systematic uncertainties to
all measured observables. This is achieved by shifting the variables affected by the NP (e.g.
the jet pr) by £1onp and repeating the whole analysis chain with the shifted variables for
each shift separately. In total 215 NPs related to the detector or experimental techniques are
considered in this measurement.

Also the theory predictions have significant systematic uncertainties attached. These are
related to uncertainties on the size of the QCD coupling constant ag, the PDF sets and missing
higher order corrections. In total 109 theory variations are considered in this measurement,
which are propagated through the measurement whenever theory predictions are used. For
the final result they are encapsulated in 3 NPs.

In the first section of this chapter, the experimental systematic uncertainties due to the
detector and the various analysis techniques used in the measurement are described. In the
second section the theory uncertainties applied to the MC simulation predictions for both
SM and BSM physics processes and their impact on the measurement are discussed.

7.1. Experimental Uncertainties

Experimental uncertainties affect all physics objects (jets, electrons;, muons, taus, photons)
measured with the detector, as well as the event-level quantities (p7"*°, pile-up reweighting),
the integrated luminosity and the analysis methods (background estimates and unfolding).
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Figure 7.1.: Relative experimental systematic uncertainties in percent on the SM signal pro-
cess in the SR (top left) and the y+jets AM (top right), the W — ev + jets AM
(middle left), the Z — ee + jets AM (middle right), the W — pv + jets AM (bottom

left) and the Z — pp + jets AM (bottom right) regions for py

miss

in the monojet

phase space. The following uncertainty groups are shown: jet energy scale (JES,
dark blue), jet energy resolution (JER, light blue), electron efficiency (yellow),
muon efficiency (green), photon efficiency (yellow), lepton energy scale and res-
olution (violet), pile-up reweighting (red) and pi'*S (teal).

An overview of the impact of the systematic uncertainties of the objects and event-level
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7. Sources of Systematic Uncertainty Considered in the Measurement

quantities on the SM signal process are shown in [Figure 7.1} Each panel of the figure shows
the relative uncertainty as a function of p™* in the monojet phase space. Here all NPs be-
longing to a certain group of uncertainties have been added in quadrature for easier visibility.
Both the +10 and the —1¢ variation of the NPs are shown. These are symmetric, apart from
statistical fluctuations. The details of the different uncertainty groups are discussed in the
remainder of this section. Due to the large number of NPs only a summary is given here,

with more details available in the references.

7.1.1. Uncertainties on the Jet Energy Scale and Resolution

The jet uncertainties are the dominant experimental systematic uncertainties in most regions
of the measurement. They affect the measured distributions either directly (e.g. calculation
of p%liss) or indirectly (e.g. selection requirements of the monojet phase space). The shape
and magnitude of the relative systematic uncertainty is similar in all regions, since the jet
system recoiling against the boson is very similar. The jet systematic uncertainties comprise
two main parts, those related to the jet energy scale (JES) and those related to the jet energy
resolution (JER). Both are shown in[Figure 7.1] The JES NPs originate from the jet calibration
and induce shifts of the jet energy of each jet that depend on the pr and/or 7 of the jet [91]].
In total there are 125 NPs, related to the JES and it is not feasible, or necessary, to process all
of them separately. Therefore the 98 NPs from the in-situ analyses are combined into several
reduced sets using eigenvector decomposition. The largest orthogonal terms are kept as sep-
arate NPs and the rest are combined to a residual term [91]]. shows an overview of
the 29 uncorrelated NPs used for the JES. The largest component is the JET_Flavor_Response,
which covers the different calorimeter response for quark- and gluon-initiated jets [91].

The JER uncertainties originate from the smearing of the MC simulation to match the
data [91]]. They are propagated to the measurement by smearing individual jets according to
a Gaussian with the width given by the NP. A similar decorrelation method as for the JES
is applied to the NPs related to the measurement of the JER. The 13 uncorrelated NPs are
shown in[Table 7.1] More details on the JES and JER NPs is given in [91].

Nuisance parameter (group) # NPs | Nuisance parameter (group) # NPs
JET EffectiveNP_Detector 2 JET _Flavor_Composition 1

JET EffectiveNP_Mixed 3 JET_Flavor_Response 1
JET_EffectiveNP_Modelling 4 JET_Pileup 4

JET EffectiveNP_Statistical 6 JET Others 3

JET Etalntercalibration 5 JET_JER 13

Table 7.1.: JES/JER NPs or NP groups used in the measurement.

7.1.2. Uncertainties on Charged Leptons and Photons

The systematic uncertainties on charged leptons and photons are split into two groups: en-
ergy scale and resolution uncertainties and efficiency uncertainties. The energy scale and
resolution uncertainties induce shifts of the object pr similar to the JES. They impact the
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7.1. Experimental Uncertainties

regions in the measurement in different ways depending on the particle content of the final
state.

If a lepton/photon is part of the final state in a given region, then the variation of the pr
of leptons/photons, which are close in pr to the selection cut of the region, will affect the
number of events passing the region selection. This happens because a lepton might fail the
selection after the variation even though it passed it before, or vice-versa.

If a lepton is not part of the final state of a given region the variation in the lepton pr still
has an impact, as the number of leptons that pass the baseline lepton definition will vary, due
to the minimum lepton pr requirement. This leads to a varying number of events passing or
failing the lepton veto. If an event does not contain a baseline lepton in the varied event but
contains one in the nominal event, that event passes the lepton veto in the varied case, but
fails in the nominal case.

shows that the impact of the lepton scale and resolution NPs is typically small.
In total there are two such NPs for electrons [79]], four for muons [84]], five for taus [88] and
two for photons [79].

The efficiency uncertainties cover the systematic uncertainties on the scale-factors used to
improve the agreement between the MC simulation and the data. The NPs induce variations
of the scale-factors that are applied to the event for each lepton present in the final state.
Therefore these NPs only affect events with the corresponding lepton in the final state.

In total there are 117 such NPs for electrons [[79]], 8 for muons [85], 14 for taus [[121] and 6
for photons [[79]. The impact of the efficiency uncertainties, shown in [Figure 7.1] is typically
larger in the region containing two leptons in the final state, since each lepton is affected
separately by the uncertainty. They are dominant at high p%‘iss in the Z — ee + jets AM and
Z — pp + jets AM region.

7.1.3. Uncertainties on the Analysis Methods

Several analysis methods are used in this measurement which require the development and
definition of a systematic method uncertainty. For completeness the NPs defined for the
different methods are shown in[Table 7.2} A detailed discussion for these NPs is given in the

relevant chapters.

7.1.4. Other sources of systematic uncertainties

The systematic uncertainty on the pr’ issreal o onsists of two parts. The first part is related to

the hard term of pT issreal and is calculated by propagating the systematic uncertainties on

miss,real

the objects that enter the hard term of the py calculation. The second part is related
to the soft term. The soft term uncertainty is derived from comparisons of the modelling
of the p%n issreal Lo oolution and scale in MC simulation and data [96]. It is encoded in three
NPs. As shown in[Figure 7.1] the impact of this uncertainty is below 1 % in all regions of the
measurement.

The systematic uncertainty on the pile-up reweighting covers modelling differences in the
vertex multiplicity between the data and the MC simulation [120]]. It is generally small, below
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7. Sources of Systematic Uncertainty Considered in the Measurement

Nuisance parameter Description
FAKE_MET_SYS Fake pT"*® background estimates (SR)
FAKE_PHOTON Fake photon background estimate (y+jets AM region)

FAKE_ONE_ELECTRON Fake background estimate (W — ev + jets AM region)

FAKE_TWO_ELECTRON Fake background estimate (Z — ee + jets AM region)
FAKE_ONE_MUON Fake background estimate (W — pv + jets AM region)
FAKE_TWO_MUON Fake background estimate (Z — ppu + jets AM region)
SM_BKG_SR Background normalization (SR)

SM_BKG_WENU Background normalization (W — ev + jets AM region)
SM_BKG_WMUNU Background normalization (W — uv + jets AM region)
UNFOLD_DDC Unfolding uncertainty

Table 7.2.: NPs on the background estimates and the unfolding.

1%.
The relative systematic uncertainty on the full Run 2 luminosity is 1.7 % [75]]. This uncer-
tainty translates into a flat relative uncertainty on the measured cross sections.

7.1.5. Propagation of the Experimental Uncertainties through the
Measurement

The experimental systematic uncertainties can be grouped in three categories: Uncertainties
that affect both the SM signal process and the background processes, uncertainties that af-
fect only the background processes and uncertainties that affect only the final cross section.
Each category is propagated differently through the measurement. This is discussed in the
following.

Uncertainties related directly to the measured physics object or event-level quantities, like
the lepton scale or efficiency uncertainties are estimated using MC simulation. This has two
advantages: Firstly the MC simulation samples typically have much higher statistical pre-
cision than the data, which allows for a statistically significant determination of the impact
of the NPs even in sparsely populated bins of the measured distribution. Secondly the MC
simulation allows to determine the impact of the NPs for each signal and background pro-
cess independently. In this way effects of the topology of the final state in a given process
are taken correctly into account. Examples are the lepton pr and 7 distributions or the jet
pr. 1 and multiplicity distributions, which can vary for different processes (e.g. higher jet
multiplicities in backgrounds involving top quark decays compared to the W — v + jets
background).

These uncertainties affect both the SM signal and the background in a region and there-
fore enter the measurement in two places. Firstly the backgrounds determined from MC
simulation are varied according to the NP before subtraction from the data. For the domi-
nant background processes the impact of these uncertainties is first constrained in additional
control regions - this is discussed in Secondly the SM signal process in a given
region is varied according to the NP. Technically this is done in the unfolding procedure after
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the subtraction of the varied backgrounds, by varying the response matrix. This is discussed
in The whole analysis chain is repeated for each NP, and the backgrounds and
the signal are varied simultaneously. The simultaneous variation is necessary to correctly
account for the correlations of the uncertainties.

The uncertainties on the fake background estimates and on the background normalization
procedure affect only the respective backgrounds. Therefore they are propagated by varying
the corresponding background estimate according to the NP before subtracting it from the
data and repeating the whole analysis chain.

The unfolding and luminosity uncertainties only affect the final cross sections and are
applied directly to them.

7.2. Theory Uncertainties

Three sources of systematic theory uncertainty are considered and discussed in the following.
They follow the PDF4ALHC recommendations [122]].

The uncertainty on the strength of the strong coupling ag = 0.118 includes experimental
uncertainties in the determination of ag and uncertainties due to missing higher orders when
evaluating ag at a scale other than the Z boson mass. It is evaluated by shifting the value of
as by £0.001 and calculating a symmetric uncertainty [122] as

a(agow’l) - cr(agp) .0
5 ) )

In order to evaluate the uncertainty on the PDF set used in the MC simulation the PDF
variations provided by the NNPDF group are used. These include experimental uncertainties
on the data entering the PDF fits and uncertainties on the fitting method. In total there are 100
PDF varations from toy experiments provided by NNPDF and the uncertainty is calculated
as the root-mean-square of these variations [33].

The impact of missing higher order in the calculation of the matrix element due to the
removal of divergences are also evaluated. To this end the renormalization (ug) and factor-
ization (up) scales are varied according to the 7-point variation

5%(c) =

{ug, pp} x §0.5,0.5},{1,0.5},{0.5,1}, {1, 1}, {2, 1}, {1, 2} , {2, 2} . (7.2)

The scale uncertainty is determined from this variations as the difference between the
maximum envelope and the nominal prediction [[122]].
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8. Background Contributions due to
Fake Objects

Backgrounds due to fake objects occur for example when a physics object in the final state
(e.g. ajet) in an event is reconstructed as a different object (e.g. a photon). Another possible
cause for fake backgrounds are energy fluctuations (e.g. in the jet pr) that lead to fake piiss.
Events in which these processes have happened can be selected into one of the regions of the
measurement, even though the events do not contain the correct signature in the final state.

The background contributions due to fake processes are estimated and subtracted in each
of the SR and the AM regions. Since the physics mechanisms that play a role in the generation
of the fake backgrounds depend on the final state of a given region, different estimation
methods are used in different regions. These mechanisms and methods are discussed in this
chapter.

The fake background contribution to the SR is dominated by multijet events, where the
energy of one or more jets has undergone a large fluctuation and produced fake prrrniss. This
background is estimated with the Jet Smearing method and discussed in[Section 8.1} A second
fake background contribution to the SR originates from events containing beam background
muons. This background is discussed in[Section 8.2

The fake background contribution to the y+jets AM region consists of events containing
fake photons. This background is estimated using a 2D-sideband method and is discussed in
Section 8

In the W — ev + jets AM regions the fake background contribution consists of events with
fake electrons. The background contribution is estimated using the Matrix Method, which is
discussed in

The fake backgrounds in the Z — ee + jets AM, W — puv + jets AM and Z — pup + jets
AM regions also consist of events with fake electrons and muons. However in these regions
the relative background contribution is smaller than in the remaining regions. Therefore
they are estimated using a simplified version of the matrix method. As the matrix method is
already discussed in detail, no further discussion is given on the simplified method. Please
see [22] for more details.
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8.1. Multijet Background in the Signal Region

8.1. Multijet Background in the Signal Region

Collision events with jets and no prompt invisible particles in the final state can enter the SR.
This typically happens because of jet energy fluctuations in multijet events. These fluctua-
tions either originate from heavy flavour jet decays that produce neutrinos which carry away
some of the jet momentum undetected or from instrumental effects that cause the measured
jet pr to deviate from the true jet pr. Both cases can lead to a momentum imbalance in the
transverse plane and the reconstruction of p5. The p™is® generated in this way is called
fake piss,

The probability of producing enough fake pi¢ in multijet events to pass the PSS cut of
the SR is low[123]. However, due to the very high jet production cross section at the LHC
this type of fake p—ﬁpiss background is produced at a similar rate as the SM signal process
Z — vv + jets, if no rejection cuts are applied.

m Truth Jet ®m Reconstructed Jet m Fake prTniSS

Figure 8.1.: Sketch of a dijet event in the transverse plane of the detector. The dijets are bal-
anced on truth level (violet). A fluctuation of the jet energy at detector-level (light
blue) leads to an energy imbalance in the transverse plane and the reconstruction

miss

of fake pisS (dark blue). Typically the fake piS is close to one of the jets in ¢.

The fake prrniss background can be rejected very efficiently by vetoing events that have

miss

a highly energetic jet close to the p7"> in the transverse plane of the detector. The veto
exploits a topological characteristic related to the reconstruction of the fake prrniss, which
is illustrated in for a dijet event in the transverse plane. At particle-level both
jets are balanced in pr due to momentum conservation. If a fluctuation of the jet energy
happens at the detector-level, the fake prfliss is reconstructed pointing along the same axis as
the fluctuating jet in the transverse plane.

This motivates the A¢ ( jet, p‘fﬂss) veto for the first four leading jets, which is applied in the
SR. shows the effect of this veto on the signal efficiency and background rejection
for different veto values, using the Z — vv + jets signal MC simulation and a fake background
sample. The generation of this background sample is discussed in the following section. At
the chosen veto value of A¢ ( jet, prrniss) < 0.4 a background rejection of 98.1 % is achieved,
while retaining 91.7 % of the signal.

59



8. Background Contributions due to Fake Objects
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Figure 8.2.: Background rejection and signal efficiency for the fake prrniss background and the
Z — vv + jets signal for different values of the A¢ ( jet, p%liss) cut. The pseudo-
data for the fake pi'*S background is generated using the Jet Smearing method.

The residual background that remains after the veto is estimated using the Jet Smearing
method discussed in the following section.

8.1.1. The Jet Smearing Method

The multijet background is estimated using a data-driven procedure called the Jet Smearing
method [123]], since it is difficult to estimate in MC simulation. One reason for this is that
jet energy fluctuations that generate enough prTniSS to enter the SR are rare. This makes it
challenging to generate sufficient MC simulation statistics[123]]. Furthermore, the effects
of high jet multiplicity and the non-Gaussian tail of the p%liss resolution distribution are
typically not well modelled[96][123]].

The Jet Smearing method is based on the idea that it is possible to reproduce the jet energy
fluctuations that lead to the reconstruction of fake p—rrniss and create a pseudo-data sample
that mimics the background behaviour. This pseudo-data sample is then used for the back-
ground estimation. A brief overview of the method is given in this paragraph and a detailed
description of each step is provided in the subsequent sections.

The first step of the Jet Smearing method is the selection of a sample of well-measured
seed multijet seed events in which the jets have undergone only little energy fluctuations.
The second step is to produce the pseudo-data by varying the momenta of these jets according
to the calorimeter jet response, which encodes the sources of the jet energy fluctuations. In
the final step the pseudo-data is used to determine the shape of the background in the SR.
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8.1. Multijet Background in the Signal Region

This shape is then normalised in a control region (CR) using collision data.

Selection of the Seed Events

The seed event sample is built by first selecting a set of multijet events and then choosing
the subsample where the jets have undergone only little fluctuations of the jet energy. To
select the events at least two jets are required and events with leptons in the final state are
removed. The leading jet has to fulfil pr > 50 GeV to ensure adequate separation from the
lowest leading jet pr cut used in the analysis (pr > 80 GeV in the VBF phase space). This
is necessary to properly account for events migrating at the phasespace boundary, i.e. to
account for events with a low pr leading jet that enter because the jet energy fluctuates up.

Dedicated single jet triggers are used to pre-select the events for the multijet sample. The
triggers have to be fully efficient at the selection cut value of pr > 50 GeV. The trigger
with the highest threshold that fulfils this criterium is the HLT_j35. However, the low pr
single jet triggers are heavily prescaled, which would lead to poor statistical precision if only
the HLT_j35 was used. To maximise the available statistics the events are split into several
regions according to the leading jet pr in each event and the events in each region are selected
using a dedicated single jet trigger. The pr regions and triggers are shown in In
this way it is possible to benefit from the lower prescales of the higher pr single jet triggers.

Trigger  Leading jet pr threshold [GeV] Average prescale

HLT j35 49.5 6.4 x 10°
HLT _j45 60.5 1.8 x10°
HLT_j60 75.5 1.6 x 10
HLT_j85 104.5 1.5 x 10
HLT j110 131.0 1.9 x 103
HLT j175 205.5 2.9 x 102
HLT _j260 297.5 4.2 x 10"
HLT _j360 416.5 (2017/18 only) 1.1 x 10
HLT_j380 436.0 (2015/16 only) 1

HLT_j420 463.5 (2017/18 only) 1

Table 8.1.: Single jet trigger used to select seed events. The thresholds are chosen such that
the corresponding trigger is fully efficient[76].

The leading jet pr thresholds are selected such that the corresponding trigger is fully effi-
cient above the threshold. The triggered events are then each corrected for the corresponding
prescale Py by applying the weight wy = PLX to the event [[120]].

The next step in the seed selection is to determine the subset of multijet events that have
undergone only little fluctuations in the jet energy. The simplest solution to this would be to
place an upper limit on the absolute p™i** in the event. However, it has been shown in [123]
that such a cut biases the jet py distribution of the seed events. This can be understood as
follows. For the piis resolution 0( p%niss) it is known that 0"( pfrniss) o /Y, pr, Where Y, pr is

miss miss

the pr sum of the jets contributing to pT"*° [96]. As the pT"*° in multijet events is generated
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Figure 8.3.: Inclusive jet pr (top panel) and jet multiplicity (bottom panel) distributions for
events before (black) and after (red) the seed selection.

by jet energy fluctuations, a cut on the absolute pfrniss in the event would therefore bias the

jet pr distribution, as events with a large /Y, pr would be perferably removed.

To remove the dependence of the cut on the pIS resolution & ( prTniss), anew observable is

constructed as proposed in [[123]]. Since O'(pfrniss) is proportional to /Y pra cut on the piss
significance

miss

Pt

JE pr

is applied, which does not lead to a bias in the jet pr distribution.
This is demonstrated in|Figure 8.3|for the inclusive jet pr distribution and the jet multiplic-
ity. The nominal dijet selection is shown in black and the seed selection with the additional

S= <05 (8.1)
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Figure 8.4.: Left panel: Data-constrained jet response as a function of truth jet pr. Right
panel: Example of the response for a truth jet pr slice (260 GeV to 280 GeV).

p%liss significance cut applied is shown in red. In both cases the shape of the distributions
agree well, with only a small bias at very large jet multiplicities.

Derivation of the Jet Response

To apply the jet energy fluctuations observed in data to the seed events, data-constrained jet
response maps are used. These are provided centrally by the ATLAS collaboration. In this
paragraph a brief overview of their derivation is given, more details can be found in [123].

The jet response R as a function of truth jet pr, shown in[Figure 8.4} is derived from dijet
MC simulation on a per-jet basis as the ratio of reconstructed jet pr and true jet pr

reco

Pr

T truth’

pPr

for isolated jets (AR > 0.2). To correct for the known mismodelling of the jet energy

resolution in MC the four momenta of the reconstructed jets in MC simulation are smeared

to agree with the broader resolution observed in data[91]]. Furthermore, the tails of the jet

response are also constrained using a measurement in data. This is especially important since
1mi1ss

large energy fluctuations are typically involved when producing the large fake p7""** needed
for a background event to enter the SR.

(8.2)

Generation and Validation of the Pseudo-data

The central step of the Jet Smearing method is the artificial fluctuation of the jet energies in
the seed events according to the jet response to generate the pseudo-data. The procedure is
sketched in [Figure 8.5/and described in the following.

The seed events are selected to be well-measured, therefore their reconstructed pr is very
similar to their true pr. To apply the jet response to a given jet, the four momentum vector
of that jet is scaled with a factor drawn randomly from the corresponding truth pr slice

in the jet response map shown in This procedure is applied to each jet. This
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Figure 8.5.: Sketch of the pseudo-data generation. Each jet (light blue) in a well-measured
seed event is fluctuated according to the calorimeter jet response (middle) to
generate a pseudo-event (right) with fake p™ (dark blue). This procedure is
repeated 2000 times for each seed event.

leads to deviations from the momentum balance between the jets in the transverse plane
and the generation of fake p™i%. This procedure is repeated 2000 times for each seed event
and allows for the generation of a large set of pseudo-data. As the jet energy fluctuations
produced by the artificial smearing with the jet response are expected to reproduce those
energy fluctuations in multijet events leading to fake p™i* in the detector, this pseudo-data
is used to model the fake p™i* background.

It is necessary to verify that no biases in are introduced in jet kinematic distributions
in the the pseudo-data with respect to the seed events during the smearing, to ensure a
proper background modelling. Therefore several quantities are compared before and after
the smearing. The two most important ones are shown in [Figure 8.6] The top panel shows
the leading jet pr, where a small bias towards a softer spectrum is observed. This is addressed
during the validation of the method described in below.

The bottom panel shows an observable called Mg, which describes the sum of pfrniss and

the hadronic activity in the event and is defined as

Mo = PSS + Hp = pP5 + Y pr. (8.3)

jets
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Figure 8.6.: Jet pr (top panel) and Mg (bottom panel) for seed events (red) and pseudo-data
events (blue). The pseudo-data distribution has been normalised to the seed event
distribution.

Any deviation of Mg after the smearing procedure from the original distribution would
indicate a bias, since during the smearing transverse energy is only shifted between its com-
ponent terms. No deviation is observed.

The ability of the pseudo-data to describe the shape of the multijet background is also
tested in collision data. To this end a background-enriched multijet CR is defined by inverting
the A¢ ( jet, pfrmss) veto and requiring at least one jet in the event to be closer to the P than

¢ (Ap ( jet, prfnss) < 0.3. To keep this CR close to the actual SR, all other SR cuts are applied
in addition. The definition of the SR and CR as a function of A¢ (]et mlss) is shown in
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Figure 8.7.: Definition of the control and validation regions used for the fake pllpiss estimate

miss)

relative to the signal region in A¢ ( jet, pT

F1igure 8.7

The multijet CR has a very large multijet background component as is demonstrated in
the top panel of The top part shows the data distribution in the CR together
with the MC simulation of the relevant SM processes as a function of pfrniss in the VBF phase
space and the ratio of the two in the bottom part. The very large disagreement between
data and MC simulation in the bulk of the distribution is due to the presence of multijet
background, which is not described by the simulation. The disagreement in the last bin
of the distribution is attributed to poor modelling in the MC simulation, since the multijet
background contribution drops strongly towards high p™iss .

The pseudo-data generated with the Jet Smearing method provides a very good shape de-
scription of the multijet background. This is demonstrated in the bottom panel of|
which shows the same data and MC simulation distributions as the top panel, but with the
multijet background component determined from the pseudo-data (dark blue) added to the
predictions. Excellent shape agreement within the statistical and systematic uncertainties
is observed in the bulk of the distribution where the multijet background is dominant. The
multijet background component has been determined by applying all cuts and selection cri-
teria of the multijet CR to the pseudo-data and normalising it to the difference between data
and MC simulation, thereby providing a shape test. The systematic uncertainty on the back-

ground estimate is discussed in more detail in|Section 8.1.1

The corresponding distributions for the monojet phase space are shown in[Section B.1.1
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Figure 8.8.: p™iS distribution in the multijet CR in the VBF phase space for collision data
and MC simulation predictions alone (top panel) and collision data, MC simula-
tion and normalised pseudo-data in dark blue (bottom panel). The bottom part
of each figure shows the ratio of the data and the sum of the various process
predictions, with the statistical uncertainty on the data shown in grey and the
statistical uncertainty on the predictions shown in black. The systematic uncer-
tainty on the background estimate is shown as a shaded band.
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Multijet Background Estimate

The estimate of the multijet background in the SR is performed in a two step procedure. First
a background shape template is determined by applying all selection criteria of the SR to
the pseudo-data. In a second step a normalisation factor is calculated using the multijet CR
introduced in the previous section. This normalisation factor is given by

tot tot
NCR,data - NCR,MC

tot
NCR,pseudo—data

: (8.4)

which is the ratio of the total difference in number of events between data (Né‘}g’ data) @nd
MC simulation (Né%’ M) in the multijet CR and the total number of pseudo-data events
(Né‘}g, pseudo—dat ) in the multijet CR. This is valid under the assumption that the difference be-
tween data and MC simulation in the multijet CR is entirely caused by multijet background.
This assumption is justified by the construction of the multijet CR, which leads to a very
high multijet background contribution in the multijet CR. However, a further validation of
the method is performed below to test if this assumption is valid.

The final multijet background estimate in the SR in a bin i is therefore given by

tot tot
NeRdata — Ner mc

tot >
NCR, pseudo—data

i _ ATl
Ngg = NSR,pseudo—data (8.5)

where Nsi is the number of pseudo-data events in the background shape tem-

R,pseudo—data
plate in bin i, which is multiplied by the normalisation factor. Please note that same pseudo-
data set is used to determine the templates in the SR and the number of multijet background
events in the multijet CR, such that the final multijet background estimate is independent of
the amount of pseudo-data generated.

The result of the background estimate as a function of p—}niss in the monojet phase space
is shown in together with the statistical and systematic uncertainty on the back-
ground estimate. The largest background contribution is in the first bin of the p%liss distribu-
tion and the relative background contribution strongly decreases towards higher p-rrniss. This
systematic uncertainty on the background estimate is discussed in the following section. Ta-

bles with the number of estimated background events per bin in each observable are shown

in Section B.1.3|

Validation of the Background Estimate

The multijet estimation method using the Jet Smearing method is validated in collision data to
verify several additional assumptions that enter into the procedure. These are: the premise
that the sources of fake p%ﬁss due to energy fluctuations can be properly described by the
data-constrained response maps, that energy fluctuations are the dominant contributor to
the fake eriss, that the jet response is independent of event-level quantities and therefore

The results for the VBF phase space are shown in
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Figure 8.9.: Relative contribution of the multijet background to SR as a function of pi** in
the monojet phase space. The statistical uncertainty is shown as error bars on
the points and the systematic uncertainty on the background estimate is shown
as a grey hashed band.

applicable on a jet-by-jet basis and that the background normalisation can be determined
from the difference between data and MC simulation in the multijet CR [[123].

To test the assumptions and to make certain that the small biases observed in the seed
selection and smearing described above do not pose a problem, a validation region (VR) is
defined that is very close but orthogonal to the SR. It differs from the SR selection only by
the A¢ ( jet, p%liss) veto, which is modified to 0.3 < A¢ ( jet, p%liss) < 0.4 (see[Figure 8.7|for the
definition of the VR with respect to the SR and the multijet background-enriched CR).

Following all steps described above, a full background estimate is performed for the VR,
with the same systematic uncertainty of 100 % of the event yield per bin. shows
the comparison of data, MC simulation and the multijet background estimate in the validation
region together with the systematic uncertainty on the background estimate as a function
of prrniss in the monojet phase spac In general good agreement within the systematic
uncertainty is observed, validating the application of the Jet Smearing method.

The systematic uncertainty on the background estimate is taken to be 100 % of the event
yield, which is very conservative. However a more precise estimation of the uncertainty
would be very involved, as the Jet Smearing method has many different parts, which have a
systematic uncertainty associated. Since the background contribution in the prTniss distribu-
tion in the SR is very small, this is deemed acceptable.

*The distributions for all observables in the validation region are shown in [Section B.1.4

69



8. Background Contributions due to Fake Objects

HE 107 [ | T T | T T | [ ID;ta T T
= ATLAS hd
«n  10° 1 CZ-vwv
E . ¥s=13TeV, 139.0 fb mW-_l
2 10 SR, Multijet VR, Monojet Top
4 Diboson
10 -Mur:tljet
Others__
10° -/, Fake p:"ss unc.
10?
10
1
107"
107 .
107 é
. 107 [ e
8 : I | | T T | T T T T I :
& 12F + | | =
3 . P ; : : -
© oot T l z z -
a =~ i | * | s s -
0.8__ 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 i __
500 1000 1500 2000 2500
meSS [Gev]

Figure 8.10.: Data, MC simulation and multijet background estimate as a function p'* in
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the monojet phase space. The bottom part of each figure shows the ratio of the
data and the sum of the various process predictions, with the statistical uncer-
tainty on the data shown in grey and the statistical uncertainty on the predic-
tions shown in black. The systematic uncertainty on the background estimate
is shown as a shaded band.



8.2. Beam-induced Background in the Signal Region

8.2. Beam-induced Background in the Signal Region

Another type of background event that can contain large fake pT' and enter the SR is
caused by decay products of the LHC beam halo penetrating into the ATLAS detector, as well
as elastic and inelastic beam-gas interactions [124]. The beam halo is constituted by protons
that have drifted out of the core of the LHC beams or by protons undergoing elastic scattering
on the beam gas [125]]. To prevent damage to the machine, especially the superconducting
magnets, this halo is constantly removed by a sophisticated cleaning system. This system
consists of several sets of collimators and absorbers distributed throughout the LHC ring,
which are used to induce shower cascades of the beam halo protons and absorb the decay
products [126][127]]. In addition, the physics experiments are protected by heavy shielding
which absorbs most of the remaining particles produced in the halo showers [58]]. This is

illustrated in [Figure 8.11
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Figure 8.11.: Schematic illustration of the three sources of BIB reaching ATLAS: (1) nearby
inelastic beam-gas collisions, (2) tertiary beam halo losses on the TCT and (3)
protons deflected by elastic beam-gas collisions and hitting the TCT. The dis-
tance from the beam to the collimators is a few millimetres. Typically beam-
induced background at higher radii can reach the calorimeters and cause fake
jets. Adapted from [[128]].

However, highly energetic beam-background muons from these showers can pass the de-
tector shielding and cause fake pfSS+jets events [127]. This is illustrated in [Figure 8.12|with

an event display of a typical beam-induced background (BIB) event. A beam-background
muon enters the detector from the right (b) and deposits energy in the calorimeter via Brems-
strahlung, which is reconstructed as a highly energetic fake jet. This fake jet is not balanced
by additional energy deposits in the transverse plane of the detector (a), which leads to the
reconstruction of large fake psS (dashed red line). This type of event can enter the SR if
enough fake p® is produced.

The contribution of BIB to prrmss + jets events measured in data is of the same order of

magnitude as the signal process Z — vv + jets, therefore efficient removal techniques are
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8. Background Contributions due to Fake Objects

needed [124]]. The strategies employed to remove these kind of events and the method used
to estimate the residual background after the removal are discussed in the following sections.

8.2.1. Characteristics and Removal of Beam-induced Background

The fake jets in BIB events have characteristic energy deposition and timing properties that
allow for their efficient removal. These characteristics also allow to estimate the residual
background after removal. This is discussed in the following sections.

Run Number: 183021, Event Number: 5016911
Date: 2011-06-03 06:17:28 CEST

Figure 8.12.: Example of BIB event with the beam-induced muon entering from the right and
causing a fake jet. In the longitudinal projection (b), chambers of the muon
system with hits (highlighted in red) are seen on both sides. Electromagnetic
calorimeter cells (yellow) in-between contain large energy (green towers) that
forms a fake jet. A muon track (red line) parallel to the z-axis is reconstructed
on the left side of the detector. The transverse projection (a) shows prl’fliss (dashed
line) opposite to the fake jet. The reconstructed tracks (blue) in the inner track-
ing detector do not point towards the fake jet. A detailed view (c) shows that the
calorimeter cells and the muon track are aligned in ¢. Focusing on the energy
depositions in the electromagnetic calorimeter in the longitudinal projection
(d) reveals that the fake jet consists of a cluster elongated in the z-direction.
Adapted from [125]].
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Figure 8.13.: Leading jet ¢ distribution in the monojet phase space in the SR, with the loose
(black) and tight (red) identification applied.

Energy Deposition Characteristics and Tight Jet Identification

The energy deposition topology of BIB events in the calorimeters can be understood by con-
sidering the typical path a beam-induced muon takes in the detectors.

The beam-induced muons, typically enter the detector in parallel to the beam-line and
therefore deposit most of their energy in a single layer of the ATLAS calorimeters (Figure 8.12]
b) and d) ). This is characterised by the maximum sampling fraction f,,,,, defined as the
maximum energy fraction in a single calorimeter layer, which is expected to be high for the
corresponding fake jet.

The energy deposition produced by the muon also has no associated tracks to the primary
vertex in the event c) ). This leads to a low value of the charge fraction f,
defined as the fraction of the pr of the tracks associated to the jet and the total jet pr [[129].

To reject this type of fake jet, a cut on the ratio of these two variables given by

Jeh
f max

has proven useful [129] El The combination of the loose jet identification and the cut given
in form the tight identification for jets, which is required for the leading jet in
the event selection. Since the charge fraction can only be determined in the acceptance of
the ATLAS tracking system, the tight identification can only be applied in the corresponding
1 range.

The tight jet identification allows to remove most of the BIB events, while keeping > 99 %
of the signal events [[129]. This is demonstrated in[Figure 8.13] which shows the ¢ distribution
of the leading jet in the monojet phase space in data before (black) and after (red) applying
the tight identification to the leading jet. A clear structure in ¢ is visible in the original

> 0.1 (8.6)

*The cut value of 0.1 is optimized by the ATLAS JET/ETmiss group [124].
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Figure 8.14.: Sketch of the flight path of BIB (violet) and the normal collision process (green).
The time of the collision corresponds to t = 0. Collision products are always in
time, due to time-of-flight corrections. The timing of the BIB depends on the z
coordinate.

distribution, with prominent peaks at ¢ = 0 (towards the center of the LHC) and ¢ = +7
(away from the center of the LHC). This structure is caused by the dipole magnets of the
LHC which are bending the trajectories of the beam-induced muons in a way similar to the
beam. P|

Jet Timing

Another important characteristic of the BIB is the timing of the fake jets, which is typically
early with respect to the collision products in the detector. This is illustrated in[Figure 8.14|for
muons passing into the detector from the left. The muons enter the detector at the same time
as the proton bunch associated to the original halo protons that produced them. Therefore
they arrive always early with respect to the collision products, as the proton bunch first has
to travel to the interaction point to produce a collision, whereas the muons enter directly
into the calorimeters.

The timing of the fake jets depends on its z-position with respect to the interaction point
(z = 0), since the timing determined at a given point in the detector is corrected for the time-
of-flight from the interaction point. This is further illustrated in[Figure 8.15| which shows the
timing  of the leading jet as a function of 5. While the jets originating from genuine collisions
form a band around t = 0, there are two clear arcs visible for ¢t < 0, which are caused by the
fake jets from the BIB. There is a clear correlation between timing and 7 for these jets, with
those further away from the interaction point occurring at earlier times. There are also two

5 An additional structure is slightly visible inas an asymmetry between the top side (¢ = g ) and the
bottom side (¢ = —n/2) of the detector. It is caused by the longer distance from the beam pipe to the ceiling
of the LHC tunnel (2 m) than to the floor (1 m). This allows for different free drift times for kaons/pions of
the halo showers, depending on their direction. Hence a lower number of muons is expected in the lower
hemisphere of the detector [[125]].
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Figure 8.15.: Timing of the leading jet as a function of .

similar arcs visible for ¢+ > 0. These are caused by fake jets from BIB belonging to the next
proton bunch, which is separated by At = 25 ns.

shows a direct comparison of the timing distributions in the SR (left panel),
which has a clear peak from in-time collision events around ¢t = 0 ns and a BIB-enriched CR,
which has a broad distribution of out-of-time BIB events. The BIB-enriched CR is defined
like the SR, but with the tight jet identification inverte<ﬂ
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Figure 8.16.: Timing of the leading jet in the SR (left panel) a BIB-enriched CR (right panel).

SRejecting jets that fulfil the tight jet identification and selecting those that fail it.
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8.2.2. Beam-induced Background Estimate

The residual background that is not removed by the jet cleaning is estimated using the infor-
mation provided by the tight jet identification and the jet timing variable.

Region \ Selection criteria

SR tight leading jet
BIB-enriched CR | non-tight leading jet

Table 8.2.: Definition BIB-enriched CR orthogonal to the SR.

In a first step, a BIB-enriched CR orthogonal to the SR is defined by inverting the tight
identification (c.f. [Table 8.2). In a next step, events are tagged as positive out-of-time if the
leading jet timing is ¢ > 5 ns or negative out-of-time (n) if t < —5ns. The timing variable and
the identification criteria can be assumed to be uncorrelated [[125]. This means that the ratio
of out-of-time events and all events is independent of the identification and it follows that

M<5 ns ]\]t<5 ns ]\]t>5 ns __ JVt>5 ns

(8.7)
JVKO ns IVI<0 ns ]Vt>0 ns JVt>0 ns
The total number of background events is then determined bin-by-bin using
NCR NCR
SR _ “Yt<0ns \;SR t>0 ns
N N<0ns + N>0 ns — CR IVt<5 ns + N>5 ns- (8-8)
t<5ns t>5 ns

The result of the background estimate is presented in [Figure 8.17] The figure shows the
relative background contribution to the monojet phase space in the SR as a function of p%“ss
together with the statistical and systematic uncertainties. The relative systematic uncertainty
is defined to be 100 % in each bin. Also in the case of the BIB this conservative uncertainty
is chosen, as the relative background contribution is small. Tables containing the results for

all observables are given in (Section B.2
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Figure 8.17.: Relative contribution of the BIB estimate to the SR as a function of pS in the
monojet phase space. The statistical uncertainty is shown as error bars on the
points and the systematic uncertainty on the background estimate is shown as
a grey hashed band.
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8.3. Fake Photon Background

Hadronic jets can be reconstructed as photon candidates in the detector. This typically hap-
pens if the jets contain a neutral meson, like a 70 or K°, which carries a large fraction of
the jet momentum and decays into a pair of non-prompt photons, which cause an electro-
magnetic shower in the EM calorimeter [130]. It is also possible for a hadron to be directly
reconstructed as a photon, if a significant amount of energy is deposited in the EM calorime-
ter [130]. These misidentified jets are called fake photons in the following. The fake photons
can in turn lead to background events without prompt photons to enter the y+jets AM region.

The first section of this chapter discusses the methods used to distinguish fake photons
from prompt photons and how they are rejected in this measurement. In the second sec-
tion the estimation of the residual background caused by the fake photons which pass the
rejection cuts is described.

8.3.1. Rejection of Fake Photons

The rejection of fake photons is based on the differences in the energy deposition patterns
of prompt and fake photons in the calorimeter and the tracking system. Prompt photons
produce narrow electromagnetic showers without any associated tracks. Fake photons tend
to have a broader shower, as well as associated tracks and can be accompanied by additional
calorimeter activity around the energy depositions from the electromagnetic shower. There-
fore fake photons are rejected using two strategies, namely cuts on the shower shape in the
calorimeters and isolation requirements on the activity around the photon in the calorimeters
and the tracker. These strategies are discussed in the following.

Shower Shape Identification

The shower shape identification is based on a series of selection cuts on a set of variables
quantifying the shape of the electromagnetic shower in the calorimeter. A list of all variables
is given in appendix[Section B.3.1|and a selection is discussed in the following. The ensemble
of these cuts constitutes the tight photon identification. It is very efficient in rejecting fake
photons while keeping most of the prompt photons (signal efficiency: > 90 %, background
rejection: = 60 % for photons above 160 GeV [79]). The signal photon is required to fulfil the
tight identification.

The variables employing the highly granular first layer of the EM calorimeter are especially
useful in separating collimated photon pairs produced in neutral meson decays from prompt
photons. This is illustrated is which shows an event display of the EM calorimeter
for a prompt photon (left panel) and a photon pair from a neutral pion decay (right panel).
The shower caused by the photon pair from the pion decay in the first layer is much broader
than that caused by the photon and has a non-central energy distribution. Therefore the
tight identification requires a narrow shower width in the first calorimeter layer (w;, wi3)
with the highest energy contained in the centre of the shower (f;;ge, fi). Furthermore it is
visible that the energy deposition of the photon pair from the pion decay has a distinctive
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8.3. Fake Photon Background

Figure 8.18.: Event display of the showers in the EM calorimeter for a prompt photon (left)
and a pion decaying to a photon pair (right). The calorimeter layers from bottom
to top are: the presampler, the highly segmented first calorimeter layer, the
second and the third calorimeter layer. Adapted from .

double peak structure, whereas the prompt photon only shows one peak. Therefore the tight
identification also requires a large separation in energy between the first and second energy
maximum of the shower (E,;,, AE;) in the first calorimeter layer.

The remaining cuts of the tight identification are focused on the general shape differences
between electromagnetic and hadronic showers, mainly the narrower shower width in the
second calorimeter layer of the electromagnetic showers (R,, Rs, wy,) and their lower pene-
tration depth into the hadronic calorimeter (Ryuq, Rpaq,) .

In addition to the tight identification, a relaxed set of shower shape cuts is defined. It
allows to select a sample of fake photons, which is used to study the fake photon background
in data. This so-called loose!" identification is based on the tight identification with fou
shower shape cuts in the first calorimeter layer removed (g3, fsiges Eratios AEs) [79]. To select
the fake photon samples, photon candidates are required to pass the loose!" identification
but fail the tight identification. This is called non-tight identification in the following.

Isolation

Strict requirements are placed on the maximum energy deposition in calorimeter cells around
the photon (calorimeter isolation), as well as on the maximum pr from tracks associated with
the photon (track isolation). Both are helpful in rejecting fake photons, since a prompt pho-
ton is neither expected to be associated with calorimeter activity outside of its electromag-
netic shower, nor does it cause signals in the tracking system, apart from conversion tracks in

"It is also possible to remove a different number of shower shape cuts from the tight identification to define the
relaxed set. This is done in[Section 8.3.3|to define an uncertainty on the fake photon background estimate.
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Figure 8.19.: Sketch of the calorimeter isolation, where the n— ¢ grid represents the calorime-
ter cells and a purple cell indicates an energy deposition. The cone used to sum
the calorimeter cells that enter the raw isolation energy Er 1,y is shown in blue
and the cells that form the photon shower are depicted as the white 5x 7 square.

pair production, which are included in the photon reconstruction. Both the calorimeter iso-
lation and the track isolation play an important part in the fake photon background estimate
and are discussed in the following.

Calorimeter Isolation The signal photon is required to fulfil a so-called tight calorimeter
isolation, given by

< 0. X + 2. ev. .
conedd 0022 x Er + 2.45 GeV 8.9

The term depending on the photon Et is used to improve the signal efficiency of the isolation
cut at high Er, by loosening the isolation requirement. The optimization of the numerical
factors is discussed in [79].

The isolation energy ES™? is calculated as
40 _ 40
E%one = EE‘?rIgV - ET,core - ET,leakage - ET,pile—up- (8.10)

The main components in the calculation of E{"*4? are illustrated in The grid
in n — ¢ represents the calorimeter cells in the second calorimeter layer and cells marked in
purple represent energy depositions. All energy depositions above a certain noise cut within
a radius of R = 0.4 around the photon barycentre (blue circle) are summed to form the raw
isolation energy E%‘?;‘;fvo. These still contain the energy from the photon shower itself, which

is calculated as the energy sum Er . of the 5 x 7 cells around the photon barycentre and
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which needs to be subtracted. The window for this sum is larger in ¢ direction, since the
shower is broadened in that direction by the magnetic field in the detector [81].

The third term Et jeakage is used to correct for showers that do not fit in the 5 x 7 window
and leak energy to the outside and is optimised in MC simulation as a function of Et and

n. The fourth term Er pjje_yp corrects for energy depositions due to underlying events. The

E$°"e%0 calculated in this way is further corrected by applying data-driven corrections to

improve agreement with the MC simulation, which predicts a distribution shifted by a few
GeV due to known mismodelling in the lateral shower development [79]].

The shape modelling of the calorimeter isolation variable E$°"**0 — 0.022Ey is validated in
data. This is necessary, since this variable plays an important role in the estimation of the
residual background discussed below. shows the data distribution (black) of the
calorimeter isolation variable in the y+jets AM region. Also shown are a template for the fake
photons (blue) and the sum (yellow) of the MC simulation used to model the prompt photons
and the fake photon templateﬂ The fake photon template has been derived by requiring the
non-tight identification instead of the tight identification on the signal photon. To allow for
a shape comparison, the template is normalised to the data for E$*"¢4? — 0.022Ey > 10.

It is shown that the calorimeter isolation distribution in data is well modelled by the sum
of the MC simulation and the fake photon template. The peak region, containing isolated
photons, is dominated by the MC simulation and the tail region, containing photons failing
the calorimeter isolation, is dominated by the fake template. This demonstrates that the non-
tight selection can be used to model the tight selection in the non-isolated regime. This is a
pre-requisite of the background estimation method discussed below, which assumes that the
non-tight identification is decorrelated from the isolation variable.

Track Isolation In addition to the calorimeter isolation, the signal photon is required to
fulfil a so-called tight track isolation, given by

P20 < 0.05 x Er, (8.11)

which is Ep-dependent to improve the selection efficiency for high-Et photons. The opti-
misation for the prefactor is taken from [79]. p$™¢%? is constructed in a very similar way
to ES°"e40 All tracks in a radius of R = 0.2 around the photon barycentre that fulfil cer-
tain quality criteria outlined in [79] are summed. Tracks belonging to photons which have
undergone pair-production are excluded.

The modelling of the track isolation is also validated in data. The result is shown in
for the data distribution (black) in the y+jets AM region without the track isolation
cut applieﬂ The figure also shows a fake template (blue) derived by requiring the non-tight
identification instead of the tight identification on the signal photon and the sum of the sim-
ulation prediction and the fake template (yellow). To allow for a shape comparison, the fake
template is normalised to the tight data for p$”"2° — 0.05 x Er > 10. Good agreement similar
to the calorimeter isolation is observed.

8For this figure, the cut on the calorimeter isolation (E{*™**° — 0.022 x E; < 2.45 GeV) is not applied.
The corresponding distributions for the VBF phase space are shown in [Section B.3.3
The corresponding distributions for the VBF phase space are shown in [Section B.3.3
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Figure 8.20.: Calorimeter isolation energy distribution in the y+jets AM region and the mono-
jet phase space without the calorimeter isolation requirement applied for events
in data with tight leading photons (black), non-tight leading photons (blue, nor-
malised to the tight data for E{**¢*% — 0.022E1 > 10). The sum of the simulation
and non-tight data (yellow) adequately describes the tight data.
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Figure 8.21.: Track isolation energy distribution in y+jets AM region and the monojet phase
space without the track isolation requirement applied for events in data with
tight leading photons (black), non-tight leading photons (blue, normalised to
the tight data for p§”"2° — 0.05 x Er > 10. The sum of the simulation and non-
tight data (yellow) adequately describes the tight data.
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Isolated Non-isolated

E;™** - 0.022E, [GeV]

Figure 8.22.: Sketch of the control region definition used for the 2D-sideband method (the two
sidebands are B-D and C-D) as a function of the calorimeter isolation variable.
The z-axis shows the expected background distribution. Please Note: This is a
sketch for visualisation purposes only. The actual control region definition also
includes the track isolation.

8.3.2. Estimation of the Residual Background using the 2D-sideband
Method

The general idea to estimate the number of fake photon events which pass the tight iden-
tification and isolation requirements of the y+jets AM region is outlined in the following.
First, the number of fake photon events passing the tight identification is measured in a
background-enriched region orthogonal to the y+jets AM region. This region is defined by
inverting the isolation requirements (non-isolated). Then a transfer factor is determined by
measuring the fraction of isolated and non-isolated fake photon events. Since this transfer
factor needs to be measured in an independent set of fake photon events, it is determined
from two additional regions which are background-enriched by requiring the photon to fulfil
the non-tight identification. A sketch of these regions is given in together with
the expected contribution of fake photons in each region.
The number of tight and isolated fake photon events is then determined as

non-—tight,isolated

tight,isolated tight,non—isolated Nfake
Neake = Rx Np;jee

(8.12)

Nfr:iir; tight,non—isolated
where the correlation factor R has been introduced to account for a potential correlation
between the identification and isolation requirements. Typically, the assumption of non-
correlation (R = 1) is good and is justified by the construction of non-tight identification,
which differs from tight only in variables not sensitive to the photon isolation and also sup-
ported by the shape studies of the isolation variables discussed in the previous sections. The
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Region Selection criteria
A (=y+jets AM region) tight, isolated
B tight, non-isolated
C non-tight, isolated
D non-tight, non-isolated

Table 8.3.: Definition of the 2D-sideband regions used for the estimation of the fake photon
background.

correlation factor R is measured in data and deviations from R = 1 are assigned as a system-

atics uncertainty. This is discussed in Section 8.3.3

In the derivation of the background estimate given in the following, an abbreviated nota-

tion is used for the different regions and given in [Table 8.3] With the abbreviated notation,
Equation 8.12|becomes

Nc bke

Napkg = R* Np pkg (8.13)

Np bkg

with NX,bkg the number of fake photon events in the four regions A, B, C and D.
The number of events Ny measured in one of the background-enriched regions B, C and D

is not the number of fake background events, since each of these regions has a varying degree

of contamination with events containing prompt photons Ny sio. Therefore the number of

fake photon events is expressed as Nx — Ny sj; and [Equation 8.13|becomes

N RN o bk _ (N5 — N sig) Ne ~ Nesig (8.14)
abkg = RNB bk = B — NBi : .
& £ ND bke "8/ Np — Np sig
The Ny sip are determined in a partially data-driven way as
Nx sig = €xNasig = €x (NA - NA,bkg) ; (8.15)

based on Ny ¢ . the measured number of signal events in the y+jets AM region in data. ex
is a transfer factor, also called (signal) leakage fraction, which is determined from simulation
as

MC
NX,sig

& = —3e (8.16)
NA,sig

In this way the simulation is only used to determine the relative number of signal events
in the different regions, but the estimate remains independent of the absolute cross section
predicted by the MC simulation, which is known to be poorly modelled (see [Chapter 10). The
assumption that the relative number of signal events can be extracted from the MC simulation
depends on the proper modelling of the isolation and identification variables, which has been
verified in data as described in the previous section and also more extensively in [[79].
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Figure 8.23.: Leakage fractions for regions B (red), C (yellow) and D (blue) as a function of

PSS in the monojet phase space.

The leakage fractions for the prf‘iss distribution in the monojet phase space are shown in
The behaviour of the leakage fractions as a function of pTi* can be explained
by the signal efficiencies of the corresponding identification and isolation working points of
the leading photorﬂ The leakage into region B (tight and non-isolated) depends on the signal
efficiency of the isolation working point, which rises with photon pr and reaches a plateau
only above 500 GeV [79]. This leads to a decreasing leakage fraction in region B. The leakage
into region C (non-tight and isolated) depends on the signal efficiency of the identification
working point, which is in general higher than that of the isolation working point, leading
to a lower leakage and which decreases slightly at very high photon pr [79]], explaining the
rising trend in the leakage fraction. Accordingly the leakage into region D (non-tight and
non-isolated) depends on a combination of both the isolation and identification efficiencies.

Combining [Equation 8.13and [Equation 8.14| the background Ny, in the y+jets AM re-
gion for an observable in a given bin can be estimated by solving

Nc — €c(Na — Napig)
Np — ep(Na = Napig)
This is done numerically for each measured variable and bin using the SymPy package [132].

As the y+jets AM region has no other background contributions, the result is expressed in
terms of the purity, defined as

Ngpkg = R(Np — €8(Na — Napkg)) (8.17)

Na bk
P=1-—2% (8.18)
Na

"The leakage fractions for the VBF phase space are shown in [Section B.3.3
2Note that p™™** in the y+jets AM regions corresponds mostly to the pr of the leading photon, with some
fluctuations from the residual pi*** resolution
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Figure 8.24.: Purity as a function of pT"*° in the monojet phase space. The grey bands show
the systematic uncertainty from the background estimate and the black error
bars show the statistical uncertainty on the purity.

The purities determined with the 2D-sideband method are above 95 % for the y+jets AM re-
gion, as shown in for the p%liss distribution in the monojet phase space. The
statistical uncertainty has been determined using the bootstrap method. The systematic un-
certainty on the background estimate is determined as described in the following section.

8.3.3. Systematic Uncertainty on the Background Estimate

Three different sources of systematic uncertainties are considered for the fake background
estimate in the y+jets AM region: The definition of the non-tight identification in terms of
shower shape variables, residual correlations of the background contributions in the regions
ABCand D(R # 1in and a dependence of the leakage fractions on the MC
generator. These sources are discussed in the following. The total uncertainty is determined
by summing the single uncertainties in quadrature, as they are expected to be uncorrelated.
The single uncertainties are first rebinned, to reduce the impact of statistical fluctuations.

Definition of the Non-tight Identification

The background estimate depends on the exact definition of the non-tight identification,
which is used to select events for the background-enriched regions. Therefore the back-
ground estimate is redone three times with varied non-tight IDs. These are constructed
analogue to the nominal non-tight identification, but replace the loose!" identification with

loose’”, loose! and loose” respectively, where a different number of shower shape variables

are removed from the tight identification (see [Table 8.4).
BThe purity distributions for the VBF phase space are shown in
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8.3. Fake Photon Background

identification working point | Define
loose! tight without ws, fsde
loose! ! tight without ws, fige AEs
loose!” tight without wgs, figes AEs, Eratio
loose” tight without wgs, fides AEg, Eratios Wstor

Table 8.4.: Variations of the loose!" identification used to determine the systematic uncer-
tainty on the fake photon estimate.

The systematic uncertainty due to the definition of the loose!” identification is then de-
termined as the envelope of the three variations. The resulting relative uncertainty on the
background estimate is shown in The different magnitude of the up and down
variation are due to the different impact of the three alternative definitions of the non-tight
identification.
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Figure 8.25.: Relative uncertainty on the fake photon background estimate due to the choice

of the loose’” identification as a function of PSS in the monojet phase space.

Residual Correlations between Isolation and Identification

The correlation factor R used in is estimated from data and differences from
R = 1 are symmetrized and assigned as a systematic uncertainty. This accounts for the fact
that the identification and isolation requirements are not fully uncorrelated.

The correlation factor R is estimated in a highly background-enriched region in data. To
achieve this, the regions enriched with events failing the isolation cut (B and D) are further

subdivided into B’, D’,E and F as defined in [Table 8.5/ and illustrated in [Figure 8.26, The
4The distributions for the VBF phase space are shown in
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Region | Selection criteria Isolation Cuts
B’ tight, non-isolated ET coneao — 0.22p1 < 11 GeV & pr coneao — 0.05pr < 11 GeV
D’ non-tight, non-isolated | Et copeap — 0.22p1 < 11 GeV & pr conezo — 0.05pr < 11 GeV
E tight, non-isolated ET coneap — 0.22p1 > 11 GeV & pr conezo — 0.05p7 > 11 GeV
F non-tight, non-isolated | Er copeap — 0.22p1 > 11GeV & pr copezo — 0.05pr > 11 GeV

Table 8.5.: Definition of 2d sideband regions used for the determination of the correlation R.

division cut of 11 GeV in the table is chosen such that the statistical precision is still high
enough in regions E and F. The correlation factor R for fake photon events is then extracted
for a given observable and bin using

o (Np — €5(Na — Napg)) (NF— €p(N4 — Napie)) (8.19)
(ND, —ep(Ny — NA,bkg)) (NE —e€p(Ng — NA,bkg)) , .

where the Ny pi, are the solutions of |Equation 8.17| obtained above and the leakage fractions
€x are determined as in|[Equation 8.16}

The relative systematic uncertainti on the background estimate derived from the varied

correlation factor R is shown in [Figure 8.27| for the pi* distribution in the monojet phase

spaceEl It is the dominant component of the total systematic uncertainty on the background
estimate.

Isolated Non-isolated

Non-tight

ES"* - 0.022E, [GeV]

Figure 8.26.: Sketch of the control region definition used to determine the correlation factor
R’ in the 2D-sideband method as a function of the calorimeter isolation variable.
The z-axis shows the expected background distribution. Please note: This is a
sketch for visualization purposes only. The actual control region definition also
includes the track isolation.

5The distributions for the VBF phase space are shown in[Section B.3.5
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Figure 8.27.: Relative uncertainty on the fake photon background estimate due to residual
correlations between isolation and identification as a function of pt"*® in the
monojet phase space.

Dependence of the Leakage Fractions on the Monte Carlo Generator

The leakage fractions depend on the modelling of the contribution from fragmentation pho-
tons in the MC simulation. Photons from fragmentation processes are typically accompanied
by hadronic activity and therefore not isolated. This means that especially the leakage frac-
tions for the non-isolated regions have a dependence on the MC generator.

To account for this, the signal leakage fractions ey are redetermined using an alternative
MC generator (PyTHIA). PYTHIA is chosen, since it models the fragmentation processes dif-
ferently from SHERPA (see [133] for more details on the SHERPA modelling and [134] for more
details on the PyTHIA modelling). shows a comparison of the leakage fractions
determined with SHERPA and PyTHIA. While the leakage fractions are similar for the isolated
region C, there is a significant difference observed in non-isolated regions B and especially
D.

The background estimate is repeated with the alternative leakage fractions and the differ-
ence to the nominal estimate is symmetrized and assigned as a systematic uncertainty. The
resulting relative systematic uncertainty is shown in [Figure 8.29°

1The distributions for the VBF phase space are shown in[Section B.3.5
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Figure 8.28.: Comparison of the leakage fractions between SHERPA and PyTHIA as function of

PSS in the monojet phase space.
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Figure 8.29.: Relative uncertainty on the fake photon background estimate due to the MC

generator dependence as a function of eriss in the monojet phase space.
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8.4. Fake Electron Background in the W — ev + jets
Auxilliary Measurement Region

Photons and jets can be reconstructed as electron candidates in the detector. This typically
happens when tracks from other sources are matched to the electromagnetic clusters in the
calorimeter caused by an electromagnetic shower from a photon, if a jet develops an electron-
like shower in the calorimeters or if a heavy hadron undergoes a weak decay involving an
electron. The electron candidates reconstructed from these objects are collectively referred
to as fake electrons.

Fake electron candidates are rejected very efficiently by the selection criteria for signal
electrons. In addition, the background rejection cuts applied in the W — ev + jets AM region
help reduce the fake electron background contributions. These are the cut on the W boson

transverse mass (30 GeV < mp < 100 GeV) and the minimum requirement for real missing

transverse momentum (py issreal 60 GeV) expected from the neutrinos in the W — ev +

jets final state.

However, a residual number of events with fake electrons can enter the measurement in
the W — ev+ jets AM region. The contribution of these fake background events is estimated
using a data-driven method called the matrix method.

The first section of this chapter discusses the sources of fake electrons and the methods
used to reject them in more detail. The remainder of the chapter focusses on the background
estimation with the matrix method.

8.4.1. Sources and Rejection of Fake Electrons

The dominant sources of fake electrons are weak decays of light and heavy hadrons and pho-
tons with mismatched tracks. A general overview of the relative composition of all sources
is given in[Figure 8.30] which was determined in [135]] from a relatively loose electron sample
for the Drell-Yan process. The exact composition in a tighter sample like the W — ev + jets
AM region is difficult to determine in practice, due to limited MC statistics and the various
dependencies on the energy of the objects involved, their localization in the detector, due
to varying instrumentation, the applied electron selection criteria and the phase-space cuts,
which have an impact on the jet activity. The main sources are discussed in the following.
Heavy hadrons (blue circles and violet triangles in[Figure 8.30), especially Band D mesons,
that undergo a weak decay before reaching the detector material, are a main source of elec-
trons which are real, but non-prompt, in the sense that they do not originate directly from the
hard scattering process [[135]. One method applied to reject these electrons is the track-to-
vertex association (TTVA) requirement with respect to the primary vertex, since the hadrons
typically have a lifetime long enough for a secondary vertex to be resolved [77]. Another
method is the tight isolation requirement placed on the activity in the calorimeter around the
electron, which is usually high for this type of non-prompt electron, due to the jet remnant.
The isolation requirement is very similar to that applied to photons and more information is

given in [Section 8.3.1
Light hadrons (brown boxes in [Figure 8.30) are also a source of fake electrons, especially
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Figure 8.30.: Relative contributions of different sources of fake or non-prompt electrons as
function of pr in simulated Drell-Yan processes. Other cumulated sources not
displayed contribute to less than 0.5 % in any bin. Error bars represent statistical
uncertainties of the simulation. Adapted from [[135]].

if they are stopped early in the calorimeter and develop a narrow shower similar to that of
electrons. In that case the hadrons can be reconstructed as electron candidates. A special
case are decays of light mesons to two photons (e.g. 7° — yy), where the photons are highly
collimated and form a single cluster in the calorimeter, with tracks stemming from the jet
remnant or photon conversion [[135]].

The main method to reject these fake electrons is the application of a likelihood-based
identification using the shape of the shower in the calorimeter as input. This tight identifica-
tion for electrons is based on the same shower shape variables also used for photons, with the
addition of stringent requirements on the quality of the tracks recorded in the ATLAS inner
detector and the spatial matching of those tracks to the shower in the calorimeter. A detailed
discussion on the shower shape variables is given in[Section 8.3.1] The tight identification is
very efficient in rejecting fake electrons. The background rejection is roughly a factor 200 to
300 depending on the phase-space in question [76]].

Despite the background rejection power of the various methods, the very high jet produc-
tion cross section at the LHC still leads to a significant amount of residual fake background
that enters the W — ev + jets AM region and needs to be estimated.

8.4.2. The Matrix Method

The background in the W — ev + jets AM region caused by fake electrons is estimated using
a data-driven method, since the modelling of the different background sources in simulation
is very challenging. Furthermore, due the low probability for a fake electron to enter the
W — ev + jets AM region, a very large amount of MC statistics would be required, which is
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impractical to produce [135].

The challenge in the background estimation is that the number of events with real
(Nv}f,_)ev +jetsam) and fake electrons (Nvlf,_,ev +jetsap) that enter the W — ev + jets AM region
is difficult to measure directly. However, two related quantities are easily accessible. These
are the number of events with signal electrons that enter the W — ev + jets AM region (Ns)
and the number of events with non-signal electrons (Nig) that pass the W — ev + jets AM
region selection, if the signal electron criteria are dropped. Non-signal electrons are defined
as baseline electrons that fail the signal electron selection. A summary of the propertiesiﬂ of

the different types of electrons is given in
The idea of the matrix method is to measure Ng and Nig and relate them to Nvif,ﬁev +ietsAM

and N‘f,_)ev +jetsAm Via a set of efficiencies that can also be measure This relation is derived
in the following.

Electron type  Selection criteria

signal (S) tight identification, tight isolation, TTVA
baseline (B) loose identification

non-signal (1S) pass baseline, fail signal

Table 8.6.: Definition of signal, baseline and non-signal electrons.

In a first step Ng and Nig are expressed as a function of the number of events with real (Ng)
and fake electrons (Ng) that pass the baseline selection.

NS = €R]\fée + GFNg

8.20
Nis = (1 —ep) Nf + (1 —€p) Ny, (520
where the real efficiency e and the fake efficiency ef are defined as
N. N
€R = (—5> and ep= (—S) (8.21)
Ng/g Ng/g

and are determined in a sample of real (R) and fake (F) electrons. eg(e) is the probability for
an event containing a real (fake) electron that passes the baseline selection to also pass the
signal selection. The measurement of these efficiencies as a function of electron pr and 7 is

discussed in detail in[Section 8.4.3|and [Section 8.4.4]
Equation 8.20|can be expressed in matrix form

Ng _ €R €F N};)
(N!s) B ((1 —ep) (1—- eF)) (Ng ) (8.22)

giving the method its name. In a second step the matrix is inverted to determine the number
of events with fake electrons in the baseline selection (Ng )

7The exact definition is given in|Section 5.1.1
8Both Nyand Nig, as wellas N&_ © jetsap and NE s jersay @re independent, since by definition a signal electron
is never a non-signal electron and a real electron is never fake.
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1
€R T €F
In a third step the number of events with fake electrons in the W — ev + jets AM region
N‘f;_w +jetsAM 1S determined from Ng by multiplying with the fake efficiency ef

Nf = [erNis — (1 — €g) Ng] . (8.23)

€ €
F (€R -1) Ns +
€R ~ €F €R ~ €F

The final result is determined using|Equation 8.24|on an event-by-event basis, where a weight
w; is assigned to each event i, depending if the leading electron fulfils the signal or non-signal

criteria according to

F F
NW—>ev+jetsAM = €pNg = erNis. (8.24)

L_(eg—1) ifleading electron fulfils signal selection criteria
w = Jerer K (8.25)
: . L —€R if leading electron fulfils non-signal selection criteria
R™CF

and Nvlf,_)ev +jetsAM 1S given by the sum of the weights

F —
NW—>ev+jetsAM - Z Wi (8~26)
i

The statistical uncertainty on Nvf;_,ev +jetsAM 18 determined with the bootstrap technique (boot-
strap replica are created for all quantities entering [Equation 8.26)).

The real and fake efficiencies are determined as a function of electron pr and 7, since
they depend on the energy of the electron (reflecting the energy dependence of the shower
development in the calorimeter), as well as the spatial location in the detector (reflecting
the varying instrumentation in the detector). Their derivation is discussed in detail in the
following sections.

8.4.3. Real Electron Efficiencies

The real electron efficiencies are determined using MC simulation. This has the advantage of
easy access to a clean sample of real electrons and also provides high statistical precision. It
is justified by a relatively good description of electron efficiencies by the ATLAS MC simu-
lation [[79] and the application of additional scale factors to the MC simulation that improve
on that already good description of the data. A truth matching is performed on each simu-
lated event, which requires the electron on detector-level to be within a radius of R < 0.2 in
(n, ¢) of a prompt electron on particle-level. Events that do not pass the truth matching are
not used. This ensures that fake electrons, which also have a small contribution in the MC
simulation, are not included in the calculation of the real efficiencies.

In order to determine the real efficiencies the number of electrons passing the signal (Ng)
and baseline (Np) selection criteria in the W — ev + jets AM region and the monojet phase
space are counted as a function of pr and 7 and are used to calculate the e according to
These efficiencies are found to be very similar in the VBF phase spaces, there-
fore they are only derived in the monojet phase space. The resulting efficiencies are shown

94



8.4. Fake Electron Background in the W — ev + jets Auxilliary Measurement Region

—0.96

N
&)

—0.94

Electron |n|

—0.92

15

Real efficiency O,

0.88

05 0.86

0.84

200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000
Electron P, [GeV]

Figure 8.31.: Real electron efficiency as a function of electron pr and electron n for the 2017
data period.

in [Figure 8.31| as a function of pr and 5 for the 2017 data perioﬂ The binning is deter-

mined such as to reduce fluctuations of the efficiencies due to the limited statistics of the MC
simulation.

For better visibility the one dimensional distributions are shown in for all data
periods. The efficiency shown for the 2015/16 period is usually slightly higher than for 2017
and 2018. This is due to a different gas mixture used in the TRT of the ATLAS tracking
system and the residual pile-up dependence, with lower efficiencies for higher pile-up [79].
It can further be seen that the real efficiency rises as a function of pr (top panel) from around
85 % to 95 %. This behaviour directly reflects that of the tight identification and tight isolation
criteria applied to the signal electron as function of pr, which have an improved performance
at high pr, where the electrons are easier to distinguish from background events [76][79]. A
structure is visible in the 7 distribution (bottom panel), with a higher efficiency in the central
region and lower efficiency in the more forward region. This is an effect of the varying
instrumentation in the different detector regions, especially the larger amount of material in
front of the endcap calorimeters (|| > 1.375), which leads to a lower efficiency [76][80].

8.4.4. Fake Electron Efficiencies

The fake electron efficiencies are determined from data, since, the MC simulation is insuf-
ficient to properly model all sources of fake electrons. To this end a fake-enriched control
region is defined, which is discussed in the first part of this section. To collect an unbiased
data sample of baseline electrons it is necessary to use events recorded using prescaled trig-
gers, this is discussed in the second part of this section. The resulting fake efficiencies are
presented in the final part of this section.

%The real efficiencies for the other data periods are shown in|Section B.4.1

95



8. Background Contributions due to Fake Objects

1.15

1.1

1.05

Real efficiency Oy

0.95

0.9

0.85

Vs=13 TeV -e-2015/16
W _ ev+jets AM 2017
-o-2018

0.8

200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000
Electron P, [GeV]

0.98
0.96
0.94
0.92

0.9
0.88
0.86
0.84
0.82

Real efficiency Oy

0.8

Figure 8.32.: Real electron efficiency as a function of electron pr (top panel) and electron 5
(bottom panel) for the 2015/16 (black), 2017 (red) and 2018 (blue) data period.
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Fake Electron-enriched Control Region

The fake-enriched control region is defined by inverting or dropping the cuts that are used

to reject the fake electron background in the W — ev + jets AM region, namely

« inverting the cut on py , to reduce contributions from events containing Wbosons

miss,real

(prissreal < 60 Gev),
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+ dropping the cut on the Wboson invariant transverse mass mr, to increase the number
of events with fake electrons.

- dropping the cut on p™s$ (W boson momentum), to increase the available statistics.

This ensures that the control region is enriched by fake background processes, but still re-
mains close to the W — ev + jets AM region in terms of the event topology, especially the
jet system. This is necessary to minimize the amount of extrapolation in the background
estimate.

Triggering Events with Baseline Electrons

The prescaled triggers HLT e26_Ilhvloose_nod0 and HLT e60_lhvloose_nod0 are used in addi-
tion to the nominal analysis triggers below an electron pr of 150 GeV to obtain an unbiased
event sample with baseline electrons. The nominal triggers alone are not sufficient, since they
apply either tight (HLT e26_lhtight_nod0_ivarloose) or medium (HLT _e60_lhmedium_nod0)
shower shape identification cuts on the electrons at trigger level. While these identification
requirements on trigger level are not exactly identical to those applied to the electrons in
the offline analysi they are considerably tighter than the baseline requirements, which
makes them unsuitable for use in the fake-enriched control region. Above an electron pr of
150 GeV the HLT e140_lhloose_nod0 nominal analysis trigger can be used, which is the lowest
unprescaled loose single electron trigger consistently enabled throughout all data periods.
The prescale factor for a given event depends on the exact run conditions and the trigger,
however they typically lie between % and ?100. Events collected with the prescaled triggers
need to be corrected for the prescale. This is done in the same way as described in
by defining pr ranges for each trigger item, where the corresponding trigger is
fully efficient and solely used. Each event in this pr range is then weighted by the inverse of
the corresponding prescale value. The exact p ranges and triggers used for each data taking

year are shown in[Table 8.7

Range [GeV]  2016-2017 2018

30 < pr <70 HLT_e26_lhvloose_nod0_L1EM20VH HLT e26_lhvloose_nod0_L1EM22VH
70 < pr < 150 HLT e60 lhvloose_nod0

pr > 150 HLT e140_lhloose_nod0 or HLT e300_etcut

Table 8.7.: Triggers used to select the baseline electron events in different pr ranges and
years.

Note that the exact trigger definition evolves throughout Run 2, in order to keep the trig-
ger rate constant or improve the trigger efficiency. This affects the fake efficiencies as dis-
cussed below and important changes are therefore discussed briefly in the following. Firstly,
as shown in the L1 seed trigger is changed from LIEM20VH to LIEM22VH in

2The two main reasons why the identification algorithms used on trigger level are not identical to those used
in the offline analysis is that the calculation of some discriminating variables is too CPU-intensive for the
HLT and the limited resolution available for the objects reconstructed on trigger level [80].
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2018. Secondly, also for the triggers keeping the same name, the underlying configuration
changes [119]]. Especially relevant for the fake efficiencies are:

« Introduction of the NeuralRinger algorithm starting with the 2017 data-taking. This
improves the removal of fake electrons at trigger level.

 New likelihood tunes for electron identification at trigger level in the 2018 data-taking.

No direct fake background estimate is performed for 2015 data; instead the luminosity ratio
between 2015 and 2016 is used to extrapolate the expected background. This is necessary,
since no loose triggers were consistently operational for low-pr electrons in 2015 and no
unbiased baseline sample as defined above can be collected.

Comparison between Data and Simulation in the fake-enriched Control Region

The fake-enriched control region contains contributions from real electrons. These contri-
butions are estimated using MC simulation and are discussed in the following

shows the pT iss,real (top panel), low electron pr (middle panel) and high elec-
tron pr (bottom panel) distributions for baseline (left panels) and signal (right panels) elec-

trons together with the ratio of data and MC simulation for each distribution. The strong
disagreement between data and simulation for both classes of events is attributed to events
with fake electrons, that are not modelled by the MC simulation. This demonstrates the large
fake electron background contribution in the the fake-enriched control region. It is also visi-
ble that the disagreement is smaller for the signal electron selection, since it provides stronger
fake background rejection.

Several additional features can be observed. Firstly, the relative background contribution
increases towards lower py- iss.real This s typical for fake background from light hadrons (e.g.
dijet events without prompt invisible particles). Secondly, the relative background increases
towards low electron pr, where the electrons are less well separated from background in
many of the discriminating variables used in the likelihood identification [76]. Thirdly, the
relative background increases towards high electron pr, this is most likely a feature of the iso-
lation, which is optimized for good background rejection at low pr and large signal efficiency
at high pr. The consequence of the high signal efficiency is a slightly worse background re-
jection [79]. The jump visible around 300 GeV in the baseline electron pr distribution (bottom
left) is caused by the onset of the HLT e300 _etcut, which increases the relative contribution
of fake electron events, since it places less stringent electron identification requirements than
the other triggers. Since mostly fake electron events are affected by this, the jump is not vis-
ible in the MC simulation. A detailed discussion of the trigger effect on the fake efficiencies
is given in the following section.

Fake Efficiencies

The fake efficiencies are calculated as a function of 7 and pr using|Equation 8.21|in the fake-
enriched control region. The contributions from processes containing real electrons are es-
timated using MC simulation and subtracted from the data. [Figure 8.34| shows the resulting
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the baseline electron selection (left panel) and the signal electron selection (right

miss,real

Pr

panel). Top row:

tion, bottom row: high electron py distribution.

distribution, middle row: low electron pr distribu-

99
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fake efficiencies as a function of pr and 5 for the 2017 data perioﬂ The binning is chosen
to minimize statistical fluctuations due to the limited statistical precision of the data in the

fake-enriched control region.

N
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Figure 8.34.: Fake electron efficiency as a function of py and n for the 2017 data period.

For better visibility the one dimensional distributions are shown in [Figure 8.35for all data
periods. There is a rise in the fake efficiencies towards very low electron pr and a decrease
towards very high electron pr. The behaviour of the fake efficiencies as a function of a given
observable depends strongly on the chosen signal and baseline criteria. In this case, the
background contribution to the baseline selection rises stronger towards high pr than to the
signal selection, leading to a decreasing efficiency.

Several additional features can be observed that are a consequence of the trigger selection
(see [119])). Firstly, it is visible that the fake efficiencies in 2017/18 are higher than those in
2015/16. This is caused by the introduction of the NeuralRinger algorithm mentioned above,
in addition to the increase expected from the different pile-up conditions. It reduces the
number of fake electron events that pass the trigger, thus leading to a tighter baseline in the
denominator of and consequently a higher efficiency.

Secondly, it is visible that the efficiency increases slightly when moving from
HLT e60 lhvloose nod0 to HLT e140 lhloose _nodo0, since the [hloose identification work-
ing point of the latter has a stronger background rejection than the lhvioose (=very loose)
working point of the former triggerﬁ This leads to a slightly tighter baseline above 150 GeV
and a higher efficiency. Thirdly, there is an increase in the 2018 efficiency compared to 2017

IThe fake efficiencies for the other data periods are shown in

22Note that even though the baseline selection requires a loose trigger in the offline selection, the effect from
the vioose trigger in the online selection is still visible, because the offline and online definition of the shower
shape identification are similar, but not identical.
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above 150 GeV. The reason for this is a new tune for the lhloose working point on trigger
level, introduced in 2018, that reduces the fake rate passing the trigger and thus tightens
the baseline in the efficiency calculation. Furthermore, the slight increase in efficiency in
the lowest pr bin is caused by the change of the Level-1 seed trigger and the application
of Level-1 isolation (L1_EM20VH vs L1_EM20VHI). Finally, there is a drop in the efficiency
around 300 GeV which is caused by the onset of the HTL_e300_etcut which has a much more
permissive selection than the HLT_e140_lhloose_nod0, since no likelihood identification re-
quirements are applied to the electron on HLT level, leading to a looser baseline and thus a
lower efficiency. The lack of identification requirements on the HLT electron candidate also
means that the HLT e300_etcut is not affected by the improvements to the triggers discussed
above. This explains why the fake efficiencies above 300 GeV are identical within statistical
uncertainties between the years.

These changes in the baseline caused by the constraints of the trigger selection do not

impair the applicability of the matrix method, since it is only important that the baseline is
consistent for any given bin of pr. It has been verified that the baseline changes have no

impact on the final result (see [Figure B.15).
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Figure 8.35.: Fake electron efficiency as a function of electron pr (top panel, split in low pr on
the left and high pr on the right) and electron n (bottom panel) for the 2015/16
(black), 2017 (red) and 2018 (blue) data period.
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8.4.5. Result of the Background Estimate

The final background estimate is obtained by applying |[Equation 8.26|directly to the prescale
corrected data making use of the weights w; determined event-by-event and the real and fake
efficiencies determined as a function of electron pr and 7 in each event.

s 0.5¢ T T T T =
é 045? Vs =13 TeV, 139.0 fo* —*— Rel. bkg. contr. é
£ 04 w-evtets AM 7/ syst. Uncertainty -
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Figure 8.36.: Relative contribution of the fake electron background to W — ev + jets AM
region as a function of pF"*® in the monojet phase space. The statistical uncer-
tainty is shown as error bars on the points and the systematic uncertainty on

the background estimate is shown as a grey hashed band.

The results of the background estimate for the p’fﬂss distribution in the monojet phase
space are shown in It shows the relative fake electron background contribution
to the W — ev + jets AM region together with the statistical uncertainty (error bars) and
the systematic uncertainty (grey hashed band) on the background estimate. The relative
background contribution is small at low p‘rniss (= 1.8 %), but rises considerably towards higher
PSS (= 20 % relative contribution in the highest bin). The determination of the systematic
uncertainty is explained in The statistical uncertainty on the fake background
estimate takes into account the statistical uncertainty on the real and fake efficiencies as well
as the statistical uncertainty on the signal (Ns) and baseline (Np) data and is derived with
the bootstrap method. The main contribution to the statistical uncertainty comes from the
baseline data, which has a relatively large statistical uncertainty at low electron pr < 150 GeV
due to the prescaled triggers used to collect it. This causes the statistical fluctuations with
large statistical uncertainties in some bins (e.g. [570, 670, 790] GeV) if an event with receives
a large weight from the prescale correction.

2The results in the VBF phase space is shown inSection B.4.4
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8.4.6. Validation of the Background Estimate

The background estimate is validated in a dedicated background-enriched validation region
in data. This is necessary since several assumptions enter its determination, that are difficult

to test in the MC simulation. Firstly, the control region used to extract the fake efficiencies is
miss,real

using events with low py < 60 GeV, whereas the W — ev+ jets AM region requires high

miss,real

> 60 GeV. This potentially changes the composition of the background sources,
especially the relative heavy flavour jet content. Secondly, for the control region the cut on
prfliss > 200 GeV is dropped, which means that the fake efficiencies are measured in the bulk
of Wboson pr distribution whereas the W — ev + jets AM region measures the high pr tail.

The validation region is defined similar to the W — ev + jets AM region, with some back-

ground rejection cuts dropped, namely

miss,real

« cuton py > 60 GeV is dropped.

« cut on the Winvariant transverse mass mr is dropped.

shows the agreement between data and MC simulation without the fake electron
estimate (top panel) and including the fake electron estimate (bottom panel) for the electron
pr distribution in the monojet phase space in the validation region, with the systematic
uncertainty shown as a shaded band. Including the fake estimates strongly improves the
description of the data, especially in the high py tail. The agreement between data, simulation
and background estimate in the validation region for the pTi distribution in the monojet
phase space is shown in Good agreement within the systematic uncertainty on
the background estimate is observed.

8.4.7. Systematic Uncertainty on the Background Estimate

The main source of systematic uncertainty on the background estimate is the derivation of the
fake efﬁciencie@ since the composition of the fake background in the fake-enriched control
region depends on the selection cuts. To estimate this dependence, the selection criteria of
the fake-enriched control region are varied and the fake efficiencies and the background
estimate are repeated using the varied selection. The maximum difference to the nominal

estimate per bin is symmetrized and assigned as the systematic uncertainty:.

The selection criterium that has the strongest impact on the fake efficiencies is the pT’ iss,real

selection cut (nominal value: py issreal 6 GeV). Therefore this cut is varied as follows to

obtain a systematic uncertainty:

miss,real

« Low: py < 20 GeV, leading to higher fake efficiencies and a larger background
estimate.

'No additional systematic uncertainty is applied for the real efficiencies, since the modelling of the data by the
MC simulation is known to be good with the application of the scale factors (cf. [Section 6.3). In addition,
any residual MC dependency will be reduced in the efficiency ratio.
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Figure 8.37.: Electron pr distribution in the validation region for the fake electron back-

104

ground in the W — ev + jets AM region in the monojet phase space. Top panel:
Distribution of data and MC simulation, together with the ratio of the data and
the sum of the MC simulation samples. Bottom panel: Distribution of data, MC
simulation and fake electron background estimate together with the ratio of data
and the sum of the fake background prediction and the MC simulation samples.
The shaded band shows the systematic uncertainty on the fake electron back-
ground estimate.
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Figure 8.38.: pS distribution in the validation region for the fake electron background in
the W — ev + jets AM region in the monojet phase space. Distribution of data,
MC simulation and fake electron background estimate together with the ratio
of data and the sum of the fake background prediction and the MC simulation
samples. The shaded band shows the systematic uncertainty on the fake electron
background estimate.

- High: 20GeV < pT issreal 60 GeV , leading to lower fake efficiencies and a smaller
background estimate.

The resulting relative systematic uncertainty on the fake estimate are shown in|Section B.4.5
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9. Background Contributions due to
Limited Detector Efficiency and
Acceptance

The SR and the AM regions receive background contributions from SM processes with charged
leptons in the final state. These backgrounds typically enter a given region, because a charged
lepton is not reconstructed due to the limited detector efficiency and acceptance. An exam-

ple isa W — ev + jets event, where the electron flies in the forward direction. For large

T issreal fom the neutrino, this event is indistinguishable from a Z — vv + jets event and

can be reconstructed in the SR.

Process Region
SR Z—>eeAM Z->uypyAM W —-oevAM W - uwAM yAM
Z = vv+jets 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Z — ee + jets 0% 94% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Z — pp+jets 0% 0% 95% 0% 2% 0%
W —ev+ijets 6% 0% 0% 68% 0% 0%
W — pv+jets 9% 0% 0% 0% 67% 0%
W — v+jets 20% 0% 0% 5% 7% 0%
y + jets 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
top 7% 3% 2% 25% 21% 0%
Others 3% 3% 3% 2% 3% 0%

Table 9.1.: Process composition for the SR and the AM regions. For this table the region
name has been abbreviated (e.g. Z — ee AM corresponds to the Z — ee + jets
AM region). All background processes involving top quark decays in the matrix
element are summed and shown in the “top” row. “Others” includes di-boson, tri-
boson and Z — 77 + jets processes. Background contributions from fake processes
are not shown.

This type of background is the dominant background contribution in several regions of
the measurement. This is illustrated in which shows the signal (bold font) and
background contributions from various SM processes to the measurementﬂ The background
contributions are largest in the SR (= 45 %), the W — puv + jets AM region (= 33 %) and the

The contributions for this table are determined using MC simulation. Background contributions from fakes
are not shown.
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9.1. Shape and Normalisation Determination of the Dominant Background Processes

W — ev + jets AM region (= 32 %). For the remaining regions the contributions are smaller
(< 6%f

The contributions from these backgrounds have to be subtracted from the measured data,
in order to perform the cross section measurements of the SM signal process in each region.
To do this, this contribution has to be estimated.

The estimation of the backgrounds using only MC simulation is not optimal, since some
of the background processes are poorly modelled in the simulation. In addition, large uncer-
tainties on the predictions of the backgrounds would have to be taken into account in the
cross section measurement due to the subtraction. This would lead to a large uncertainty on
the final results for regions with a large background contribution. One example is the uncer-
tainty on the renormalisation and factorization scales used in the MC simulation, which can
be up to 20 % for W — tv + jets processes in the region p™S > 200 GeV. Considering that
W — v + jets processes contribute with about 35 % to the total event yield in the SR, this
would lead to an additional uncertainty on the measurement of the Z — vv + jets cross sec-
tion of approximately 7 % from the scale uncertainty alone. This is larger than the expected
experimental systematic uncertainty on the cross section from the Z — vv + jets process in
the SR, which is about 6 %.

Therefore the estimation of the dominant background processes is performed in a data-
driven way. A background process is considered dominant in a region, if it contributes more
than 5% to the total event yield to that region. Smaller backgrounds are estimated purely
based on MC simulation, since they have no large impact on the uncertainties of the measured
cross sections.

In the data-driven method, the normalisation of the MC simulation of each dominant back-
ground process is determined in data and the shape predicted by the simulation is validated
in data. The method also helps to constrain the impact of the theoretical and experimental
systematic uncertainties of the backgrounds on the measured cross section. The background
estimation method is discussed in the remainder of this chapter.

Dominant backgrounds that need to be determined in a data-driven way are only present
in the SR, the W — ev + jets AM and the W — puv + jets AM region. The backgrounds in the
Z — ee + jets AM, Z — pp + jets AM and the y+jets AM regions are subdominant.

9.1. Shape and Normalisation Determination of the
Dominant Background Processes

The estimation of the contributions from the dominant background processes is split into
two parts: The determination of the shape and the measurement of the normalisation of each
background component.

The shape of the background components is taken from MC simulation. It is difficult to
measure directly in data, because these backgrounds occur, if one or more charged leptons

%Please note that a small part of the di- and tri-boson contributions is not due to limited detector acceptance
and efficiency, when the bosons decay invisibly. However, since this contribution is small and estimated
purely with MC simulation it is not treated separately.
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9. Background Contributions due to Limited Detector Efficiency and Acceptance

in the final state of the background processes are not measured in the detector. This hap-
pens either because leptons are outside of the detector acceptance - be it geometrically (e.g.
the tracking range, for electrons) or energetically (e.g. low-pr objects below the detection
threshold) - or they are missed due to detector inefficiencies. It is however possible to define
control regions (CRs) in data and use them to validate the shapes predicted by the MC simu-
lation. These CRs are also used to measure the normalisation of each background component.

The general idea behind the definition of the CRs is to keep them as close as possible to the
original regions, but require in addition a lepton corresponding to the background process
to be validated and normalised (e.g. the CR used to validate and normalise the W — ev +
jets background in the SR is defined by requiring the SR selection plus one electron). In
this way the extrapolation to the actual background processes due to out-of-acceptance and
out-of-efficiency leptons is kept minimal. The specific definition of these CRs and the shape
validation and the extraction of the background normalisation from data is discussed in the
following sections.

9.2. Signal Region Backgrounds

In the SR the dominant background processes are W — ev + jets, W — pv + jets, W — v
+ jets and processes involving top quark decays, called top in the following, where the top
contribution is dominated by leptonic # decays (> SS%ﬂ For each of these background
processes a CR is defined according to

For the W — ¢v + jets CRs the respective charged lepton is added to the SR selection. For
electrons and muons the signal lepton definition for the corresponding W — fv + jets AM
regions is used and for taus the signal tau definition is used (see [Section 5.1). A minimum
lepton pr 30 GeV, which is the minimum pr possible for signal electrons, is required for all
CRs, to achieve a coherent selection.

Please note that W — ¢v + jets CRs and the W — £v + jets AM regions are not identical.

miss,real

A major difference is that in the W — v + jets CR py > 200 GeV is required, as in the
SR selection. In the W — {v + jets AM regions the selection cut is on the boson pr-proxy
PSS > 200 GeV. Despite this difference the regions are correlated. The impact of these
correlations on the background estimate is discussed in [Section C.3|

W — ev+ jets CR ‘ W — uv + jets CR ‘ W — v + jets CR ‘ top CR
SR selection
1 signal electron | 1 signal muon 1 signal tau 1 signal muon
1 signal electron
opposite charge

lepton pr > 30 GeV

Table 9.2.: Definition of the CRs used to validate and constrain the MC simulation predictions
for the dominant background processes in the SR.

3See for further details.
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Figure 9.1.: Comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs used to normalise and validate

the dominant backgrounds in the SR in the monojet phase space as a function of
miss,real

. The bottom panel of each plot shows the ratio between data and MC
simulation prediction. The bands show the experimental (red) and theoretical
(blue) systematic uncertainties. The black error bars show the combined statis-
tical uncertainty on the data and the MC simulation. Top left panel: W — ev +
jets CR, top right panel: W — pv + jets CR, bottom left panel: W — v + jets CR,
bottom right panel: top CR.

For the top background processes a fully leptonic # selection is used, by requiring an oppo-
sitely charged electron-muon pair in addition to the SR selection. Same flavour lepton pairs
are excluded to reduce the contribution from Z — € + jets decays. These selection criteria
are chosen to ensure a high signal efficiency in the CR.

All other background processes in the SR (di-boson, tri-boson and Z — £ + jets processes)
are considered subdominant and are estimated and subtracted purely based on MC simula-
tion.

The comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs is shown in as a function

miss,real
of

T in the monojet phase spac The top panel of each plot shows the measured
data (black points) and the MC simulation predictions. The bottom panel shows the ratio of

“See for the VBF phase space.
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9. Background Contributions due to Limited Detector Efficiency and Acceptance

data and the total prediction. The shaded bands show the experimental (red) and theoretical
(blue) systematic uncertainties on the MC simulation. Good shape agreement and a constant
normalisation offset is observed for the W — ev + jets CR (top left), W — pv + jets CR (top
right) and W — v + jets CR (bottom left). The difference between data and MC simulation
prediction is covered by the systematic uncertainties. The top CR (bottom right) shows good
shape and also normalisation agreement, with the ratio of data and prediction close to unity.
These plots demonstrate that the shape predicted by the MC simulation agrees well with the
shape observed in data.

In a next step the CRs are used in a combined fit to determine the normalisation of the MC
simulation samples from data. To achieve this a system of linear equations, built according
to the template shown in[Equation 9.1] is constructed. In the equation template ky is the nor-
malisation factor of the MC simulation sample of background process X, M C§( the integrated
yield of simulated events of background process X in CR Y, datay the integrated event yield

in CR Yand MCIIZk‘g the integrated yield of simulated events of the subdominant background
MC samples (diboson, triboson, Z — £) in CRY.

K aMOY ™ + Ty MOy + ey, MCYW ™ 4 kopMCYP = datay — MCyE (9.1

This system of equations is then solved to extract the normalisation factor ky of each
background process. The bootstrap method is used to obtain a statistical uncertainty on the
normalisation factors. The highest number of bootstrap replica that is still computationally
feasible (10 000) is used. The advantage of this simple system of equations is that it is fast
to calculate. This is important since the fit has to be repeated many times, once for each
bootstrap replica and also for the systematic variations.

This extraction of the normalisation factors is performed independently for the monojet
and the VBF phase space, since different normalisation offsets are possible, due to the differ-
ent phase space selections.

The normalisation factors ky obtained from solving are shown in table
The first column of uncertainties gives the statistical uncertainty and the second col-
umn gives the systematic uncertainty, which is further discussed in AllW — tv
regions show a largely consistent normalisation offset within the uncertainties in each phase
space, which is expected, since the same MC generator is used in all cases and the only dif-
ference in the process is the lepton flavour in the final state.

The consistency of the normalisation factors ky is verified by comparing the agreement of
data and the normalised MC simulation samples. This is shown in[Figure 9.2]for the monojet
phase space together with the systematic uncertainties [, In all cases good agreement be-
tween data and the normalised MC samples is observed within the systematic uncertainties.
This validates the use of the normalised MC simulation to determine the contributions of
the dominant background processes to the SR. The reduction of the systematic uncertainties

after the fit is discussed in[Section 9.4l
Ssee for the VBF phase space.
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9.2. Signal Region Backgrounds

Background process

Normalisation factor kx

Monojet phase space

VBF phase space

W — ev + jets

1.09 +£ 0.01 + 0.01

1.10 £ 0.01 + 0.02

W — v+ jets 1.08 £ 0.01 £ 0.03 1.10 £ 0.01 + 0.04
W — v+ jets 1.08 £ 0.01 £ 0.03 1.13 £ 0.01 £ 0.06
top 0.97 £0.01 £0.01 0.98 +£0.01 +0.03

Table 9.3.: Normalisation factors determined from data for the dominant backgrounds in the
SR for the monojet and VBF phase spaces. The first error column gives the statis-
tical uncertainty and the second error column gives the systematic uncertainty.
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Figure 9.2.: Comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs used to normalise and validate
the dominant backgrounds in the SR in the monojet phase space. The dominant
background processes determined from MC simulation are scaled with the nor-
malisation factors ky. The bottom panel of each plot shows the ratio between
data and MC simulation prediction. The bands show the experimental (red) and
theoretical (blue) systematic uncertainties. The black error bars show the com-
bined statistical uncertainty on the data and the MC simulation. Top left panel:
W — ev + jets CR, top right panel: W — puv + jets CR, bottom left panel: W — v
+ jets CR, bottom right panel: top CR.
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9. Background Contributions due to Limited Detector Efficiency and Acceptance

9.3. Backgrounds in the W — ev+ jetsand W — pv + jets
Auxiliary Measurement Regions

Inthe W — ev+jets AMand W — pv + jets AM regions the dominant background processes
are top and W — 7v + jets, where the top contribution is dominated by leptonic # decays
(> 85 %ﬂ For each of these processes a CR is defined according to

For the top backgrounds separate CRs are defined for the W — ev + jets AM and the
W — puv + jets AM region, by adding a jet multiplicity requirement of six or more jets to the
respective region selection. This greatly enhances the relative top contribution, due to the
high jet multiplicity in # decays.

For the W — 7v + jets backgrounds the CR is defined by requiring a signal tau lepton, with

a cut around the invariant transverse mass m of the Wboson to suppress potential fake tau
miss,real

backgrounds and a requirement of py > 160 GeV, to ensure that the p* trigger used
to trigger these events is 100 % efficient. The W — 7v + jets CR is defined in the identical way
for both the W — ev + jets AM and the W — puv + jets AM region, since the only relevant
difference between both is the my cut. This cut can not be relaxed in the W — 7v + jets CR,
as it is needed for the fake background suppression.

Top CR W — v + jets CR
W — ev+ jets AM ‘W—>,uv+jetsAM ‘
W — ev + jets AM selection ‘ W — pv + jets AM selection | 1 signal tau
Njers = 6 30 GeV < m1 < 100 GeV

pissreal 5 160 Gev
lepton pr > 30 GeV

Table 9.4.: Definition of the CRs used to validate and normalise the MC simulation predic-
tions for the dominant background processes in the W — ev+jets AMand W — pv
+ jets AM regions. Note that the W — 7v + jets CR as defined here is used for both
the W — ev + jets AM and the W — pv + jets AM regions.

The comparison of data and MC simulation in these CRs is shown in for the
monojet phase space as a function of pfrniss. Good shape and normalisation agreement is
observed in case of the W — v + jets CRs (top panels). For the top CRs (bottom panels)
good shape agreement is observed, but also consistent normalisation offset, where the event
yield is overestimated by the MC simulation. All discrepancies, except for what is likely a
statistical fluctuation in one bin of the W — v + jets CRs, are covered by the systematic
uncertainties on the theory predictions.

The same procedure as described in the previous section is applied to extract the factors
used to normalise the background MC samples from these CRs. Separate fits are performed
for the W — ev + jets AM and the W — pv + jets AM regions, to take potential differences
due to the different selection criteria for both regions into account.

%See for further details.
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9.3. Backgrounds in the W — ev + jets and W — pv + jets Auxiliary Measurement Regions
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Figure 9.3.: Comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs used to normalise and validate
the dominant backgrounds in the W — ev + jets AM and W — puv + jets AM
regions for P in the monojet phase space. The bottom panel of each plot
shows the ratio between data and MC simulation prediction. The bands show
the experimental (red) and theoretical (blue) systematic uncertainties. The black
error bars show the combined statistical uncertainty on the data and the MC
simulation. Top left panel: W — v + jets CR for the W — ev + jets AM region,
top right panel: W — v + jets CR for the W — puv + jets AM region, bottom left
panel: top CR for the W — ev + jets AM region, bottom right panel: top CR for
the W — uv + jets AM region.

The resulting normalisation factors are shown in for the W — ev + jets AM
region and for the W — pv + jets AM region, with the first error column giving
the statistical and the second error column the systematic uncertainty on the normalisation
factors. A good agreement of the normalisation factors for W — v + jets and top is observed
between the W — ev + jets AM and W — pv + jets AM region within the uncertainties. The
difference of the top normalisation factor between the W — ev + jets AM and W — puv + jets
AM regions and the SR is attributed to the different phase-space selection.

The consistency of the normalisation factors is verified by comparing the agreement of the
data and the normalised MC simulation samples. This is shown in [Figure 9.4|for p* in the
monojet phase space together with the experimental and theoretical systematic uncertainties.
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9. Background Contributions due to Limited Detector Efficiency and Acceptance

Background process Normalisation factor ky
Monojet phase space | VBF phase space
W — v+ jets 1.10 £ 0.01 + 0.01 1.10 £ 0.01 + 0.02
top 0.78 £ 0.01 £ 0.02 0.70 £ 0.04 £ 0.05

Table 9.5.: Normalisation factors determined from data for the dominant Standard Model
backgrounds in the W — ev + jets AM region for the monojet and VBF phase
spaces. The first error column gives the statistical uncertainty and the second er-
ror column gives the systematic uncertainty.

Background process Normalisation factor kx
Monojet phase space | VBF phase space
W — v+ jets 1.11 £ 0.01 £ 0.02 1.10 £ 0.01 £ 0.03
top 0.75 £ 0.01 £ 0.01 0.70 £ 0.02 + 0.03

Table 9.6.: Normalisation factors determined from data for the dominant Standard Model
backgrounds in the W — pv + jets AM region for the monojet and VBF phase
spaces. The first error column gives the statistical uncertainty and the second er-
ror column gives the systematic uncertainty.

In all cases good agreement between data and the scaled MC samples is observed within the
systematic uncertainties.

To rule out a potential bias in the top CRs due to the selection cut on the jet multiplicity,
the jet multiplicity distributions before and after the normalisation procedures are compared
in [Figure 9.5|for both the W — ev + jets AM (left) and the W — pv + jets AM (right) regions.
It is shown that the MC simulation without the normalisation factors applied (top row) de-
scribes the jet multiplicity distribution only poorly, with the discrepancy between data and
simulation ranging from +20 % to —20 %. This improves greatly after the application of the
normalisation factors to the respective MC samples (bottom row) and good compatibility
with unity is observed in the comparison between data and MC simulation.

Please note that the improvement of the description of the jet multiplicity distribution
shown in is non-trivial, since the shape of the background components predicted

by the MC simulation is not changed, only the normalisation.
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9.3. Backgrounds in the W — ev + jets and W — pv + jets Auxiliary Measurement Regions

]

S 10°ET T ‘ T T T ‘ T T T ‘ T T T { [ = S T T ‘ T T T ‘ T T T ‘ T T T { [ =
|l o 3 |l o 3
|o 10° Vs =13 TeV, 139.0 fb* S DR et = |o 10° Vs =13 TeV, 139.0 fb* S R et =
0 10¢ W - 1v CR for the W - ev+jets AM ETO;T jets é 0 10¢ W - 1v CR for the W - pv+jets AM ETO;T jets é
f= - c .
o Monojet Diboson El o Monojet Diboson El
3 3
i} 10 Others = m 10 Others =
2 7/, Exp. Uncertainties B 2 7/, EXp. uncertainties B
10 N\ Theo. Uncertainties 5 10 N\ Theo. Uncertainties 5
10 - 10 -
1 E 1 E
10" - 10" -
102 [ v > é 102 v > é
-3 | -3 |
e Ly b b ey 10 T B
o C | o |
3 1.2F ! & 3 12 &
§ pesawasiiiiing £
© E : ' = © : =
(= B S B B B (R = (= B S R R R (=
500 1000 1500 2000 2500 500 1000 1500 2000 2500
p?‘ss [GeV] p?‘ss [GeV]
%) TT ‘ T T T ‘ T T T ‘ rT 1T T 17T 17T T TT] %) TT ‘ T T T ‘ T T T ‘ rTT T 17 17T 171771773
; e Data 3 10° . e Data
© 1k Vs=13Tev,130.0f* = Top - g {5=13TeV, 139.0 fb* = Top =
g Top CR for the W ev+jets AM [ W - ev+jets 3 ’qr:: 10* Top CR for the W pv+jets AM [ W - pv+ets -
o 10 Monojet Others -~ o Monojet Others o E
/., Exp. uncertainties 3 10° ./~ EXp. uncertainties
N\ Theo. Uncertainty é = N\ Theo. Uncertainty ;
E 10 = =
E 10f =
2 1= =
. —~ 107 = <
El | ‘ I | I N A B O A S = . E A4 | =
5 Ls ——— ——— ———— 5 = ‘ ‘ e N
[g] E H | (9] E 3
S - g
£ eesanaagR g
T E ; ] T ; E
o stk oA ] [ Y- SN I B | 3
500 1000 1500 2000 2500 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

pIs® [GeV] pIs® [GeV]

Figure 9.4.: Comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs used to normalise and validate
the dominant backgrounds in the W — ev + jets AM and W — puv + jets AM re-
gions for pfrniss in the monojet phase space. The dominant background processes

determined from MC simulation are scaled with the the normalisation factors

kx. The bottom panel of each plot shows the ratio between data and MC simu-
lation prediction. The bands show the experimental (red) and theoretical (blue)
systematic uncertainties. The black error bars show the combined statistical un-
certainty on the data and the MC simulation. Top left panel: W — zv + jets CR
for the W — ev + jets AM region, top right panel: W — 7v + jets CR for the

W — uv + jets AM region, bottom left panel: top CR for the W — ev + jets AM

region, bottom right panel: top CR for the W — pv + jets AM region.
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Figure 9.5.: Comparison of data and MC simulation for the jet multiplicity distribution in the
monojet phase space for the W — ev + jets AM region (left) and the W — puv +
jets AM region (right), before (top) and after (bottom) the application of the nor-
malisation factors. The bottom panel of each plot shows the ratio between data
and MC simulation. The grey error bars show the statistical uncertainty on the
data the black error bars show the statistical uncertainty on the MC simulation.

9.4. Constraining the Impact of Systematic Uncertainties

The normalisation procedure is also used to constrain the impact of the experimental and
theoretical systematic uncertainties on the dominant backgrounds. This is an important step
which contributes to the precision of the measurement. To constrain impact of the systematic
uncertainties, the complete fit procedure outlined above is repeated for each theoretical and
experimental systematic variation and a new set of normalisation factors kg, x is determined
for each variation. The following discussion is based on several example variations.

This is illustrated for two examples in for the W — tv + jets background in the
W — tv+ jets CR for the SR. The left column shows JET_EffectiveNP_Modelling1RecoMET,

a 1o variation of the jet energy scale. The top row shows the relative systematic uncertainty

on the pr issreal gistribution in the W — v + jets CR due to the variation. It is symmetric

and relatively flat around 1.5 %. The middle row shows the the relative variation of the cor-
responding normalisation factor kg, x with respect to the nominal normalisation factor ky.
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Figure 9.6.:

Relative systematic uncertainty on the W — v + jets background due
to two jet energy scale variations: JET_EffectiveNP_Modellingl (left) and
JET_EffectiveNP_Modelling2 (right). The +1c variation is shown in red, the

—1o variation is shown in blue. Top panel: Relative systematic uncertainty as

a function of py’ issreal pfiddle panel: Relative shift of the normalisation factors

kw —zv+jers due to the systematic variation. Bottom panel: Relative systematic

. . miss,real
uncertainty as a function of py

tors.

after application of the normalisation fac-
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9. Background Contributions due to Limited Detector Efficiency and Acceptance

The relative size of the varied normalisation factor is similar to the relative systematic un-
certainty, with the variation +10 leading to a smaller normalisation factor and —1¢ variation
leading to a larger normalisation factor. The bottom row shows the relative uncertainty on
the W — 7v + jets background after application of the varied normalisation factor ksy x;
which demonstrates a strongly reduced systematic uncertainty.

The right column of shows the same type of plots for
JET_EffectiveNP_Modelling2RecoMET, a different variation of the jet energy scale. Here
it is visible that the relative systematic uncertainty (top row) has a relatively strong shape,
growing in absolute values towards higher psS and relatively small at low pfisS. The re-
sulting relative variation on the normalisation factor gy x, is much smaller than in the pre-
vious case, since the normalisation is dominated by the first few bins of the spectrum, which
contain most events. Consequently the resulting relative systematic uncertainty on the nor-
malised W — 7v + jets background (bottom panel) is slightly reduced but still prominent,
since only the normalisation is constrained, but not the shape. Therefore the normalisation
procedure is very powerful to constrain the impact of systematic uncertainties that result in
a flat shift of the spectrum.

All residual systematic uncertainties that remain after the normalisation procedure, are
propagated to the final result.

9.5. Systematic Uncertainties on the Data-driven Method

A systematic uncertainty on the normalisation factors is determined by varying the main
cuts used in the event selection of the CRs. These variations allow to asses the robustness of
the method and to encapsulate the dependence of the MC simulation on the selection cuts
in a NP that is used in addition to the residual experimental and theoretical uncertainties
described in the previous section.

The CRs used for the SR region (defined in are varied according to:

« Reduce lepton pr cut to pr = 20 GeV.
« Raise lepton py cut to pr = 40 GeV.

« Apply a cut on the invariant transverse mass of the Wboson 30 GeV < mt < 100 GeV.

The CRs used for the W — v + jets AM regions (defined inTable 9.4) are varied according
to:

Reduce lepton pr cut to pr = 27 GeV.

Raise lepton pr cut to pr = 40 GeV.
« Reduce nje; cut to njg; > 5.

« Raise nje; cut to nje; > 7.
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9.5. Systematic Uncertainties on the Data-driven Method

where applicable. For each variation the extraction of the normalisation factors is repeated.
The final uncertainty for each normalisation factor is obtained as the maximum difference
of any single variation to the nominal. This uncertainty is then symmetrised. The resulting
uncertainties on the normalisation factors are shown in[Table 9.3| [Table 9.5|and [Table 9.6]

To propagate this systematic uncertainty to the measured cross sections, one NP each is
defined for SR, the W — ev + jets AM region and the W — pv + jets AM region, by coherently
varying all normalised backgrounds by +1c0 and the performing the background subtraction
with the varied backgrounds.
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10. Detector-level Modelling of the
Measured Observables

In this chapter the quality of the description of the data by the combination of the SM signal
MC simulation and the background estimates is investigated. This step is important to verify
that the signal and background modelling is understood within the theoretical and system-
atic uncertainties, before the backgrounds are subtracted for the determination of the cross
section.

The results of the comparison between data and the estimates of the different contributions
are shown in in [Figure 10.1} [Figure 10.2| and [Figure 10.3|for a selection of observables and
discussed in the remainder of this chapter. The distributions for all regions, phase spaces and
observables are shown in[Appendix D}

The figure for each observable is split in two parts. The top panel shows the data (black
points) together with the SM signal MC simulation and the background estimates. The SM
signal process is always shown in white. Only the dominant background contributions and
the fake background estimates are shown. Subdominant contributions are summed together
as “Others”. The bottom panel shows the ratio of the data to the total MC simulation and the
background estimates (black points), together with the experimental systematic uncertainties
(red hashed bands) and the theoretical systematic uncertainties (blue hashed bands). The
statistical uncertainties on the data, the MC simulation and the background estimates are
summed in quadrature and shown as black error bars on the points.

shows the p™is® distribution in the monojet phase space in the SR (top panel)
and the y+jets AM region (bottom panel).

In the SR the shape of the spectrum is well described by the the combination of the different
contributions. The fake p»rfliss background estimate is especially important to achieve a good
modelling in the first bin of the distribution. There is a normalization offset of roughly 10 %.
This offset is similar to what is observed in the control regions used to normalize the back-
grounds discussed in[Chapter 9] As the dominant backgrounds are all normalized to data and
the fake p-rrniss background contributes below 0.2 % for pfrniss > 300 GeV, this is attributed to
missing higher order corrections in the MC simulation of the Z — vv + jets process. The off-
set is covered by the systematic theory uncertainty on the MC simulation and is also present
in the pIs distributions of the remaining regions with charged leptons in the final state. It
is also observed that there is a fluctuation in one bin ([1040, 1180]GeV).

For the y+jets AM region a similar shape agreement is observed, however the normaliza-
tion offset is in the different direction around roughly —10 %. As the fake photon background
contributes less than 5 % below a p%‘iss of 500 GeV and less than 3 % above, this normalization
offset is attributed to poor modelling of the y + jets process in the MC simulation, which is

discussed in more detail in [Chapter 12
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Figure 10.1.: Signal and background process composition as a function of prfﬁss in the monojet
phase space in the SR (top) and the y+jets AM region (bottom). The error bars
include the statistical uncertainty on the data, the MC simulation and the fake
background estimates. The experimental (red) and theoretical (blue) systematic
uncertainties are shown as hashed bands.
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10. Detector-level Modelling of the Measured Observables

The top panel of [Figure 10.2|shows the pS distribution in the monojet phase space in the
W — ev+ jets AM region. A good shape agreement with a similar normalization offset as in

the SR is seen. The fake electron background estimate plays an important role for this shape
agreement, especially at medium and high pfrniss. This also explains the higher experimental
systematic uncertainty in last bin (= 20 %) compared to the the pisS distribution in the SR
(= 8%), since in this bin the total uncertainty is dominated by the uncertainty on the fake
background estimate.

The p™is* distribution in the VBF phase space in the W — pv + jets AM region is shown in
the bottom panel of In general the observed features are similar to what is seen
in the monojet phase space. However the relative contribution of the fake muon background
is much smaller than in the W — ev + jets AM region. This is due to the fact that muons are
easier to distinguish from fake background objects.

shows the Ag;; distribution in the VBF phase space in the Z — ee + jets AM
region (top panel) and the m;; distribution in the VBF phase space in the Z — pp + jets AM
region (bottom panel). The A¢;; distribution exhibits a two peak structure, around |A¢j j‘ = 0.5.
The reason for this is that at leading order in ¢ the jets are recoiling against the vector boson,
which has a high transverse momentum (pr > 200 GeV). Therefore the jets receive a boost in
the transverse plane and move closer together in ¢. The shape of the A¢;; distribution is well
modelled in general, although there is a slight modulation as a function of A¢;;, especially in
the first and last bin of the distribution. The shape of the m; distribution is poorly modelled,
with the ratio between data and the sum of MC simulation and fake background estimate
going from a 20 % offset at low m;; to a —10 % offset at high m;;. This is a known feature of
the SHERPA generator used to produce the predictions[8]. Despite the poor modelling of the
shape of the distribution in this case, the differences between data and MC simulation are
covered by the theoretical uncertainties on the MC simulation.
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Figure 10.2.: Signal and background process composition as a function of p%“ss in the monojet
phase space in the W — ev + jets AM region (top) and p™* in the VBF phase
space in the W — puv + jets AM region. The error bars include the statistical
uncertainty on the data, the MC simulation and the fake background estimates.
The experimental (red) and theoretical (blue) systematic uncertainties are shown
as hashed bands.

123



10. Detector-level Modelling of the Measured Observables

Figure 10.3.: Signal and background process composition as a function of A¢;; in the VBF
phase space in the Z — ee + jets AM region (top) and as a function of mj; in
the VBF phase space in the Z — pu + jets AM region (bottom). The error bars
include the statistical uncertainty on the data, the MC simulation and the fake
background estimates. The experimental (red) and theoretical (blue) systematic
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11. Correction of Detector Effects on
the Measured Data

The goal of this analysis is to measure cross sections and compare them to predictions made
by the SM and models for BSM physics. However the background-subtracted distributions
determined from the histogram shown in are not the true cross sections, but
rather a convolution of the cross section and the detector response.

The detector response can have different effects on the spectrum:

« Events are missed because the measured particles are outside of the detector accep-
tance (e.g. beamline, dead material) or they are missed due to detector inefficiencies.

« Events migrate between bins due to the finite detector resolution.
+ The spectrum is shifted due to a non-linear detector response.

These effects can be accounted for in two ways in order to compare the measured data to
predictions: Either the detector effects are applied to the predictions - this is called folding - or
the inversion problem is solved and the effects are removed from the measured distributions,
this is usually referred to as unfolding [136[][[137]][[138].

Folding detector effects on the prediction is typically the easier solution for the problem,
since it only involves processing the predictions with the appropriate detector MC simu-
lations. However it has several drawbacks: Firstly the full detector simulation based on
GEANT4 is very complex and computationally expensive. This can be limiting, if many dif-
ferent predictions are to be compared to the data. Secondly the GEANT4 simulation is not
publicly available. This means that to compare predictions to the published data outside of
the ATLAS collaboration less refined parametric simulations like Delphes [139] have to be
used.

Unfolding the measured data allows for the incorporation of the full knowledge of the
ATLAS detector simulation and numerous data-driven improvements from both test-beam
and collision data into the published result. This improves the longevity and general usability
of the data.

In this analysis the measured observables are unfolded to particle level, in order to facilitate
further use of the measured data. This means that only detector effects are corrected by the
unfolding, but physics effects like parton showering still need to be applied to the predictions.

The first section of this chapter discusses the mathematical formulation of the unfolding
problem and the Bayesian unfolding technique that is used in this measurement. The second
section discusses the determination of the ingredient needed to apply the Bayesian unfolding
to the measured observables. The third section discusses the uncertainties on the unfolded
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11. Correction of Detector Effects on the Measured Data

result. The last sections discuss the propagation of statistical and experimental systematic
uncertainties through the unfolding procedure and the conversion of the unfolded distribu-
tions into cross sections.

11.1. Introduction to Unfolding

In this section a general introduction to the unfolding problem is given and a specific solution
based on Bayes theorem is presented. Detector level quantities are denoted by r or R for
reco(nstruction), whereas particle level quantities are denoted by ¢ or T for truth.

11.1.1. The Unfolding Problem

The unfolding problem can be formulated mathematically as a Fredholm integral equation
of the first kind [[136]

JK(r, D) fOdt+b(r) =g, (11.1)

where f(2) is the distribution of the true observable t, g (r) is the distribution of the measured
observable r, b(r) is the distribution of potential backgrounds and K (r,t) is a kernel function
that contains the detector response. The unfolding problem then consists of solving this
equation to extract the true distribution f(¢).

When applied to a particle physics analysis, is usually discretized and ex-

pressed in matrix form as

At+b=r (11.2)

where r is and n-vector that contains the binned observable, t is an n-vector of the unknown
bins of the true distribution and A is the n-by-n response matri that encodes the detector
response.

The response matrix A is usually constructed for each observable using a MC simulation
sample of the physics process that is to be unfolded (e.g. Z — vv + jets in the SR) chained
with the detector simulation. This allows to account for process specific effects in a given
phase space.

The elements A;; are the conditional probability to observe an event in bin i on detector
level that is in bin j on particle level

A;j = P(observed in bin i |true value in bin j). (11.3)

It is important to note, that the response matrix has limited statistical precision, depending
on the statistical precision of the MC simulation.

Ut is also possible in principle to choose a m-by-n response matrix and have different numbers of bins on
particle and detector level.
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11.1. Introduction to Unfolding

The unfolding problem as defined in|Equation 11.1jand [Equation 11.2|belongs to a class of
problems called improper problems [140]. These have in common, that the naive solution by
matrix inversion

t=A""(r-b), (11.4)

usually produces results with strong fluctuations. This happens because typically some
eigenvalues of A are effectively zero within their statistical uncertainty (even though their
numerical value will not be exactly zero). This means that the response matrix has an ef-
fective rank p < n. Only eigenvectors belonging to the first p eigenvalues will contribute
meaningfully to the result. The rest will typically give large random contributions. See [136]
for more details.

The unfolding method used in this measurement avoids the difficulty of spurious oscil-
lations by solving the unfolding problem without inversion of the response matrix. This
approach is discussed in the following section.

11.1.2. Iterative Bayesian Unfolding

Iterative Bayesian unfolding is used to unfold the measured data in this analysis. This method
avoids the difficulties related to the inversion of the response matrix by using Bayes theorem
and interpreting unfolding as a probabilistic procesﬂ In this process the knowledge on the
true distribution is improved, by using the measured data and the detector response matrix.
In this section a brief summary of the method based on the original publication [138]] and
also [141] is given. The reader is referred to these for additional information. The implemen-
tation of the method provided by the RooUnfold package [142] is used throughout.

Bayes Theorem

Bayes theorem

P(BJA)P(A)
P(B)
connects the initial or prior probability for an event A to occur P(A) with the conditional
probability for “A to occur given B” P(A|B), via the conditional probability for “B to occur

given A” P(B|A), normalised by the probability for B to occur P(B).
Already in the form of Bayes theorem exhibits some features, which are

important in the context of this discussion.

P(A|B) = (11.5)

« An intuitive way to “update” our knowledge of a true physical distribution A, given a
measurement B.

“Following the argument given in [138]] it is natural to view unfolding as a probabilistic problem, rather than
the deterministic one, since the measurement itself is always limited by finite sample statistics. Indeed it is
only in the limit of the number of events n going to infinity that the assumptions underlying the treatment
of unfolding as a rotation of vectors are valid. For a more detailed discussion see [[141].
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11. Correction of Detector Effects on the Measured Data

« A way to “invert” probabilities P(B|A) — P(A|B). Indeed P(B|A) is later identified
with the response matrix A.

The generalized version of Bayes theorem with multiple events A; is given by
P(BIA;) P(A;)
Yk P(BIAY) P(AR)

where the normalisation factor in the denominator now has to be summed over all possible
events A;.

P(A|B) = (11.6)

Formulation of Bayesian unfolding

In the following a solution to the unfolding problem using [Equation 11.6|is formulated.
The probability that an event is in bin i of the true distribution, given that is was measured
in bin j on detector level, is

P(R{T;) Py (T;)
P(TR;) = : (11.7)
Y P(RiTi) Po (Ti)

Here the P(RJ-|Ti) are identified with the elements Aj; of the response matrix. P, (T;) is the
truth prior, which contains the prior probability to find an event in bin i of the true distribu-
tion. As usual in Bayesian statistics it should be constructed in such a way that it contains
the best knowledge about the true distribution previous to the measurement. A detailed
discussion about the choice and importance of the prior is given in the following section.

A few additional comments on |[Equation 11.7

« For proper normalisation it is assumed that },; Py (T;) = 1 and },; P(TR;) = 1. This
means that for each event in a detector level bin, there is a corresponding particle
level bin. In case the fiducial definition leads to events that pass the event selection on
detector but not on particle level, it is necessary to account for this by adding additional

bins P(Ti|Rj) to the response matrix. This events are called fakes and are discussed in
Section 11.2.2]

« The efficiency to reconstruct an event which is in bin i on particle level is given by

=0< ZJ- P(RJ-|T1-)) < 1. The efficiencies are discussed in more detail in|Section 11.2.2

Assuming a set of bins n (Rj) with the measured events, the distribution of true events 7 (T;)
can be estimated as

N 1
(1) = = > n(R) P(TIR;). (11.8)
v
where the P (Ti!R]-) are calculated using and the division by ¢; is used to correct

for the efficiency.
The estimate of the new total number of events on particle level N;,,. is then given by

128



11.1. Introduction to Unfolding

MC simulation
Detector-Level \

Fake corr. bin
|

, PRITY| Py | A
n(R;) DETECTOR E
1
1
i
1
1

_+_

+ —
_+_

mreO— -2 >0

1
O]
€

\

Y

Particle-Level
k>0
+, +
<€ _+_ <
+ +
A +
[ ()]

Figure 11.1.: Illustration of the iterative Bayesian unfolding.

Nvtrue = Z n (1) (11.9)

1

and “updated” probabilities for an event to be in particle bin i can be calculated as
P(T) = —=. (11.10)

In principle[Equation 11.8|already gives an unfolded distribution. However the question how
strong this distribution is influenced by the choice of the prior and which prior to use still
remains open. This is discussed in the following section.

Choice of the Prior and Iterative Unfolding

In Bayesian statistics the choice of the proper prior should usually guided by “the best avail-
able previous knowledge” on the probability density functions in question, then[Equation 11.5]
is to be used to update that knowledge. This is of course inherently subjective and very de-
pendent on the problem in question.

In the case of a particle physics measurement, the “best available knowledge” is usually
encoded in an up-to-date MC simulation. Therefore an intuitive choice for the prior P, (T;)
is the particle level distribution predicted by the MC simulation.

However the unfolded result as given in will have a dependence on the MC
simulation prior and different priors can lead to different unfolded results. To reduce this
dependence an iterative unfolding procedure is used, as suggested in [138]]. The idea is to use
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the MC simulation prior only in the first step and then switch to the unfolded distributions
themselves as priors for the next steps. The algorithm described in [[138]] is outlined in the

following and illustrated in

1. Use MC simulation to calculate the particle level prediction as the initial prior Py (T;).

2. Take the detector level data n(Rj) and perform an unfolding iteration using [Equa-

tion 11.8|to obtain i (T;) and calculate the updated probabilities Py (T;) using [Equa-
tion 11.10

3. Take P () as the new truth prior. Go to step 2. and repeat until the optimal number
of iterations is reached.

The iterative procedure is typically very efficient in reducing the dependence on the truth
prior. The residual dependence depends on the details of the distributions and is evaluated

and discussed in[Section 11.3]

11.2. Application of Iterative Bayesian Unfolding in the
Measurement

This section discusses the application of the Iterative Bayesian unfolding to the measured dis-
tributions and the determination of the components of the unfolding. These components are:
The measured data distribution on detector level, the initial truth prior, the detector response
matrix and the corrections for efficiencies and fakes.

The data distribution measured on detector level that is to be unfolded is prepared for the
unfolding by subtracting all contributions from background processes.

The initial truth prior is determined using the MC simulation of the SM signal process
corresponding to the distribution that is to be unfolded (e.g. the Z — vv + jets simulation
for a distribution in the SR). This is justified, since all backgrounds from other processes
are subtracted from the data before the unfolding. The prior is determined by applying the
particle level selectiorﬁ corresponding to the distribution that is to be unfolded to the MC
simulation.

The determination of the detector response matrix and the corrections for efficiencies and
fakes is more involved and discussed in the following.

11.2.1. Derivation of the Detector Response Matrices

The detector response matrices describe bin-to-bin event migrations between the particle and
the detector level due to detector-effects, especially due to resolution effects. These effects
depend on the particles in the final state, as well as on their topology, since the detector reso-
lution varies for different physics objects, as well as for differently instrumented parts of the
detector. Therefore the detector response matrices are determined from the MC simulation

3See[Section 5.3|for the particle level selection.
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Figure 11.2.: Detector response matrices for p%liss in the VBF phase space in the SR. The en-
tries indicate the probability P(R,{T;) in percent to find an event in pf"'*® bin j
on detector level given it is found in p7"*° bin i on particle level.

of the SM signal process corresponding to the distribution that is unfolded (e.g. the Z — vv
+ jets simulation for a distribution in the SR).

To correctly describe the migrations only events that pass both the particle and the detector
level selection are used in the construction of the response matrices. This is called event-level
matching.

In addition an object-level matching is applied both for the A¢;; and m;; distributions in
the VBF phase space. It requires the first and second leading jet in pr to be uniquely matched
between particle and detector level according to AR ( Jeti detectorlevel» jeti,particlelevel) < 0.2. The
reason for this is that both observables have a dependence on the detailed structure of the
jet system, since both depend only on the first two leading jets in the event. This structure
can be different between the particle and the detector level. For example, the first two jets
can change places, leading to a different sign of A¢;; on particle and detector level. Another
example is a third jet that switches places with one of the first two jets on either detector
or particle level, breaking the correlation of m;; between particle and detector level. The
presence of these effects introduces a strong dependence of the event migrations on the MC
simulation, especially on the modelling of details of the jet system. The object-level matching
ensures that these events are not part of the response matrix.

Events that either fail the event- or the object-level matching are accounted for in the

efficiency and fake corrections discussed in|Section 11.2.2

All events of the SM signal MC simulation sample for a given region that fulfil both the
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Observable y+jets AM region all other regions
pipss [170,200] GeV [140, 170, 200] GeV
mj; in VBF [140, 170, 200] GeV

Table 11.1.: Underflow bins used during the unfolding procedure.

event- and object-level matching criteria are used to construct the response matrices. For
each event, the matrix is filled according to the observable value on particle and detector
level.

An example of a detector response matrix is shown infor the piss distribution
in the VBF phase space in the SR. The matrix is normalised such that the entries indicate the
probability P(R j|Ti) in percent to find an event in bin j on detector level given it is found in
bin i on particle level. The detector effects are clearly visible, with considerable off-diagonal
elements indicating non-negligible migrations to the next and also the next-to-next bins. The
size of these migrations depends on the resolution of the given observable and the bin size,
where better resolution or larger bin size lead to less migrations.

The migrations can be further quantified for diagnostic purposes by the purity and the

stability. These are discussed in |Section E.2

Accounting for Migrations at the Observable Boundary

Event migrations due to detector-effects also occur on the boundary of an observable (e.g.
the pi$ > 200 GeV requirement in the SR). Under the assumption that the description of
the MC simulation of the data at this boundary is good, the unfolding correctly accounts
for these event migrations in and out of the phase space. However, to be less dependent
on the modelling of the MC simulation at the boundary and to avoid threshold effects, the
correction of the migrations is performed with the unfolding matrix. The binning used in
the measurement is defined such, that the highest bin of the spectrum includes all overflow
events, therefore only migrations happening at the lower end of the spectrum have to be
treated specially. No special treatment is needed for the A¢;; observable, since it is defined
without a boundary.

To correctly account for the migration effects, all histograms used in the unfolding are
extended with underflow bins - this includes the detector response matrices. The unfolding
then migrates events in and out of the underflow bin during the unfolding procedure and thus
correctly accounts for the migrations at the boundary of the observable. After the unfolding
the underflow bins are removed from the unfolded result. The underflow bins defined in the
measurement are shown in Wherever possible two underflow bins are defined
to also account for long-term migrations. For the y+jets AM region only one underflow bin
is defined in p»rfliss, since measurements lower than 170 GeV are not possible due to trigger
limitations.

*The full set of response matrices for all phase spaces and regions is given in [Section E.1
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11.2.2. Efficiency and Fake Corrections

An important part of the unfolding procedure it the correction for unmatched events, i.e.
events that either only pass the detector level selection or the particle level selection, but
not both. There is a wide range of possibilities, why an event is not matched. One example
are efficiency or acceptance effects of the detector, where a physics object present at particle
level is not reconstructed at detector level (e.g. due to a fluctuation of the shower shape
in the calorimeter, which leads to a rejection by the identification requirements). A second
example are resolution effects at the phase-space boundary where selection cuts are placed,
e.g. an electron passes the pr selection criteria on detector level but not on particle level due
to the finite resolution of the pr measurement.

Events that pass the particle level selection but fail the detector level selection are quan-
tified by the efficiency and events that pass the detector level selection, but fail the particle
level selection are quantified by the fake fraction. Both types of event are accounted for
in the unfolding and discussed in the following. Please note that this fraction of events is
“fake” in the sense of an event reconstructed inside the fiducial volume due to detector ef-
fects, even though it is outside the fiducial volume on particle level. This is different from
the mis-identified objects discussed in

The efficiency for bin i is defined as the fraction of particle level events also passing the
detector level selection (in any bin on detector level)

matched particle level events in bini

efficiency = ¢ = (11.11)

all particle level events in bini

Figure 11.3/show the efficiency for the prlpiss distribution in the monojet phase space for all

regions Pl The efficiency has a strong dependence on the phase space and physics process.
This reflects the differences in instrumentation and detection methods for different types
of final state particles measured with the detector that each come with their own efficien-
cies. However a few general features are discussed in the following. First, it is visible that
the efficiency is highest for Z — vv + jets, as the only final state particles are jets in this
case, whereas all other regions have lepton/photon reconstruction efficiencies contributing
in addition. Second, it is visible that the processes involving electrons in the final state have
consistently lower efficiencies than processes involving muons, due to the lower efficiency of
the electron reconstruction compared to muons and the stricter identification and isolation
requirements applied to electrons [79](84]]. Third, it is visible that the efficiency for Z — up
+ jets AM is dropping towards higher pfrniss. This is caused by the increasing collimation of
the muons for higher Zboson pr, which leads to a reduced reconstruction efficiency for the
muon pair if it is very close. For Z — ee + jets this is effect is not visible, due to the close-by
correctiorﬁ that is applied. Fourth, the efficiency for the Z — pup + jets process is lower than
that for the W — puv + jets process, since the muon efficiency affects these events for each
muon present in the event. This feature is not visible for Z — ee + jets and W — ev + jets,
due to the additional cuts applied to the W — ev + jets region to reject the fake electron

SThe full set of efficiency distributions for all phase-spaces and regions is given in [Section E.3
SFor electrons this effect would be much stronger, necessitating the application of the close-by correction.
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Figure 11.3.: Efficiency as a function of p7"** in the monojet phase space in the SR (dark red)
and the Z — ee + jets AM (dark blue), Z — pu + jets AM (light blue), W — ev +
jets AM (green), W — pv + jets AM (pink) and y+jets AM (brown) regions.

miss,real

background These cuts on py and the transverse mass of the Wboson are affected by
he pT’ issreal posolution of the detector, leading to a lower efficiency.

All efficiencies show a strong turn-on behaviour in the first two bins. The reason for this
are threshold effects due to the phase space boundary. As underflow bins are used these
threshold effects only weakly affect the efficiency in the measured part of the spectrum,
which starts in the third bin (pfrms'S > 200 GeV). This demonstrated a benefit of the underflow
bins.

The fake fraction for bin i is defined as one minus the fraction of detector level events also
passing the particle level selection (in any bin on particle level)

fake fraction = 1 — matched detector level events in b1nz. (11.12)

all detector level events in bini

Figure 11.4/shows the fake fraction for the p'* distribution in the monojet phase space for

all regions’} In general it is well below 10 % for most processes and bins, with the high values
in the lowest underflow bin related to the phase-space boundary effects already discussed

above. The notable exception is the W — ev + jets region which has a fake fraction above
miss,real

15 %. The reason for this are the py and transverse mass cuts applied in the selection of
the Wboson in this region, which are both affected by the pr' iss.real Losolution of the detector.

"The full set of fake fraction distributions for all phase-spaces and regions is given in
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Figure 11.4.: Fake fraction for p% in the monojet (top panel) phase space in the Z — vv +

jets (dark red), Z — ee + jets (dark blue), Z — pup + jets (light blue), W — ev +
jets (green), W — puv + jets (pink) and y+jets AM (brown) regions.

Events which contribute to the fake fraction need to be taken into account in the unfolding
procedure, as they appear in the detector level spectrum even though they are outside of the
fiducial definition on particle level. The is achieved by adding an additional particle level
bin (called “fake correction bin”) to the response matrix as shown in[Figure 11.1] During the
unfolding a number of events corresponding to the fake fraction will be migrated into this
additional particle level bin. This bin is discarded after the unfolding and not part of the final
unfolded spectrum.

11.3. Studies of the Dependence of the Unfolding on the
Simulation

The unfolding has a potential dependence on the MC simulation, especially on the initial
truth prior determined from the simulation. In this section this dependence is studied and
quantified. Potential biases due to the dependence on the simulation are assigned as system-
atic uncertainties on the unfolding method.

Three different tests are performed to quantify potential biases: The data-driven closure test
that determines biases due to mismodelling of the unfolded observables, the closely related
hidden observable test that determines biases due to mismodelling of observables that are
not unfolded and the signal injection test that determines the effect of the unfolding on BSM
signals.
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11. Correction of Detector Effects on the Measured Data

In the following the data-driven closure test is discussed in detail, since it gives the largest
contributions to the unfolding uncertainty. The remaining tests are performed in a very
similar manner and give only negligible contributions to the unfolding uncertainty. They
are shown for completeness in[Section E.3.2|and [Section E.3.3|

11.3.1. Bias due to Mismodelling of the Unfolded Observables

The general idea of the data-driven closure test is to quantify the impact of the non-perfect
agreement between data and MC simulation on the unfolded result. This is achieved by con-
structing for each observable an alternative pair of detector and particle level MC simulation
spectra by reweighting, such that the alternative detector level spectra agree very good with
the measured data.

This alternative detector level MC simulation spectrum is used as pseudo-data and un-
folded with the nominal response matrix constructed from the unreweighted (and thus im-
perfect) SM signal MC simulation sample. The unfolded result is then compared to the alter-
native particle level spectrum. If the nominal MC simulation describes the data perfectly or
if the iterative unfolding procedure completely mitigates the non-perfect description of the
data, the agreement of the unfolded results with the alternative particle level spectrum will
be perfect within statistical fluctuations (i.e. the test closes). Typically this is not the case
and a residual deviation remains. This deviation is then assigned as a systematic uncertainty
on the unfolded result for the given observable. The detailed steps of the data-driven closure
test are described in the following.

Construction of the Pseudo-data

The goal of the alternative MC simulation is very good description of the data. However a
MC simulation that satisfies this requirement for all unfolded observables does currently not
exist. Therefore the alternative MC sample is constructed from the nominal MC simulation
by performing an event-by-event reweighting.

To make the reweighting as realistic as possible, it is performed as a function of the particle
level observable. This means that the reweighting can only be performed for matched events.
In general the reweighting is non-trivial, since differences to the data appear on detector
level, whereas the reweighting is performed on particle level.

An iterative approach has been developed to determine the reweighting function, since
the conventional approach of “guessing” a function is impractical due to the numerous dis-
tributions, which are unfolded in this measurement.

The basic idea is to compare the detector level spectrum of matched MC events to the data.
For this comparison the data is multiplied bin-by-bin with the truth matching efficiency ¢
determined in[Section 11.2.2] This is necessary, since only matched events in the MC simula-
tion are used in the reweighting. A spline fit is done based on the comparison. The resulting
function is then used to reweight the MC simulation and the next iteration is performed on
this reweighted MC simulation. The algorithm is as follows.

1. Start with the matched detector level spectrum my_, determined from the unreweighted
nominal MC simulation.
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2. Construct the ratio of the efficiency-corrected data to the matched detector level spec-

~ _ dxe
trumr = —.
my

3. For k = 0: . = 1. For k > 0: Update the previous ratio (bin-by-bin multiplication):
e = r_1 x . For better agreement between MC simulation and data, 7 is closer to one,
and less is changed.

4. Smooth ry three times using the smoothing algorithm presented in [143].
5. Interpolate the smoothed r; with a cubic spline f;

6. Reweight the nominal MC simulation with fi to obtain the reweighted matched detec-
tor level spectrum my. ;.

7. If my,, agrees sufficiently well with the efficiency-corrected data d x € then stop, else
go to step 2.) replacing k — k + 1

The algorithm produces good reweighting functions already after a few iterations. This is
demonstrated in the following for the m;; observable in the VBF phase space in the W — puv
+ jets AM region. The top panel of shows the unreweighted matched detector
level MC simulation distribution my_ (step 1.) together with the efficiency-corrected data
d x € and the bottom panel shows the ratio 7 between both (step 2.). A strong disagreement
between the data and the simulation with a clear shape difference is shown.

Figure 11.5bshows the initial reweighting function f; (step 5.) determined from the smoothed
ratio (step 4.) shown in the bottom panel of [Figure 11.5a

The result of the first reweighting pass my_; is shown in[Figure 11.5¢| which already shows
a strong improvement of the agreement between data and simulation with respect to the
unreweighted distribution. The updated reweighting function determined from the ratio in

the bottom panel of [Figure 11.5¢|is shown in[Figure 11.5d| For this observable, the agreement

is sufficiently good after three iterations. The agreement of the final reweighted matched

detector level spectrum with the efficiency-corrected data is shown in[Figure 11.5
Additional examples for reweighted distributions are shown in Section E.3.4

8As a spline interpolation is used, the reweighting function is only defined until the last data point and as-
sumed to be constant beyond.
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Figure 11.5.: Several steps in the determination of the reweighting function for the MC sim-
ulation used in the data-driven closure test for m;; in the VBF phase space in
the W — pv + jets AM region. Panels (a), (c) and (e) show comparisons be-
tween the matched MC simulation at various iterations of the reweighting and
the efficiency-corrected data. Panels (b) and (d) show the reweighting functions
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Figure 11.6.: Relative bias determined in the data-driven closure test for p'* in the monojet
phase space in the Z — ee + jets AM region (left) and m;; in the VBF phase space
in the W — pv + jets AM region (right).

Results of the Data-driven Closure Test

The results of the data-driven closure test are discussed for two representative examples. The
bias due to the non-closure is determined by using the reweighted matched MC simulation
on detector level as pseudo-data and unfolding it with the nominal MC simulation. The
resulting unfolded distribution is compared to the particle level of the reweighted matched
MC simulation and the deviations are assigned as the bias.

The left panel of shows the relative bias for the p™i** distribution in the monojet
phase space in the Z — ee + jets AM region. The bias is small (below 1 %), which is the case
for most distributions, since the shape of the data is modelled well by the MC simulation in
most cases.

One notable exception is the mj; distribution in the VBF phase space, which is poorly
modelled, especially at medium and high values of m;;. This poor modelling is reflected in
the bias determined in the data-driven closure test, which is shown as an example for the m;;
distribution in the VBF phase space in the W — pv + jets AM region in the right panel of
The bias is larger than for the pi's* distribution, up to 3 % at medium values of
m;; and the shape roughly follows the discrepancy between data and MC simulation shown in
However, compared to the size of that disagreement between the data and the
MC simulation (up to 20 %) the bias is relatively small. This demonstrates that the iterative
unfolding procedure mitigates even a poor modelling of the data by the MC simulation to
a large extent. Furthermore the data-driven closure test allows to properly quantify any
residual biases.

These biases are symmetrized and assigned as a systematic uncertainty on the unfolded
result for each distribution.
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Figure 11.7.: Value of y? between the unfolded detector level spectrum and the particle level
spectrum of the reweighted matched MC simulation as a function of the number
of unfolding iterations n.

11.4. Optimisation of the Number of Iterations

The number of iterations used in the iterative Bayesian unfolding is a priori arbitrary. In the
following a procedure is motivated to determine that number.

To optimise the number of iterations used in the iterative unfolding procedure two op-
posing features of the unfolding have to be considered. Increasing the number of iterations
will reduce the dependence on the MC prior and reduce the bias resulting from this depen-
dence. However as the number of iterations increases, the limited statistical precision of the
response matrix will lead to growing statistical fluctuations on the unfolded result (this is
discussed in detail in [138]). To find the optimal point, where the results are as unbiased as
possible, but not yet fluctuating, the data-driven closure test described above is repeated for
different numbers of unfolding iterations n. For each n, the )(2 between the unfolded result
and the reweighted matched MC simulation particle level distribution is calculated and the
n for which y? is minimal is taken as the number of iterations for the given observable.

As an example, shows the resulting y? as a function of the number of itera-
tions for the m; distribution in the VBF phase space in the SR. A minimum is found at three
iterations. This demonstrates that also for observables with a strong shape disagreement,
the iterative unfolding minimises the bias already after a small number of iterations. This
optimisation is performed for every unfolded observable.

11.5. Uncertainty Treatment in the Unfolding Procedure

11.5.1. Propagation of Systematic Uncertainties

Since the shape of the distributions is different on detector and particle level, the relative
shape of the uncertainties might also be different. Therefore the uncertainties are propagated
from the detector to the particle level through the unfolding.
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11.5. Uncertainty Treatment in the Unfolding Procedure

Each systematic variation is unfolded separately, where two different approaches are taken
depending on the source of the systematic uncertainty.

+ Uncertainties that affect only the backgrounds that are subtracted from the data (e.g.
uncertainties on the fake background estimate) are applied directly to the data by shift-
ing the backgrounds according to the uncertainty before the background subtraction.
The resulting shifted data is then unfolded with the nominal MC simulation.

« For uncertainties that affect the SM signal process, the MC simulation is shifted accord-
ing to the systematic variation and the data is unfolded with the shifted MC simulation.
This helps to account for migrations that might be slightly different under the system-
atic variation. Typically such a systematic variation will affect both the signal process
and the backgrounds (e.g. for the jet uncertainties). In these cases the backgrounds
are shifted according to the systematic variation before subtracting them from the data.
The resulting shifted data is then unfolded with the shifted MC simulation, to correctly
account for the correlation of a given systematic variation.

11.5.2. Statistical Uncertainty and Correlations

The statistical uncertainty on the unfolded result has two components. One is the statistical
uncertainty on the measured data, the other is the statistical uncertainty on the MC simula-
tion. In addition the migration of events between different bins of the spectrum during the
unfolding, introduce statistical correlations between bins of the unfolded result. This means
that an alternative to the standard +/N statistical uncertainty is needed.

In order to correctly account for these effects, the statistical uncertainty is determined us-
ing the bootstrap method. As the bootstrap method is coherently used over the entire analy-
sis chain, bootstrap replicas exist for all quantities entering the unfolding: The background-
subtracted data, the truth prior, the response matrix and the fake and efficiency correc-
tions. The unfolding is performed independently for each set of bootstrap replicas (e.g. the
background-subtracted data replica B = 1 is unfolded with response matrix replica B = 1
and the efficiency replica B = 1 to yield the unfolded result replica B = 1 and so on). The
final unfolded distribution is obtained by averaging the bootstrap replicas (central value) and
calculating their RMS (statistical uncertainty).

The bootstrap method is also used to determine the bin-to-bin correlations of the unfolded
distribution. shows the bin-to-bin correlations of the background-subtracted data
at detector level before unfolding (left) and the after unfolding on particle level (right). It is
shown that no correlations are present in the data before the unfolding, within the statistical
fluctuations due to the bootstrap replicas. After the unfolding the bins are correlated due to
the migrations. These correlations are taken into account when interpreting the unfolded
cross sections.
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Figure 11.8.: Correlations between bins before (left) and after (right) unfolding for the py
distribution in the monojet phase space in the SR.

11.6. Conversion of the Unfolded Distributions to Cross
Sections

The unfolding procedure corrects for the detector effects on the measured data. To obtain a
differential cross section from the background-subtracted and unfolded distributions, addi-
tional steps are necessary. First the distributions are corrected for the binning, by dividing
the content in each bin by the bin width. Then the differential cross section for an observable

X is determined by using |[Equation 3.1/for a given bin i as
do; N;
o (11.13)
dX [ Z(t)dt

where N is the number of detector-corrected events in bin i and the integrated luminosity
[+ Z @) dt =139 fb_lcorresponds to the full Run 2 luminosity.
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12. Validation of the Standard Model
Predictions of Vector Boson plus Jet
Production

A key motivation of the measurement is to test the agreement of the data with the theory
predictions. This constitutes a test of the SM as the theory underlying the predictions. In this
chapter a selection of the differential cross sections obtained after the unfolding procedure
are compared to SM predictions produced with the SHERPA generator. The remaining cross
section are shown in[Appendix | The following cross sections have been measured:

« production of Z — vv + jets as a function of the Zboson py in the monojet phase space
(this chapter) and as a function of the Zboson pr, m;; and A¢;; in the VBF phase space

+ production of Z — ee + jets as a function of the Zboson pr in the monojet phase space
and as a function of the Zboson pr, m;; and A¢;; (this chapter) in the VBF phase space

« production of Z — pup + jets as a function of the Zboson py in the monojet phase space
and as a function of the Zboson pr, m;; (this chapter) and A¢;; in the VBF phase space

« production of W — ev + jets as a function of the W boson pr in the monojet phase
space and as a function the of Wboson pr, m;; and A¢;; in the VBF phase space

« production of W — pv + jets as a function of the W boson pr in the monojet phase
space and as a function of the Wboson pr, mj; and A¢;; in the VBF phase space

« production of y + jets as a function of the photon py in the monojet phase space (this
chapter) and as a function of the photon pr, m;; and A¢;; in the VBF phase space

A selection of observables is shown in[Figure 12.1|and [Figure 12.3|and discussed in the fol-
lowing. The figure for each observable is split in two parts. The top part shows the measured
cross sections in black together with the SHERPA prediction in blue. The bottom part shows
the ratio of the prediction and the data. The statistical uncertainty on the cross section and
the prediction is shown as black and blue error bars respectively. The experimental system-
atic uncertainties are shown as a red hashed band and the theoretical systematic uncertainties
on the SHERPA predictions are shown as a blue hashed band. In all cases the measured cross
section agrees with the prediction within the theoretical systematic uncertainties.

The top panel of shows the Z — wv + jets cross section as a function of the
Z boson pr in the monojet phase space. A normalization offset is observed as well as a
slight deviation from a flat shape. This behaviour is very similar to what is observed on the
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detector level. The normalization offset is attributed to missing higher order corrections in
the SHERPA simulation. The boson pr bin [1040, 1180]GeV shows a deviation, most likely due
to a fluctuation, that was also observed on the detector level. The experimental systematic
uncertainties on the cross section change from 5 % at low boson pr to around 4 % at medium
boson pr to 8 % at high boson pr.

The contributions from the different sources of systematic uncertainty are shown in the
top panel of together with the statistical uncertainty. The different NPs which
belong to each uncertainty group are added in quadrature, since they are uncorrelated. For
the Z boson pr > 1000 GeV the statistical uncertainty (red dotted line) dominates. This
means that for a more precise measurement at high boson pt more collision data is needed.
At lower boson pr the measurement is limited by the systematic uncertainties, mainly by
the jet uncertainties (JES in dark blue and JER in light blue). Their impact on the boson pr
spectrum is involved, since it is a convolution of the jet uncertainties on the single jets that
contribute to the boson pr calculation and the boson pr spectrum. However it is clear that
the measurement of the cross section would benefit from a more precise jet measurement.
The contribution from the background subtraction method (green) remains below 2.5 % at
high boson pr and below 2.0 % and is well below the contributions of the jet uncertainties.
This demonstrates that the data-driven method to normalise the backgrounds does not in-
troduce large additional uncertainties to the measurement. This uncertainty also contains
the residual theory uncertainties from backgrounds that were not normalised with the data-
driven method. The uncertainty from the fake pfrniss estimates (brown) contributes only in
the lowest two bins of the cross section and is small, below 2 %. This demonstrates that the
conservative systematic uncertainty of 100 % that is applied to the background estimate does
not greatly impact the measurement. The contributions from all other sources of experimen-
tal systematic uncertainty (magenta) is well below 1% in most bins of the spectrum. This
includes especially the uncertainty on the p%‘iss soft term, the uncertainty on the pile-up
reweighting and the unfolding uncertainties

The bottom panel of shows the y + jets production cross section as a function
of the photon pr in the monojet phase space. A shape difference similar to that observed for
Z — vv + jets final state is also seen here, however as on the detector level, the normalisation
offset of the simulation with respect to the data is in the different direction. Several possible
explanations exist for this offset that was also observed in previous y + jets cross section
measurements[14] [13]. One possible explanation is a dependence of the predicted cross
section on the Frixione[|144]] isolation criterium that is applied to the photons in the SHERPA
generator. This is the major difference to the other boson plus jet processes.

This result demonstrates the need for further developments on the prediction side to achieve
a better description of the data by the MC predictions. Measurements of the type presented
here are indispensable in these efforts, as the experimental systematic uncertainties on the
cross section measurement are much lower than the theoretical uncertainties on the predic-
tion.

The bottom panel of| also shows that the experimental systematic uncertainties
on the y + jets cross section are smaller than that those on the Z — vv + jets cross section.
This is discussed in the following. The bottom panel of shows the contributions
from the different sources of systematic uncertainty. As in the case of Z — vv + jets, the
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Figure 12.1.: Differential cross sections of Z — vv + jets (top) and y + jets (bottom) production
as a function of the boson pr in the monojet phase space. The cross sections
predicted by SHERpPA are shown in blue. The statistical uncertainty on the cross
section (black) and the prediction (blue) is shown as error bars on the respective
points. The experimental (red) and theoretical (blue) systematic uncertainties
are shown as hashed bands.
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Figure 12.2.: Relative uncertainty for the dominant sources of experimental systematic un-
certainty on the cross sections of Z — vv + jets (top) and y + jets (bottom) as a
function of the boson pr in the monojet phase space. The systematic variations
contributing to the individual uncertainty groups are added in quadrature.

dominant contributions are from the jet uncertainties, which exhibit a similar shape of the
relative systematic uncertainty. This similar behaviour of the jet uncertainties is explained

146



12.1. Cross Section Ratios

by the similarity of the hadronic recoil system in both the Z — vv + jets and y + jets process.
It is one of the reasons why the boson pr in the AMs is measured via the hadronic recoil and
not, as would be possible in the y + jets case, by directly measuring the photon. As the jet
uncertainties are correlated, observables like cross section ratios can be constructed, where
the effect of these uncertainties is mitigated. This is discussed below. All other sources
of systematic uncertainty remain below 2 %. In general the y + jets process has the best
experimental precision of all the measured boson plus jets processes. The y + jets process
is also measured with the highest statistical precision of all processes in the measurement.
This is due to the high cross section of y + jets production and also due to the high purity of
the y+jets AM region.

shows the Z — ee + jets cross section as a function of A¢;; (top panel) and the
Z — pp + jets cross section as a function of mj; (bottom panel) in the VBF phase space. In
both cases the agreement between prediction and data is very similar to that observed on
detector level. Especially in the case of the mj; distribution, the SHERPA generator shows a
poor modelling of the cross section. Also in this case the measurement can provide valuable
feedback for the improvement of the MC predictions.

12.1. Cross Section Ratios

The construction of cross section ratios between the boson plus jet processes provides an-
other view on a given observable due to the correlated systematic uncertainties between the
different processes that are very similar both in shape and size. Therefore their impact will
be reduced in the ratio.

Special care has to be taken with the systematic uncertainties when constructing the ra-
tios. All experimental systematic uncertainties are taken to be correlated, except for the
uncertainties on the background estimation methods and the unfolding. Also all theoretical
systematic uncertainties are taken to be correlated. The uncertainties are correlated bin-to-
bin and region to region.

As an example the cross section ratio R between the Z — vv + jets and the W — ev + jets
final state is shown in[Figure 12.4] The ratio shows a good agreement between the measured
cross section and the prediction within the experimental systematic uncertaintiesﬂ Both
the systematic uncertainties on the theory prediction and on the experimental systematic
uncertainties are strongly reduced in the ratio. At low boson pr the resulting experimental
uncertainty on the ratio is very small since in this pr region the jet uncertainties dominate
which are correlated between the Z — vv + jets and the W — ev + jets final state. Towards
higher boson pr, the experimental systematic uncertainty on the fake electron background
estimate starts to dominate. This uncertainty is not reduced in the ratio, since it is not present
in Z — vv + jets.

While the value of a ratio between different Z boson decay channels can be explained by
the branching fractions of the Z boson, this is not as easy for the ratio presented here, due to
the differences in Wand Z production. The rising ratio towards low boson pr is explained by

'"The systematic uncertainties on both input distributions are smoothed to reduced statistical fluctua-
tions [[143]).
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Figure 12.3.: Differential cross sections of Z — ee + jets production as a function of A¢jj in the
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VBF phase space (top) and of Z — puy + jets production as a function of m;; in the
VBF phase space (bottom). The cross sections predicted by SHERPA are shown in
blue. The statistical uncertainty on the cross section (black) and the prediction
(blue) is shown as error bars on the respective points. The experimental (red)
and theoretical (blue) systematic uncertainties are shown as hashed bands.



12.1. Cross Section Ratios

the fiducial requirements placed on the electron in W — ev + jets process in the denominator
that can not be applied for the neutrinos in the Z — vv + jets process in the numerator [10].
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Figure 12.4.: Differential cross section ratio of Z — vv + jets and W — ev + jets production
as a function of the boson pr in the monojet phase space. The cross sections
predicted by SHERPA are shown in blue. The statistical uncertainty on the cross
section (black) and the prediction (blue) is shown as error bars on the respective
points. The experimental (red) and theoretical (blue) systematic uncertainties
are shown as hashed bands.
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13. Quantitative Comparison of the
Measured Cross Sections to the
Standard Model Predictions

After the general agreement of the cross sections with the SM predictions has been validated
in the previous chapter, it is vital to evaluate the agreement between both quantitatively. This
is especially true in the context of the search for BSM physics, which would manifest itself
in a disagreement between the measured data and the predictions. The typical discovery
threshold for BSM physics is a probability of observing the data given the SM prediction of
less than 5.7 x 1077 [136].

The goal of this chapter is to quantify the compatibility between data and theory. This is
achieved with a goodness-of-fit test based on the maximum likelihood approach. This allows
to define a p-value that quantifies how often one would obtain a similar or worse agreement
between experiment and prediction, if the experiment is repeated many times [136].

In the following an overview of the procedure of the goodness-of-fit test is given. The
first step is a maximum likelihood fit. In this fit, the systematic uncertainties are treated as
NPs which are allows to float. The statistical uncertainties are accounted for in a covariance
matrix. The diagonal elements of this matrix contain information about the statistical fluc-
tuations in each bin of the unfolded cross sections, while the off-diagonal elements encode
the information about correlations between different bins. The covariance matrix Cov is
determined using the bootstrap method, as the bootstrap replica contain all the relevant in-
formation, since they were coherently propagated through the measurement. The likelihood
& used in the fit [22] is given as

. 1 ~1 ¥ (%.16)
L(%|1,0) = ——— ¢ X \BHY). G(6) (13.1)
(F17.9) (27)* |CoV] H

and y? (55, i, §) is defined as

T
7 (0d) = (3- 5+ Kaa) o (3-5G)+ Doa). oo
1 1

Here X is a vector, which contains the measured data bins and p (}i) is a vector which
contains the predictions. The 6, are the k NPs and ¢ is the uncertainty amplitude associated
with NP 6. For each NP a Gaussian constraint term G (6;) with mean p = 0 and width o = 1
is multiplied to the likelihood, since the NPs are assumed to follow a normal distribution.

The 6; are constrained in the fit.
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13.1. Results of the Goodness-of-fit Test

The y? test statistic follows a y? distribution Iy ( X2 ndf) where the number of degrees of
freedom ndf is the number of cross section bins. Then the p-value [136], is defined as

p()((:)zbs’ N) = J' 2 f(Z;N)dZ’ (13.3)
Xobs
with N the number of bins and ngs the observed value of y? after the fit. Typically fit
values with a p-value above 0.05 are considered to be good.

13.1. Results of the Goodness-of-fit Test

The goodness-of-fit test is first discussed in detail for the Z — vv + jets production cross
section as a function of the Z boson pr in the monojet phase space. In a next step, the
goodness-of-fit test is performed separately for each boson plus jet final state as a function
of the boson pt and also in a combined fit with all boson plus jet final states.

shows the result of the fit for the Z — wv + jets cross section. Very good
agreement between the data and the SM prediction is observed, with a p-value of 0.745 and
areduced y? of y?/NDF = 7.64/11.

The figure also shows the pre- and post-fit distributions for the data (pre-fit: grey, post-fit
black) and the SM prediction (pre-fit: blue, post-fit: red). The top part of the figure shows
the cross sections and the bottom part the ratio of the data to the prediction. Statistical
uncertainties are displayed only for the post-fit distributions. The total post-fit systematic
uncertainty, including both the experimental and theoretical uncertainties, is given in orange.
The x-axis shows the bin number and all bins are displayed equidistant.

The post-fit distributions are determined from the pre-fit distributions by adding the sys-
tematic uncertainties according to their post-fit value é,-. They show a post-fit agreement
close to unity, with a reduced total systematic uncertainty.

The pre- and post-fit values of the 6, are shown in For most 6, only a small
difference is observed between pre- and post-fit. This indicates that the uncertainties corre-
sponding to these 0, were evaluated well. This is especially true for the jet and lepton experi-
mental systematic uncertainties and also for the systematic uncertainty on the normalization
procedure for the dominant backgrounds in the SR.

The NP data_syst FAKEMET_SYS describes the systematic uncertainty on the fake piss
background estimate and is pulled around 2¢ from its pre-fit value. This indicates that the
background or its uncertainty are most likely underestimated. This is also visible in the top
panel of where especially the first bin of the pre-fit data distribution shows a
difference (4 %) with respect to the post-fit prediction. This difference is attributed to the
underestimated fake prTniss background, which has the largest contribution in the first bin of
the spectrum. By pulling the NP, the fit compensates for the difference.

shows the results of the goodness-of-fit test for the differential production cross
sections as a function of boson pr for alle measured final states in the monojet and the VBF
phase spaces. In addition the result of a combined fit including all final states is also shown.
Good agreement is observed between the measured cross sections and the predictions. This
demonstrates that the measured data is described by the SM and no excess over the SM
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13. Quantitative Comparison of the Measured Cross Sections to the Standard Model
Predictions

predictions from potential BSM physics is observed within the uncertainties on the mea-
surement.

Region Monojet Zboson pr  VBF Zboson pr
x?/NDF  p-value  y2/NDF p-value

Z > w+jets 7.64/11 0.75 8.30/10  0.60
Z —ee+jets  256/9  0.98 436/7  0.74
Z — pp+jets 5.17/10  0.88 9.17/8  0.33
W —ev+jets 655/11  0.83 12.04/10 0.28
W — pv+jets 18.09/11 0.08 11.71/10  0.31
y + jets 11.96/11 037 2.47/10  0.99
Combined  77.57/68 0.20 52.52/60 0.74

Table 13.1.: Results of the goodness-of-fit test for the cross sections as a function of the boson
pr in the monojet and VBF phase spaces for the measured final states.
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Figure 13.1.: Pre- and post-fit distributions for both the data and the prediction in bins of the
Z boson pr in the monojet phase space for the Z — vv + jets final state. The
total systematic uncertainty includes both the experimental and the theoretical
uncertainties. The stastistical errors are only shown for the post-fit distribution.
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14. Interpretation of the Measured
Cross Sections in the Context of
Physics Beyond the Standard Model

The measured cross sections show good agreement with the SM predictions and no excess
due to BSM physics processes is observed. Therefore the data is used to constrain models for
BSM physics. In this section this is demonstrated for the example of a DM model with an
axial-vector mediator (DMA) (see [Section 2.3.2).

The goal is to determine the limitting parameters of the model, under which it is still
compatible with the measurement. To achieve this a hypothesis test is performed, which
quantifies how much more or less compatible the BSM plus SM hypothesis (H;) is with the
data than the SM-only hypothesis (H,). Then the CL, [145] method is used to set upper limits
on the BSM model. In the following a brief overview over the methodology is given [22].

In order to perform the hypothesis test a test statistic is defined. This test statistic is based
on a likelihood ratio, which is the most powerful test at given significance @, according to
the Neyman-Pearson lemma [[146]]. The test statistic [22] is constructed as

argmax; % (x| 1,0
t;=—2InA(f) = —2In gmax; (¥17.0)

(14.1)
argmax(;ff()_c) | Hsars 5)

using the likelihood function defined in Here i represents the BSM hy-
othesis and [isy; the SM-only hypothesis. The likelihoods are marginalised over the NPs

P
0.

The confidence level CL gives the probability of the test statistic t; being higher than what
was observed in data (t; ;1,s) under the assumption that H; is true [136]. It is defined as

CL () = I f(tz1i) dt. (14.2)
Lji obs

The distribution f (tﬁ | ﬁ) is determined by producing pseudo-experiments (toys) according
the statistical and systematic uncertainties in the measurement.

In principle the confidence level can be used to set limits on BSM physics, for example by
excluding models for which CL (ji) < 0.05. This would correspond to an exclusion at the
95 % confidence level [136]).

However, in cases where the data is inconsistent with H;, but also with Hy, it is more
conservative not to conclude from the data that H; is excluded. Furthermore if the data has
only little sensitivity to H; it would also be more conservative not to exclude H; based on

154



the data [136]]. Both these considerations are taken into account in the construction of the
CL; method, where CL; is defined as

CL(p
CLs () = %:) (14.3)

Here CLy is constructed from the same test statistic under the assumption that the back-
ground-only hypothesis (e.g. the SM hypothesis) is true. A small compatibility with H; or
a weak separation between H, and H;, will lead to larger values of CL,. Therefore the CL;
method delivers more conservative limits. The BSM hypothesis Hj is considered excluded, if
CL, < 0.05.

In the following the CL; method is used to set limits on the DMA model. The coupling
strength of the mediator to quarks is set to g, = 0.25 and the coupling to the DM particles
is set to g, = 1. These are the benchmark values recommended by the ATLAS+CMS Dark
matter forum and allow for comparability of the limits set by different analyses [57].

For this particular model, the mediator A does not couple to leptons or photons. There-
fore the DM signal is only expected to have contributions to the Z — vv + jets final state.
However the y + jets final state is also included in the hypothesis test to contribute addi-
tional constraining power on the systematic uncertainties. This improves the sensitivity.
The y + jets final state is chosen, as it is measured with the highest statistical and systematic
precision of all measured final states. The highest sensitivity is expected in the boson pr
distributions [57]] of the monojet and the VBF phase spaces, therefore these distributions are
used in the hypothesis test.

The two remaining open parameters of the model, the masses of the mediator m4 and of
the dark matter particle m,, are used to perform a signal scan. In this signal scan, the CL

value is calculated for a grid of signal points (m A mx). If CLs < 0.05 for a signal point, that
signal point is considered to be excluded.

The signal scan is first performed on pseudo-data, which is determined from the SM pre-
diction to understand the behaviour of the fit and limit setting procedure. Then the signal
scan is then performed on the cross sections measured from full Run 2 data.

The results of the signal scan are given in[Figure 14.1} which shows the m4 —m, mass plane.
The signal points are used to interpolate an exclusion contour. All signal points within the
contour are excluded at least at 95 % confidence level. The expected limits are determined
from the SM-only pseudo-data and are shown as a dashed line. The 1—o-band, which contains
68 % of the toys, is indicated in green and the 2 — o-band, which contains 95 % of the toys, is
indicated in yellow. The limits observed from the data are shown as a solid black line.

The expected upper limit for the mediator mass is my = 2260 GeV and the expected upper
limit for the DM particle is m;, = 660 GeV. The measured data excludes the mass param-
eters of the model with my < 2210GeV and m, < 600 GeV (observed limits). This is an
improvement over the previous best ATLAS results of 5% and 3 % respectively [[17]].

This result demonstrates the value of precise boson plus jet production cross section mea-
surements also for BSM physics interpretation. Especially the combination of several such
measurements in a coherent way helps to additionaly constrain systematic uncertainties and
improve the sensitivity.
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14. Interpretation of the Measured Cross Sections in the Context of Physics Beyond the
Standard Model
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Figure 14.1.: Exclusion limits on the axial vector mediator simplified DM model.

The result also shows the valuable contribution made by the measurement of the y + jets
final state, which was introduced here for the first time for a monojet-like search with ATLAS.

All measured production cross sections are published unfolded to particle level. This
means that other models for BSM physics can be easily tested against the measured data.
These can include for example other simplified DM models, for example with a different me-
diator particle [57], or models for vector-like quarks [147]]. The latter can benefit from this
measurement, as it predicts signal contributions to several of the final states measured here.
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15. Summary and Conclusion

Precise tests of the Standard Model are important to advance our knowledge of the fun-
damental particles and interactions. This includes validating and testing the modelling of
differential distributions by state-of-the art Monte Carlo generators. These tests also play an
important role in the search for Dark Matter. The existence of this elusive form of matter,
that makes up 23 % of the energy content in the universe, has been been confirmed by many
astrophysical observations. However the nature of Dark Matter is still unknown.

In the analysis presented here, differential cross sections of six processes including a boson
and at least one jet are measured at high boson transverse momentum using the full Run 2
dataset. These are Z — vv + jets, Z — ee + jets, Z — pup + jets, W — ev + jets, W — pv +
jets and y + jets. These processes allow to test the Standard Model and especially Quantum
Chromodynamics at high momentum transfers. Furthermore, measurements of the Z — vv
+ jets final state are used to search for Dark Matter, which would manifest itself as additional
signal contributions in this channel. The remaining boson plus jet processes are also impor-
tant in this context, since they constitute the dominant backgrounds to many searches for
beyond the Standard Model physics and their precise measurement will help to improve the
background modelling for future searches.

Differential cross sections for each boson plus jet process are measured in two phase space
regions that enhance different jet topologies. In the monojet phase space the boson is re-
quired to recoil against at least one high energetic jet - this is also the topology expected
from Dark Matter production. The differential cross section is measured as a function of the
boson pr. In the VBF phase space the electroweak vector boson fusion production channel is
enhanced. This channel has for example sensitivity to the invisible decay of the Higgs boson.
In the VBF phase space differential cross sections are measured as a function of boson pr,
the invariant mass of the two leading jets and the signed azimuthal angle between these jets.

An important part of the measurement is the precise estimation of contributions from
background processes. These can be grouped into backgrounds caused by fake objects and
backgrounds due to limited detector efficiency and acceptance.

Dedicated data-driven methods are used to provide a robust estimate of the fake back-
ground contributions in all regions. The fake prTniSS estimate with the Jet Smearing method,
the fake electron estimate with the matrix method and the fake photon estimate with the
2D-sideband method are discussed in detail.

For the backgrounds due to limited detector efficiency and acceptance a data-driven es-
timation method is employed, where the shape of the background is estimated using simu-
lation and the normalisation is extracted from control regions in data. The method is also
used to constrain systematic uncertainty contributions from the backgrounds to the mea-
sured cross section. In the Signal Region, which is the region expected to contain a potential
Dark Matter signal, the uncertainty contributions from these backgrounds were reduced sig-
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15. Summary and Conclusion

nificantly, thereby making this uncertainty subdominant.

All measured cross sections are corrected for detector-effects using iterative Bayesian un-
folding. This greatly facilitates the comparison of the measured cross sections with Standard
Model or beyond the Standard Model predictions.

The measured cross sections are used in a goodness-of-fit test to investigate the compat-
ibility with the Standard Model. Very good agreement is found in the fit, with p-values of
a combined fit across all regions in a given observable ranging from p = 0.20 to p = 0.74,
depending on the observable.

As no excess over the Standard Model predictions is observed, the measured data is used
to constrain a simplified Dark Matter model. CLs limits are set on Dark Matter produc-
tion with an axial-vector mediator coupling the Dark Matter to Standard Model quarks with
respective coupling strengths of g, = 1.0 and g, = 0.25. At 95% confidence level the ob-
served (expected) limits are my = 2210 GeV(2260 GeV) for the mass of the mediator and
m, = 600 GeV(660 GeV) for the mass of the Dark Matter particle.
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A. Additional Information on the
Object and Event Selection

A.1. Trigger Items

The trigger system forms the basis of most physics analyses performed with ATLAS. Many
trigger items targeting different event topologies exist and a brief overview of the naming
scheme relevant to this measurement is given in the following. The triggers names consist
of several field separated by an underscore. Consider e.g HLT xe110_mht_L1XE50. The first
field signifies that this trigger uses an HLT algorithm. The second field specifies the object, in
this case pTi% (= xe), and the minimum energy an object needs to have, in this case 110 GeV.
The third and following fields specify the specific configuration of this trigger, in this case
mht signifies that only hadronic jets were used in the calculation of p—rfliss. If the last field is
prefixed by L1it specifically gives the L1 trigger used to seed the event. Other possible values
for the different fields are given in[Table A.0] if they are relevant for this measurement. More
information is given in [[148]][76]][119].
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A. Additional Information on the Object and Event Selection

Field Values Description

1! (final trigger stage) HLT An HLT algorithm is used

2"d (object and threshold) | xeXX PSS trigger, minimum pSS of X X GeV
eXX single electron trigger, minimum pr of XX GeV
gXX single photon trigger, minimum pr of XX GeV
jXX single jet trigger, minimum pr of XX GeV

3™ and following mht only jets used in the p calculation

(configuration) pufit local pile-up suppression
nod0 no cut on transverse impact parameter d,
lhmedium likelihood identification, medium working point
medium cut-based identification, medium working point
ivarloose variable cone isolation, loose working point
etcut only cut on the electromagnetic cluster Ey

last (L1 seed) LIXEXX L1 piSS trigger, minimum pisS of X X GeV
L1IEMXXVH | L1 electromagnetic trigger,

minimum pr of XXGeV,
varying threshold (V) and hadronic isolation (H)

Table A.0.: Glossary of trigger item name

fields. Other working points for the likeli-

hood and cut-based identification include very loose (vloose), loose and tight

[148] [76]) [119].
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B. Reducible Backgrounds - Additional
Studies and Figures

B.1. Multijet Background

B.1.1. Additional Control Region Plots
shows the comparison between data, MC simulation and the normalised pseudo-

data as a function of pI* in the monojet phase space.
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Figure B.1.: p™isS distribution in the multijet CR in the monojet phase space in the SR for col-
lision data, MC simulation and normalised pseudo-data in dark blue. The bottom
part of the figure shows the ratio of the data and the sum of the various process
predictions, with the statistical uncertainty on the data shown in grey and the
statistical uncertainty on the predictions shown in black. The systematic uncer-
tainty on the background estimate is shown as a shaded band.
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B. Reducible Backgrounds - Additional Studies and Figures

B.1.2. Results of the background estimate - Figures
shows the results of the fake p™i** estimate in the VBF phase space in the SR.
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Figure B.2.: Relative contribution of the multijet background to SR as a function of p%S (top
left), Agj; (top right) and m;; (bottom) in the VBF phase space. The statistical

uncertainty is shown as error bars on the points and the systematic uncertainty
on the background estimate is shown as a grey hashed band.
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B.1. Multijet Background

B.1.3. Results of the Background Estimate - Tables

|Table B.2| and |Table B.2| show the result of the fake p™ background estimate in the SR for
the monojet and the VBF phase space.

Observable Background Estimate

PT°° [GeV] Monojet VBF
200-240 15960 6902
240-300 3585 1855
300-380 514 134
380-470 74 8
470-570 9 1

>570 <3 <1
Total 20145 8901

Table B.2.: Multijet background estimate in the SR region for p™i** for the monojet and VBF
phase spaces.

Observable Background Estimate Observable Background Estimate

m;; [GeV] VBF  Ag; [%’] VBF
200-270 235 [1.0,-0.9] 841
270-380 2037  [-0.9,-0.8] 1836
380-510 3167  [-0.8,-0.7] 1001
510-660 1614  [-0.7,-0.6] 435
660-840 735 [-0.6,0.] 468
840-1040 517 [0.0.6] 1023

1040-1270 279 [0.6,0.7] 208

1270-1520 105  [0.7,0.8] 1250

1520-1810 132 [0.8,0.9] 1536

~1810 80  [0.9,1.0] 303
Total 8901 8901

Table B.2.: Multijet estimate in the SR region for m;; and A¢;; in the VBF.
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B. Reducible Backgrounds - Additional Studies and Figures

B.1.4. Additional validation region plots

Figure B.3|shows the comparison between data, MC simulation and the fake p%liss estimate
for the observables in the VBF phase space.
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Figure B.3.: Comparison of data and MC in the multijet VR for the SR. Top row: pTiss (left

panel) and Ag; (right panel) distributions in the VBF phase space. Bottom row:
m;; distribution in the VBF ps.
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B.2. Beam-induced Background

B.2. Beam-induced Background

[Table B.3|and [Table B.3| show the result of the fake BIB background estimate in the SR for
the monojet and the VBF phase space.

Observable Background Estimate

PT° [GeV] Monojet VBF
200-240 5106 1261
240-300 1609 257
300-380 359 40
380-470 61 8

>470 30 15
Total 7165 1581

Table B.3.: BIB estimate for p™ in the monojet and VBF phase spaces.

Observable Background Estimate Observable Background Estimate

m;; [GeV] VBF A [%’] VBF
200-270 271 [-1.0,-0.9] 31
270-380 346 [-0.9,-0.8] 44
380-510 234 [-0.8,-0.7] 64
510-660 177 [-0.7,-0.6] 43
660-840 141 [-0.6,0.] 631

840-1040 85  [0.,0.6] 603

1040-1270 56 [0.6,0.7] 42

1270-1520 74 [0.7,0.8] 39

1520-1810 67  [0.8,0.9] 49

~1810 130 [0.9,1.0] 35
Total 1581 1581

Table B.3.: BIB estimate in the SR region for m;; and A¢;; in the VBF phase space.
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B. Reducible Backgrounds - Additional Studies and Figures

B.3. Fake Photon Background

B.3.1. Addition Information on the Shower Shape Identification

Category Description Name Usage
Hadronic leakage Ratio of Ey in the first layer of the hadronic calorimeter to Ry, ely
Er of the EM cluster (used over the ranges || < 0.8 and
Inl > 1.37)
Ratio of Er in the hadronic calorimeter to Ey of the EM Ri.g ey

cluster (used over the range 0.8 < || < 1.37)

EM third layer Ratio of the energy in the third layer to the total energy in f e
the EM calorimeter

EM second layer  Ratio of the sum of the energies of the cells contained in a R e/y
3 x 7 5 x ¢ rectangle (measured in cell units) to the sum of
the cell energies in a 7 x 7 rectangle, both centred around
the most energetic cell

Lateral shower width, \/ (ZEn?)/(ZE) — (ZEm;)/(ZE))?, w, ey

where E; is the energy and #; is the pseudorapidity of cell i
and the sum is calculated within a window of 3 x 5 cells

Ratio of the sum of the energies of the cells contained in a Ry ely
3 x 3 1 x ¢ rectangle (measured in cell units) to the sum of

the cell energies in a 3 x 7 rectangle, both centred around

the most energetic cell

EM first layer Total lateral shower width, \/(ZE;(i — ina)2)/(CE;), where i Wy ot ey
runs over all cells in a window of Ap = 0.0625 and i,, is the
index of the highest-energy cell

Lateral shower width, \/(E (i — iy )?)/(2E,), where i runs W3 Y
over all cells in a window of 3 cells around the
highest-energy cell

Energy fraction outside core of three central cells, within fiide Y
seven cells

Difference between the energy of the cell associated with AE, Y
the second maximum, and the energy reconstructed in the

cell with the smallest value found between the first and

second maxima

Ratio of the energy difference between the maximum E. .60 ely
energy deposit and the energy deposit in a secondary
maximum in the cluster to the sum of these energies

Ratio of the energy measured in the first layer of the fi ely
electromagnetic calorimeter to the total energy of the EM
cluster

Table B.3.: Discriminating variables used for electron and photon identification. The usage
column indicates if the variables are used for the identification of electrons, pho-
tons, or both. Adapted from [79].
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B.3. Fake Photon Background
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Figure B.4.: Calorimeter isolation energy distribution in y+jets AM region and the VBF phase
space without the calorimeter isolation requirement applied for events in data
with tight leading photons (black), non-tight leading photons (blue, normalized
to the tight data in E%"”e‘m — 0.002E7 > 10). The sum of the simulation and non-
tight data (yellow) adequately describes the tight data.

B.3.2. Additional isolation energy distributions

shows the data distribution (black) of the calorimeter isolation variable in the
y+jets AMregion. Also shown are a template for the fake photons (blue) and the sum (yellow)
of the MC simulation used to model the prompt photons and the fake photon template. The
fake photon template has been derived by requiring the non-tight identification instead of
the tight identification on the signal photon. To allow for a shape comparison, the template
is normalised to the data for E{*"*4" — 0.022E1 > 10.
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Figure B.5.: Track isolation energy distribution in y+jets AM region and the VBF phase space
without the track isolation requirement applied for events in data with tight lead-
ing photons (black), non-tight leading photons (blue, normalized to the tight data

cone20

in py —0.05x Er > 10. The sum of the simulation and non-tight data (yellow)
adequately describes the tight data.

shows the data distribution (black) in the y+jets AM region without the track
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B. Reducible Backgrounds - Additional Studies and Figures

isolation cut applied. The figure also shows a fake template (blue) derived by requiring the
non-tight identification instead of the tight identification on the signal photon and the sum
of the simulation prediction and the fake template (yellow). To allow for a shape comparison,

the fake template is normalized to the tight data for p§*2% — 0.05 x Ey > 10.

B.3.3. Additional signal leakage distributions
The leakage fractions for the distributions in the VBF phase space are shown in
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Figure B.6.: Signal leakage for regions B (red), C (yellow) and D in the VBF phase space as
function of p"** (top left), Ad;; (top right) and m;; (bottom).
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B.3.4. Additional Purity Distributions

B.3. Fake Photon Background

Figure B.7|shows the purity of the y+jets AM region for the distributions in the VBF phase

Space.
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Figure B.7.: Purity as a function of py
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(top left), m;; (top right) and A¢;; (bottom) in the VBF

phase space. The gray bands show the systematic uncertainty on the background

estimate.

B.3.5. Additional Uncertainty Distributions

Definition of the non-tight identification

The relative systematic uncertainty on the fake photon estimate in the VBF phase space due

to the definition of the loose!" identification is shown in Figure B.10:
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B. Reducible Backgrounds - Additional Studies and Figures
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Residual Correlations between Isolation and Identification

The leakage fractions used to determine the correlation factor R in the VBF phase space are

shown in The relative systematic uncertainty on the fake photon estimate in the

VBF phase space due to the residual correlations between the identification and the isolation

is shown in [Figure B.10
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B.3. Fake Photon Background
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Figure B.9.: Leakage fractions used to determine the correlation factor R in the VBF phase
space as function of pg miss (top left), Ag;; (top right) and m;; (middle left).
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Figure B.10.: Relative uncertainty on the fake photon background due to residual correlations

between isolation and identification in the VBF phase space as function of piss
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Dependence of the leakage fractions on the MC generator

Figure B.11|shows a comparison of the leakage fractions determined with SHERPA and PyTHIA
in the VBF phase space. The resulting relative uncertainty on the fake photon estimate is

shown in [Figure B.12
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B.4. Fake Electron Background

B.4. Fake Electron Background

B.4.1. Additional Real Efficiency Plots

This section shows the real efficiency maps for the 2015/16 (Figure B.13) and 2018
ure B.14) data periods.
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Figure B.13.: Real electron efficiency as a function of p and 7 for the 2015/16 data period.
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Figure B.14.: Real electron efficiency as a function of pr and 5 for the 2018 data period.
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B.4.2. Smoothness of the Estimate
shows the pr distribution of fake electrons predicted by the matrix method in

the validation region. It is visible that the lepton distribution is smooth, apart from statistical
fluctuations when moving from one trigger region the next. This demonstrates that varying
baseline definition due to the changing trigger selection does not impact the final result.
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Figure B.15.: py distribution of fake electrons predicted by the matrix method in the valida-
tion region.
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B.4. Fake Electron Background

B.4.3. Additional Fake Efficiency Plots
This section shows the fake efficiency maps for the 2015/16 and 2018
data periods.
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Figure B.16.: Fake electron efficiency as a function of electron pr and n for the 2015/16 data
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Figure B.17.: Fake electron efficiency as a function of electron pr and 75 for the 2018 data
period.

177



B. Reducible Backgrounds - Additional Studies and Figures

B.4.4. Additional Fake Background Estimate Results
This section shows the results tables for the fake electron background estimate (Table B.17).

Table B.17.: Fake electron background estimate in the W — ev + jets AM region for pt
for the monojet and VBF phase spaces.

178

Observable Background Estimate (£stat. +syst.)

P [GeV] Monojet VBF
200-240 8547 (1.8%) £801 £633 1391 (2.0 %) +282 +96
240-300 5958 (1.8 %) £561 441 1028 (2.0 %) +238 +80
300-380 2820 (1.8 %) £349 £210 467 (1.8 %) +113 £36
380-470 2095 (3.6 %) £257 +156 486 (5.0 %) +167 £38
470-570 775 (3.7 %) £171 £58 105 (2.8 %) +20 +8
570-670 496 (6.5 %) 130 +117 119 (8.4 %) £63 +23
670-790 210 (6.1 %) 89 £50 12 (1.7 %) 15 £2
790-910 87 (7.1%) +5 +21 14 (6.2 %) 1 +3
910-1040 45 (8.1%) +1 #11 7 (5.7%) +1 +1

1040-1180 25 (9.6 %) +1 +6 3(5.1%) 1 +

1180-1330 14 (13.5%) +1 +3 4(10.6 %) +1 +1

1330-2600 14 (21.9%) +1 +3 0 (0.0 %) +0 +0
Total 21086 3636

miss

The relative contribution is given in

brackets. The first uncertainty column gives the statistical, the second column
the systematic uncertainty.



B.4. Fake Electron Background
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Figure B.18.: Relative uncertainty on the fake electron background estimate due to the fake
miss miss

efficiency as a function of pt™*° (top left) in the monojet phase space and py

(top right), m;; (bottom left) and A¢;; (bottom right) in the VBF phase space.

B.4.5. Additional Relative Systematic Uncertainty Distributions

This section shows additional relative systematic uncertainty distributions (Figure B.18).

179



C. Background Contributions due to
Limited Detector Efficiency and
Acceptance - Additional Studies and
Figures

C.1. Relative tf Contribution

shows the relative contribution of # events to the total background due to top

miss :

quark decays as a function of p7"** in the monojet phase space in the SR, the W — ev + jets

AM region and the W — pv + jets AM region.
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Figure C.1.: Relative contribution of # events to the total top background as a function of
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Pr

miss

in the monojet phase space in the SR (top), the W — ev + jets AM region

(bottom left) and the W — pv + jets AM region (bottom right).



C.2. Signal Region Backgrounds - Additional figures

C.2. Signal Region Backgrounds - Additional figures

C.2.1. Pre-fit plots

The comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs is shown in as a function of

miss,real

Pr

in [Figure C.4

in the VBF phase space, in

the measured

Figure C.3|as a function of m;; in the VBF phase space and
as a function of A¢;; in the VBF phase space. The top panel of each plot shows
data (black points) and the MC simulation predictions. The bottom panel shows

the ratio of data and the total prediction. The shaded bands show the experimental (red) and
theoretical (blue) systematic uncertainties on the MC simulation. Good shape agreement and
a constant normalisation offset is observed for the W — ev + jets CR (top left), W — puv + jets
CR (top right) and W — v + jets CR (bottom left)
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Figure C.2.: Comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs used to constrain and validate

the dominant backgrounds as a function of

PP i1 the SR in the VBF phase

space. The bands show the experimental (red) and theoretical (blue) systematic
uncertainties. The black error bars show the combined statistical uncertainty on
the data and the MC simulation. Top left panel: W — ev + jets CR, top right
panel: W — pv + jets CR, bottom left panel: W — v + jets CR, bottom right
panel: top CR.
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C. Background Contributions due to Limited Detector Efficiency and Acceptance -
Additional Studies and Figures
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Figure C.3.: Comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs used to constrain and validate
the dominant backgrounds as a function of mj; in the SR in the VBF phase space.
The bands show the experimental (red) and theoretical (blue) systematic uncer-
tainties. The black error bars show the combined statistical uncertainty on the
data and the MC simulation. Top left panel: W — ev + jets CR, top right panel:
W — pv + jets CR, bottom left panel: W — 7v + jets CR, bottom right panel: top
CR.
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Figure C.4.: Comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs used to constrain and validate
the dominant backgrounds as a function of A¢;; in the SR in the VBF phase space.
The bands show the experimental (red) and theoretical (blue) systematic uncer-
tainties. The black error bars show the combined statistical uncertainty on the
data and the MC simulation. Top left panel: W — ev + jets CR, top right panel:

W — pv + jets CR, bottom left panel: W — 7v + jets CR, bottom right panel: top
CR.

C.2.2. Post-fit figure

The consistency of the normalisation factors ky for the backgrounds in the VBF phase space
is verified by comparing the agreement of data and the normalised MC simulation samples.
This is shown in [Figure C.5/as a function of p7"**, in[Figure C.6|as a function of m;; and in
Figure C.7|as a function of A¢;; together with the systematic uncertainties.
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C. Background Contributions due to Limited Detector Efficiency and Acceptance -
Additional Studies and Figures
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Figure C.5.: Comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs used to constrain and validate
+jets region in the VBF phase space. The
shaded bands show the systematic uncertainties on the theory predictions. Top
left panel: W — ev + jets CR, top right panel: W — pv + jets CR, bottom left
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Figure C.6.: Comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs used to constrain and vali-
date the dominant backgrounds in the m;; region in the VBF phase space. The
shaded bands show the systematic uncertainties on the theory predictions. Top
left panel: W — ev + jets CR, top right panel: W — pv + jets CR, bottom left
panel: W — 7v + jets CR, bottom right panel: top CR.
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Figure C.7.: Comparison of data and MC simulation in the CRs used to constrain and vali-
date the dominant backgrounds in the A¢;; region in the VBF phase space. The
shaded bands show the systematic uncertainties on the theory predictions. Top
left panel: W — ev + jets CR, top right panel: W — pv + jets CR, bottom left
panel: W — zv + jets CR, bottom right panel: top CR.
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C.3. Correlations Introduced by the Background Normalisation

C.3. Correlations Introduced by the Background
Normalisation

The background subtraction procedure introduces correlations between the SR and the W —
ev + jets AM and W — puv + jets AM regions. This happens because the W — ev + jets CR
(W — pv + jets CR) and the W — ev + jets AM region (W — pv + jets AM region) are not
orthogonal, but have overlapping event selectionsEl and share events. The size and origin of
these correlations is discussed in this section for the W — ev + jets CR as an example, the
conclusions also hold for the W — puv + jets CR.

The correlation between the pi** distribution in W — ev+ jets AM region and the pT' iss,real

distribution in the W — ev + jets CR is calculated using the bootstrap method and shown in
for the monojet phase space. It is clearly visible by the shifted diagonal that
both distributions are correlated. The shift is explained by the different definition of the
observables, where pfisS in the W — ev + jets AM region is calculated by adding the electron

miss

pr to the pT iss.real Thjs typically leads to p™** > p}’ iss.real for o given event.
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Figure C.8.: Correlation between p7">* in the W — ev + jets AM region and py in the
W — ev + jets CR. Lighter colours indication a higher degree of correlation.

1Seefor the definition of the W — ev + jets AM region and for the definition of the W — ev
+ jets CR.
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This correlation with the W — ev + jets AM region also propagates to the background-
subtracted data in the SR region via the normalization factors determined from the W — ev
+ jets CR. To understand the impact on the SR, the bootstrap method is used to determine the
correlations between the background-subtracted data in the SR and background-subtracted
data in the W — ev + jets AM region for the case where the backgrounds are not normalized
with the ky and the case where the normalization is applied. The result is shown in[Figure C.9|
for the pis* distribution in the monojet phase space. The top panel of[Figure C.9|shows the
correlation for the case of purely MC simulation based subtraction, without application of the
normalization factors. As expected, no correlation is observed, since the SR and the W — ev
+ jets AM region are defined orthogonal. The bottom panel shows the correlation for the
case of background subtraction where the MC samples have been scaled with normalization
factors determined above. In this case a small anti-correlation is observed, mostly between
PIISS of 240 GeV and 470 GeV in the W — ev + jets AM region and p™® between 200 GeV
and 670 GeV in the SR. The anti-correlation is caused by the fact that an increased number of
correlated events in the W — ev + jets AM region, leads to a larger normalization factor. The
larger normalization factor leads to the subtraction of more background and hence a reduced
number of events in the SR. The localization of the anti-correlation can be understood as

well. The value of the normalization factor is mostly determined by the first few bins of the
miss,real

distribution in the W — ev + jets CR, since they have the highest statistics. This
means that the normalization factor is correlated to these bins. As shown in the
lowest piiSS bins in the W — ev + jets CR are correlated to the bins between 240 GeV and
470 GeV in pSS in the W — ev + jets AM region.

The correlation introduced by the background subtraction procedure between SR and the
W — ev+jets AM (W — uv + jets AM) region are relatively small and are localized to a few
bins. However they are fully taken into account, thanks to the bootstrap method, which is
consistently used in all steps of the analysis.
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D. Detector-level Modelling of the

Measured Observables - Additional
Figures

In this chapter the detector level comparison of the measured data and the different con-
tributions from MC simulation and the background estimates is shown. [Figure D.1| shows
the p™i* distribution in the monojet phase space. |Figure D.2[, |Figure D.3| and [Figure D.4|
respectively show the piss, A¢;; and m; distributions in the VBF phase space.
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Figure D.1.: Comparison between data, the signal MC simulation, the data-constrained back-

ground MC simulation and the fake background estimates as a function of piss
in the monojet phase space in the SR (top left), the y+jets AM region (top right),
the W — ev+ jets AM region (middle left), the W — pv + jets AM region (middle
right), the Z — ee + jets AM region (bottom left) and the Z — pup + jets AM
region (bottom right). The error bars include the statistical uncertainty on the
data, the MC simulation and the fake background estimates. The experimental

(grey) and theoretical (red) systematic uncertainties are shown as hashed bands.
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Figure D.2.: Comparison between data, the signal MC simulation, the data-constrained back-
ground MC simulation and the fake background estimates as a function of piHss
in the VBF phase space in the SR (top left), the y+jets AM region (top right), the
W — ev + jets AM region (middle left), the W — pv + jets AM region (middle
right), the Z — ee + jets AM region (bottom left) and the Z — pp + jets AM
region (bottom right). The error bars include the statistical uncertainty on the
data, the MC simulation and the fake background estimates. The experimental
(grey) and theoretical (red) systematic uncertainties are shown as hashed bands.
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Figure D.3.: Comparison between data, the signal MC simulation, the data-constrained back-
ground MC simulation and the fake background estimates as a function of A¢;;
in the VBF phase space in the SR (top left), the y+jets AM region (top right), the
W — ev + jets AM region (middle left), the W — pv + jets AM region (middle
right), the Z — ee + jets AM region (bottom left) and the Z — pup + jets AM
region (bottom right). The error bars include the statistical uncertainty on the
data, the MC simulation and the fake background estimates. The experimental
(grey) and theoretical (red) systematic uncertainties are shown as hashed bands.
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Figure D.4.: Comparison between data, the signal MC simulation, the data-constrained back-
ground MC simulation and the fake background estimates as a function of m;;
in the VBF phase space in the SR (top left), the y+jets AM region (top right), the
W — ev + jets AM region (middle left), the W — pv + jets AM region (middle
right), the Z — ee + jets AM region (bottom left) and the Z — pp + jets AM
region (bottom right). The error bars include the statistical uncertainty on the
data, the MC simulation and the fake background estimates. The experimental
(grey) and theoretical (red) systematic uncertainties are shown as hashed bands.
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E. Additional Unfolding Studies

E.1. Detector Response Matrices

Figure E.1|shows example response matrices for the pisS, the A¢;; and the m;; distribution

in the VBF phase space.
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Figure E.1.: Examples for detector response matrices for the prrniss distribution (top panel),
the A¢;; distribution and the m;; distribution in the VBF phase space.
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E. Additional Unfolding Studies

E.2. Purity and Stability

Two important quantities of the response matrix A that help to judge the amount of migra-

tions are the purity and stability of matched events ﬂ The purity is defined as the fraction of
events in a bin on detector level that are in the same bin on particle level, or

Ajj
ity = E.1
purity; S Aj (E.1)

and allows to judge what fraction of events in a bin on detector level actually stem from the
corresponding bin on particle level. 1—purity; gives the fraction of events migrating in from
a neighbouring particle level bin.

The stability is defined as the fraction of events in a bin on particle level that are in the
same bin on detector level

stability; = ZAZ“ (E.2)
i A1)

and allows to judge what fraction of the events remains in a given particle level bin and what
fraction migrates out, the latter being given by 1 — stability.

shows the purity (top panel) and stability (bottom panel) for 5 in the monojet
phase space in all regions. In general both the purity and stability are high (above 50 %) with

decreasing values towards lower prrniss, where the binning of the distributions becomes finer,
which leads to a slight increase in migrations. In all distributions jumps can be observed in
the lowest bin, which are caused by the phase-space boundary. The underflow bins added for
the unfolding process ensure that these jumps occur outside of the range of the measurement.
Furthermore it is visible that the purities are very similar in all regions of the measurement.
The reason for this is that the modelling of the boson pr on particle level is very similar for
all processes. The differences observed in the stability for the different processes is a direct

consequence of the varying detector resolution for different particles in the final state.

'There are several ways to define the diagnostic quantities used to understand the unfolding procedure. The
definitions chosen here try to separate the migration effects of the unfolding from the matching efficiency

effects (discussed in section |Section 11.2.2)) to easier understand the impact of the two.
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E. Additional Unfolding Studies

E.3. Efficiency Distributions

shows the unfolding efficiencies for all regions and distributions in the monojet
and VBF phase spaces.
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Figure E.3.: Efficiency distributions in all regions for p™* in the monojet phase space (top

left), p%liss in the VBF phase space (top right), Ag;; in the VBF phase space (bottom
left), m;; in the VBF phase space (bottom right).
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E.3. Efficiency Distributions

E.3.1. Fake Fraction Distributions

shows the unfolding fake fractions for all regions and distributions in the monojet
and VBF phase spaces.
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Figure E.4.: Fake fraction distributions in all regions for p™° in the monojet phase space

(top left), pfrmss in the VBF phase space (top right), A¢;; in the VBF phase space
(bottom left), m;; in the VBF phase space (bottom right).

E.3.2. Bias due to Mismodelling of Hidden Observables

The hidden observable test is used to quantify the impact of observables that are not directly
used in the unfolding, but could impact the unfolded result indirectly due to poor modelling.
Examples for these hidden variables are the pr, n and ¢ of jets and leptons.

The test is performed similar to the data-driven closure test discussed in the previous sec-
tion. An alternative MC simulation sample is constructed for each hidden variable in each
phase space, by reweighting the MC simulation event-by-event such that the agreement be-
tween data and MC simulation is close to perfect for the hidden variable. The reweight-
ing functions are determined with the algorithm developed for the data-driven closure test.
As an example the jet multiplicity distribution before (left) and after (right) reweighting is
shown inFigure E.5 While there is a strong shape discrepancy in the unreweighted case the
reweighted MC simulation shows good agreement with the efficiency-corrected data.
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Figure E.5.: Comparisons between matched MC simulation and efficiency-corrected data the
for jet multiplicity distribution in the monojet phase space in the Z — pp + jets
AM region. The unreweighted MC simulation is shown in the left panels, the
final reweighted MC simulation is shown in the right panels.

The alternative MC simulation sample is treated as pseudo-data and for each observable
in the measurement the detector level spectrum determined from the pseudo-data is un-
folded with the nominal MC simulation. The unfolded result is then compared to the particle
level spectrum of the observable in pseudo-data. The major difference to the data-driven
closure test, is that the observables are not directly reweighted, but indirectly via the hid-
den variables. Any deviations are treated as systematic uncertainties. The final systematic
uncertainty for a given observable in a given region and phase space is constructed by sym-
metrizing the single uncertainties derived for each hidden variable and the summing them
quadratically.

E.3.3. Signal injection Ttest

One goal of this measurement is to use the unfolded data to search for BSM physics. Therefore
it is important to verify that the unfolding procedure has no major impact on potential signals
of BSM physics that might be present in the measured data.

To verify that no bias is introduced on these BSM signals a signal injection test is per-
forme(fl The test is performed representatively in the SR and two different signals are in-
jected.. For each signal pseudo-data is created by adding the detector spectrum of the BSM
signal to the nominal SM signal MC simulation sample (Z — vv + jets) in the SR.
shows the nominal SM signal MC simulation sample plus the injected BSM signal (blue) to-
gether with the nominal SM signal alone (black) for the pi'sS distribution in the monojet
phase space. The bottom part of each panel shows the ratio of the two. Each test signal
exhibits different features. While the pseudo-scalar mediator DM model DMP (left panel) is
distributed over the bulk of the distribution, the DMA model signal (right panel) are more

2This is non-trivial, since the BSM signal can not be accounted for when constructing the migration matrix
and the efficiency and fake corrections.
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E.3. Efficiency Distributions
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Figure E.6.: Comparison of the detector level distributions of the nominal SM signal plus the
BSM signal (blue) and the BSM signal alone (black) in SR in the monojet phase
space. Left panel: pseudo-scalar model with m = 1 GeV and mp = 50 GeV. Right
panel: axial-vector model with m = 1 GeV and mp = 700 GeV.

prominent in the tail. The DMA model signal point has been chosen such that it has a very
large signal contribution as an example for an extreme signal case.

The impact of the injected signals is tested by unfolding the pseudo-data (nominal SM
signal + BSM signal) with the nominal signal MC alone. The unfolded distribution is then
compared to the particle level distribution of the pseudo-data. The results of the comparison
are shown in For the DMP model a negligible bias of < 0.5% is observed, for
the extreme signal case of the DMA model a slightly larger bias is observed, which still is
below < 2.0 %. However, if a signal of the size of the DMA model point chosen here would
be observed on detector level in data, the analysis strategy would be modified accordingly to
account for the discovery of BSM physics. For a more realistic case like the DMP model, the
impact of the unfolding on a potential signal is negligible.

E.3.4. Additional reweighted distributions of the data-driven closure
test

shows two more examples of reweighted distributions. The top panels show the
agreement between the matched MC simulation and the efficiency-corrected data before (left)
and after (right) the reweighting for the A¢;; distribution in the VBF phase space in the W —
ev + jets AM region. The bottom panels show the same for the pis® distribution in the
monojet phase space in the Z — ee + jets AM region. In all cases good agreement is observed
after the reweighting. Please note that discrepancies in a few bins are acceptable, since no
perfect agreement is necessary to perform the data-driven closure test.
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E. Additional Unfolding Studies
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E.3. Efficiency Distributions
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Figure E.8.: Comparisons between matched MC simulation and efficiency-corrected data for
A¢;;in the VBF phase space in the W — ev + jets AM region (top panels) and priss
in the monojet phase space in the Z — ee + jets AM region (bottom panels). The
unreweighted MC simulation is shown in the left panels, the final reweighted
MC simulation is shown in the right panels.
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F. Measured Differential Cross Sections

This chapter shows all measured differential cross sections. [Figure F.1|shows the differential
cross sections as a function of the boson pr in the monojet phase space. [Figure F.2| [Figure F.4|

and [Figure F.3|show the differential cross sections as a function of the boson pr, m;; and A¢;;
in the VBF phase space.
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Figure F.1.: Differential cross sections as a function of the boson pr in the monojet phase
space for the Z — vv + jets (top left), the y + jets (top right), the W — ev + jets
(middle left), the W — pv + jets (middle right), the Z — ee + jets (bottom left)
and the Z — pp + jets (bottom right) final states. The cross sections predicted by
SHERPA are shown in blue. The statistical uncertainty on the cross section (black)
and the prediction (blue) is shown as error bars on the respective points. The
experimental (red) and theoretical (blue) systematic uncertainties are shown as
hashed bands.

205



F. Measured Differential Cross Sections

1

10

°|?° ET T[T T T T[T T T T[T T T DTE L R Y L R O
8 E = s
T‘{ 12 ¥5713TeV, 13001  —e— Data T‘{ 10" ys=13Tev,139.0fb"  —e— Data
9le’ E ; 38 SHERPA 9le’ = ) 32823 SHERPA
i ® Z-vv+jets, VBF ) ) Sl + jets, VBF ) )
10 :ﬁ* Vv T ets 7/, Experimental Uncertainty 10% %‘\ v lets 7/, Experimental Uncertainty
E F
1= Ky 10 ? .
E & F e
10" e *ﬁ 1 ? [N
£ e E e
107 = BN 10 E ~e=
E N N = e
10° : = 102 s
10 * R . o> . ,
I I o ld ) [ = 0= L L T TR T 1T
© 1 © 1 1 ——— ——
T = N R © 15[ =
<} N N 0 s e o} &&\ N N
S N R N A g s =] SN SN
o 9k \ R o 1 ? 3 T |
o 08k 3 N a E E
0.78 \ NI B o5+ o+ | v oy 1w oy Ly 1T
' 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 500 1000 1500 2000 2500
Z boson P, [GeV] Photon P, [GeV]
DTE <3 L I O Y O O B DTE 3L L Y O O O O
= 2L = =
T‘D 105 (5=13TeV,1390fb"  —e— Data To 1P V5=13TeV,139.01b"  —e— Data
ola" c ) 292 SHERPA gla” E ) 28 SHERPA
Sls wo ts, VBF ) , ks Eow- ts, VBF ) .
10 § ev + jets, 7//, Experimental Uncertainty 10 } HV +Jets 7/, Experimental Uncertainty
O g N
1? *» E
E &= 1=
10" S =
E & 10
102 R E
g % 0 \
107 = ' S B
e R R O O LRV 107 =
10 e ‘ b E ‘ 4 il
El | [ [ [ [ Cl [ T A A A AR A A AR N RN AN
P E— —— —— —— o 1 ———— }
8 g 14 .
3 3 1
o [ 0.9
a o o8
o8 NIRRT
' 500 1000 1500 2000 2500
W boson P, [GeV]
_QTE 3L L L I B O = _QTE ET T[T T T T[T T T T[T TT T IrTT]
‘_T‘-" 10 Vs=13TeV, 130.0 fb* e Data | ’_T‘-" 1ol 15=13Tev,1300M"  —e— Data
o] E 3% SHERPA 3 [=f =\ E 2™ SHERPA
i Z-.ee + jets, VBF B ) = s Z . pp + jets, VBF ) )
§‘; e+ jets '/, Experimental Uncertaint) . HH * Jets 7/, Experimental Uncertainty
1~ —
E ¥ 3
L y B 100
07 * N = E ®
EW® E LF s
vl ¥ 2 e e
E B8 E = S8
E 3 107 =
10° = — = 3
g ; E 107 M E
© = INRNAND © ;HM\HHHHHHH:
s E L . ryrOT,O,O,OOsOEO,OrO-
=] 5 =] B
= = 182 SRS
g T o095 ‘ W W
a é & ggR S
AANNNANNNY 078
00 2500 ' 500 1000 1500 2000 2500
Z boson P, [GeV] Z boson P, [GeV]

Figure F.2.: Differential cross sections as a function of the boson py in the VBF phase space for
the Z — vv + jets (top left), the y + jets (top right), the W — ev + jets (middle left),
the W — pv + jets (middle right), the Z — ee + jets (bottom left) and the Z — pp +
jets (bottom right) final states. The cross sections predicted by SHERPA are shown
in blue. The statistical uncertainty on the cross section (black) and the prediction
(blue) is shown as error bars on the respective points. The experimental (red) and
theoretical (blue) systematic uncertainties are shown as hashed bands.
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Figure F.3.:

Differential cross sections as a function of A¢;; in the VBF phase space for the
Z — vv+ jets (top left), the y + jets (top right), the W — ev + jets (middle left), the
W — pv + jets (middle right), the Z — ee + jets (bottom left) and the Z — pup +
jets (bottom right) final states. The cross sections predicted by SHERpPA are shown
in blue. The statistical uncertainty on the cross section (black) and the prediction
(blue) is shown as error bars on the respective points. The experimental (red) and
theoretical (blue) systematic uncertainties are shown as hashed bands.
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Figure F.4.: Differential cross sections as a function of m;; in the VBF phase space for the
Z — vv+ jets (top left), the y + jets (top right), the W — ev + jets (middle left), the
W — pv + jets (middle right), the Z — ee + jets (bottom left) and the Z — pp +
jets (bottom right) final states. The cross sections predicted by SHERPA are shown
in blue. The statistical uncertainty on the cross section (black) and the prediction
(blue) is shown as error bars on the respective points. The experimental (red) and
theoretical (blue) systematic uncertainties are shown as hashed bands.
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G. The Bootstrap Method

Statistical inference is a central part of this analysis and physics measurements in general.
However in the context of a particle physics measurement exact methods are often difficult to
employ, since the probability density function (PDF) are typically very complex or not known.
Examples for this are the correlation between two measurements of the same physics process
in different phase space regions, the determination of meaningful statistical uncertainties
on experimental systematic uncertainties or the determination of statistical uncertainties
and correlations between different bins of the measurement after detector-correcting the
measured data.

Bootstrapping[149] is a simple and powerful resampling technique that adresses this prob-
lem and allows to make inferences directly from the measured data or MC simulation, with
large computing power needed as the main cost. It is based on the empirical distribution
function and the plug-in principle. This chapter gives a brief introduction to bootstrapping
closely following [150] and [136], where more detailed information can be found.

G.1. The Empirical Distribution Function and the Plug-in
Principle

Following [150] if the underlying PDF F of a random sample x = (xq, X, ..., X;;) of size n is
not known, it can be estimated by the empirical distribution function F.

Fis defined as the distribution that assigns a probability of % to each of the x;. Thus an
“empirical probability” for an x; to occur is given by

Pye) = 2L (G1)

The plug-in principle states that a parameter 8 = t(F) of the underlying PDF F can be
estimated using the empirical distribution function F as

0=t(F). (G.2)

Typically the result of is only useful if it is possible to also determine the
standard error se; (6). While formulas exist for some simple statistics (e.g. the sample mean),
their derivation can become very complex for more complicated cases. Calculating the stan-
dard error is one very important use-case of Bootstrapping [150].
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G. The Bootstrap Method

G.2. Estimating the Standard Error using the Bootstrap
Method

The first step of the Bootstrapping algorithm described in [150] is to resample the original
random sample x by drawing n times from the empirical distribution function F function. This
creates a bootstrap replica

x* = (xfx§x§) (G.3)

Note that this sampling corresponds to drawing with replacement, so a given x; can appear
once, several times or not at all in x*. This process is repeated to create in total B replica.
The second step is to evaluate the parameter 6 = t(F ) for each bootstrap replica, giving B

bootstrapped parameters (éf , é; s 9}) In a third step the bootstrap estimate of the standard

error se; () is calculated as the sample standard deviation of the éj‘ determined from the
bootstrap replica using the plug-in principle

B 2 :
se;(6) = {Z [eg—e /(B- 1)} . (G.4)
b=1

This means that we have replaced the potentially difficult calculation of sej; (6) using math-

ematical means, by raw computing power to perform the calculation of G many times over
the independently fluctuated bootstrap replica and then use the simple calculation of the
standard deviation to get an estimate of se;(6) [150]. This is called the non-parametric boot-
strap, since only the empirical distribution function is used to draw the bootstrap replica. The
algorithm is demonstrated for a simple toy example in the following section.

Typically the bootstrap estimate of the standard error has only a small bias and a small
standard deviation, given a large enough number of bootstrap replica B [150]. The necessary
size of B is problem dependent and needs to be investigated case-by-case. In this measure-
ment, depending on the use-case and the available computation power for the given problem,
100 to 10 000 bootstrap replica are used.

G.2.1. Simple Example: Standard Error of the Mean

A simple example is given in this section to illustrate the estimate of the standard error of
the mean using bootstrapping. The sample F with unknown underlying PDF is shown in
the top left panel of The analytically calculated values of the mean and its error
(3.66 + 0.32) are also given.

The associated empirical distribution function Fis used to create 500 bootstrap replica. One
example is shown in the top right panel of together with the mean calculated for
this particular bootstrap replica.

To obtain the error of the mean of F, the mean is calculated for each bootstrap replica.
The distribution of means is shown in the bottom panel of The root-mean-square

The notation deviates from [[150] here.
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G.2. Estimating the Standard Error using the Bootstrap Method
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Figure G.1.: Top left: Sample F with unknown underlying PDF. Top right: Bootstrap replica
number 124. Bottom: Distribution of the means of all 500 bootstrap replicas.
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G. The Bootstrap Method

(RMS) of this distribution is used to estimate the standard error of the mean. The result if the
bootstrap estimate (3.66 + 0.32) agrees with the analytic calculation.
This example, while trivial, demonstrates the power of the bootstrap: The calculation of

the error of a quantity is replaced by many calculations of the quantity and the calculation
of the RMS.

G.3. Bootstrap Implementation used in this
Measurement

While the examples given so far assumed no previous knowledge on the underlying PDF
F, for a counting experiment, such as this analysis, it is known that the events in a given
bin follow a Poissonian distribution. This allows for a refined version of bootstrapping, the
so-called parametric bootstrap, presented in the following.

The idea behind the parametric bootstrap is to resample the underlying PDF F instead of
the empirical distribution function Fwhen creating the bootstrap replica. This is achieved by
creating B empty replica (Ry, Ry, ..., Rg) of each nominal histogram that is to be bootstrapped.
For each event with event weight wthat is filled in the nominal histogram Bbootstrap weights
(wbq, wh,, ..., wbp), one for each bootstrap replica histogram are randomly drawn from a
Poissonian

k
Pk, i) = %e_” > (why, why, ..., whp) (G.5)

with mean p = 1. Then the replica histograms are filled with the nominal event weight w
times the bootstrap weight (R, is filled with w x wb,, for n € (1,..., B)). The mean of y =1
ensures that each event is filled once on average. Note that this bootstrapping “on-the-fly” is
equivalent to bootstrapping the fully filled nominal histogram, since for a Poissonian P (k, N)
(corresponding to a bin with bin content N) it holds 78] that

P(k,p) ~ > P(k,1). (G.6)
N

The “on-the-fly” sampling has the advantage that the random number generator used to
draw the wb, can be re-initialized for each event with the corresponding run and event num-
ber (and the unique dataset ID in case of MC simulation). In this way each event is assigned
a unique set of Poisson weights that are always used whenever the event is filled into the
bootstrap replicas of a given histogram. This is is a powerful tool to correctly evaluate even
complex statistical correlations between bootstrapped histograms that share some or all of
their events, since the shared events will have the same statistical fluctuations in all boot-
strapped histograms. This is accomplished using the bootstrapping code given in [78].

In practice bootstrap histograms are created for every observable measured in any region
of the analysis, including all control regions, both in data and MC simulation. Then these
bootstraps are propagated through the whole analysis chain, allowing to correctly track all
statistical correlations and to properly include all source of statistical uncertainty along the
chain.
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Figure G.2.: Relative systematic uncertainty for m;; in the VBF phase space in the W — ev
+ jets AM region. Left panel: No statistical correlations are taken into ac-
count. Right panel: Statistical correlations taken into account with the bootstrap
method.

An advanced example of this is given in the next section, where it is demonstrated how
bootstrapping can be used to determine the statistical precision of systematic uncertainties.

G.3.1. Advanced Example: Statistical Errors on Systematic
Uncertainties

The propagation of a Gaussian systematic uncertainty, e.g. on the energy scale of jets, to a
measured observable, typically consists of shifting the affected quantity, e.g. the jet pr, by
+10 and recalculating the observable with the shifted jet pr. This leads to a shifted observ-
able, where some events have migrated into other bins, due to the systematic variation. The
shift in the observable is typically quantified by the relative systematic uncertainty, which is
calculated by dividing the shifted distribution by the nominal distribution.

For many applications it is necessary to determine the statistical uncertainty on the rel-
ative systematic uncertainty, since it is not a priori clear, if the observed shift is due to the
systematic variation or due to a statistical fluctuation in the event sample used to determine
it. This is however not trivial, since the shifted and the nominal spectrum are statistically
correlated and the correlations must be taken into account.

Bootstrapping is used to determine this statistical uncertainty and to properly take the cor-
relations into account. This is achieved by performing the division of the shifted histogram
by the nominal histogram replica-by-replica, thereby creating a new bootstrapped ratio his-
togram. From this the final relative systematic uncertainty is calculated by calculating the
average and RMS over all bootstrap replica in each bin and assigning the average as the cen-
tral value and the RMS as the statistical uncertainty. The result is shown in The
left panel show the relative systematic uncertainty calculated without taking the statistical
correlations into account and the right panel show the fully bootstrapped version of the same
quantity.
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