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1. Introduction

Top physics is an active research area, not least because them ass of the top quark is close
to the scale of electrow eak symm etry breaking. G iven that one expects theories beyond the
Standard M odel (SM ) to explain this sym m etry breaking, it follow s that the top sector isa
potentially sensitive probe of new physics e ects. Top quark production is also of interest
w ithin the SM , for precision m easurem ents of m asses and couplings, and as a background
to other processes.

Single top physics (in which a tor t is produced w ithout its accom panying antiparticle)
is of particular interest, given that the LO processes are all purely electroweak in nature.
T he corresponding diagram s are shown in gure 1, and there are three distinct produc-
tion m odes. The rst two are conventionally referred to as the s—and tchannel m odes
(depending on the nature of the exchanged W boson), and have been recently identi ed
(In com bination) at the Tevatron [1, 2]. The third m ode is that of W t production, and
is distinguished by the presence ofa W boson accom panying the single top quark in the

nal state. Tts cross—section is rather too an all to be observed at the Tevatron, but m akes
up about 20% of the total single top cross—section at the LHC , whilst the s<channelm ode
becom es negligble.

It isdesirable to isolate W tproduction for a num ber of reasons. F irstly, it is sensitive
to new physics e ects which m odify the W th vertex of the Standard M odel, but not to
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Figure 1: The three SM single top production m odes, shown at LO : (1) schannel production; (2)
tchannel production; (3) W t production. D ouble lines represent the top quark.

e ective 4-ferm Jon interactions (which m ainly a ect the s—and tchannelm odes). T hus, it
is in principle a di erent test of BSM theordes (see eg. [3] for a m odel=ndependent analy—
sis). Secondly, it o ers com plam entary inform ation on the W thvertex w ithin the Standard
M odel (eg. the value of the CKM m atrix elem ent Vi, In connection w ith the possibility of
a fourth generation [4, 5,6, 7, 8]). Furthem ore, W tproduction is a background to m any
processes, ncluding both neutral and charged H iggs boson production. In such cases one
m ust evaluate the sum of top pair production and W t production as a background, and it
is In portant that this be done consistently.

T he cross—sections for single top production In the s—and tchannelm odes have been
calculated at NLO in QCD in [9, 10,11, 12], with decay e ects studied In [13, 14, 15].
R ecently, the tchannelm ode was calculated at NLO in the four- avor schem e, In which
initial state bquarks are generated from gluon splitting [16]. TheW tcross—section was rst
considered In [17], and has also been calculated at NLO In QCD [18, 19]. Furthem ore all
three production m odes have been Im plam ented in the M CR@NLO software fram ew ork for
com bining NLO m atrix elam entsw ith a parton show er algorithm [20,21,22], including spin
correlations 1 the top decay products using the m ethod outlined in [23} . T his constitutes
the state of the art for the description of sihgle top physics’, com bining the reduction of
theoretical system atic uncertainties which result from adopting an NLO description of the
hard event w ith the high m ultiplicity, hadron-level events resulting from the parton shower
algorithm . T he latter can furthemm ore be interfaced w ith detector sim ulations.

The calculation of the W t mode at NLO is non-trivial (and its im plam entation in
M CQ@NLO isno exception), as discussed In [22], due to the fact that the W t production
process (at NLO ) interferes w ith tt production (at LO ), w ith decay of the t (or t quark
in the case of W t production). It becom es unclear whether it ism eaningfulto de neW t
production as a separate signal in its own right, or whether one should instead consider
com bining W t and tt production, ie. only consider given nal states com prised of W
bosons (or their decay products) and bquarks. T he latter approach has practical problem s

'For a recent study of spin correlations in single top production, see [24].
’The s- and tchannel processes at NLO were very recently interfaced with a parton shower in the
POW HEG fram ework [25].
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of itsown, and the question arises ofhow to obtain the theoretically m ost accurate descrip—
tion of W t production. In [22] two de nitions of the W tm ode were given, such that the
di erence between them m easures the Interference between W t and tt production. This
Interference is not guaranteed to be am all over all of phase space, but by com paring the
results obtained from the two codes it is possible to ascertain w hether or not it m akes sense
to be considering W tproduction as an independent process. T hisproblem is not explicitly
encountered in previous analyses of the W t m ode by experin ental collaborations, which
use LO M onte Carlo descriptions (based on the ve avor schem e, In which b quarks are
present In the initial state).

The ain of this paper is to further investigate these questions, and to nvestigate var—
Jous strategies of how to theoretically describe the W t m ode. There are two issues to
consider: the reduction of Interference between W tand tt production (ie. to what extent
the form er is wellde ned), and furthem ore whether W t can be e ciently isolated as a
signal or reduced as a background. T he answer to both of these questions depends on the
experin ental cuts applied. H owever, they are related issues in the sense that cuts used to
isolate the W tsignalw illalso In uence the interference between W t and tt production.

T he paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we recall the interference
problem between theW tand ttproduction processes. In section 3 we consider the isolation
of W t production as a signal, and show that for fairly loose cuts the W t cross—section is
visible above the scale dependence of the tt background, and that interference between the
tw 0 processes is am all. In section 4 we consider the case of W tproduction as a background
to a third process, that of a H iggs boson decaying to a o pair, and show that in this case
Interference e ects are also am all, such that one m ay consider W t and tt production as
distinct background processes. In section 5 we exam ine another approach fordescribbingW t
production, nam ely that of consistently com bining W t and tlike diagram s, and consider
the relative m erits w ith regpect to the M C@NLO calculation. W e discuss our results in
section 6 and conclide.

2. Interference problem

AtNLO InQCD ,theW tmode (shown atLO In gurel) includes the corrections shown In
gure 2. Such diagram s can also be thought of as the production of a top quark pair, w ith
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Figure 2: A subset of diagram s contrdbuting to W t production at NLO , consisting of top pair
production, w ith weak decay of one of the nal state top particles.
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decay of the t (or tquark in the case of single antitop production in association with a W
boson). A problem then occurs if the invariant m ass of the nalstate W b system is close
to the top m ass, In that the propagator for the Interm ediate top particle becom es large.
M ore speci cally, theW tand ttcrosssectionsarewellde ned atLO ,with y +< . The
NLO correction to W t, ncluding the diagram s shown In gure 2, then represents a huge
correction, e ectively undem ining the perturbative description of the W t m ode. T here
are two m ain view points for how to dealw ith this problem .

The rst,and at rstsight them ost theoretically rigorous approach, is to conclude that
W tproduction does not exist, and that its status as an independent production process is
an accident of perturbation theory at leading order. O ne then considers given nalstates,
and sum s all possible Feynm an diagram s to a given order in g and gy which lead to
those nalstates. In this case the relevant nalstatesareW W band W W o, ie. where b
m ay denote (anti-bottom quarks as appropriate’, and W W denotesW *W . D isregard-
ng other backgrounds, the W W b state receives contrbutions from LO W tproduction (as
depicted in gure 1, follow ing decay of the top), whereas W W b receives contributions
from NLO W t graphs as well as LO tt graphs. However, the use of the tetm s W t (or
tt) production does not really m ake sense In this view point, as only given nal states are
physically m eaningful. A lthough this approach naturally incorporates interference e ects,
it su ers from severe phenom enological and technical problem s in practice. In particular,
corrections to the W W b nalstate arisihg from NLO Q CD contributions to tt production
(follow ed by decay of both top particles) have not been com puted in the above superposi-
tion of W tand tt. H owever, these corrections are known to be large for tt production (as
we w il see), signi cantly 1lim iting the accuracy of the description if they are not included.

T here are also practical reasons why separation of W t and tt production is useful. If
one is trying to isolate single top production as a signal, one w ishes to e ciently obtain
sam ples of M onte Carlo events corresponding to this signal. If one only has a tool for
generating the com bination of single and top pair production, m ost of the generated events
w ill fail the signalcuts, such that event generation e ciency fortheW W b nalstate is low .

T hese problem s m otivate a second view point, nam ely that one is allowed to consider
W t as a wellde ned process, subfct to adequate cuts. This relies upon the observation
that when cuts are applied to isolate the W W b nal state, interference e ects may be
an all iIn practice. T hus one m ay consider them , for practical purposes, as arising from tt
production w ith no subsequent interference between single top and top pair production.
To bem ore speci ¢, ket us split the ullNLO corrections to the LO W tam plitude into two
parts as ollow s:

Aye= A1+ Ap; (21)

*This assum es a cakulational fram ework in which initial state b quarks are present (ie. a ve avor
num ber schem e for the parton densities). T he discussion ism odi ed In a four avor schem e, In which allb
quarks are generated explicitly from gluon splittings, as we w ill see later in the paper.
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where the rst term on the right-hand side contains diagram s w ith only one top quark
(either real or virtual), and the second tem corresponds to the diagram s in  gure 2 con—
taining two top particles in an intermm ediate state. The squared am plitude is then given
by

Auf / A1F+ ReBIRAL I+ RoF: (22)

O ne can choose to interpret the rsttemm to bea partoftheW tproduction process (which
hasawellde ned NLO QCD correction),and the third term to bedueto LO ttproduction.
T his interpretation is only m eaningfill provided the interference term 2R eA 31/2-\ »]is am all,
and w hether or not this is the case depends strongly on the cuts applied. W e w ill see later
in the paper that cuts that are typically used to isolate the W tm ode at LO do reduce the
Interference term occurring at NLO , and thus the notion of a W t production process w ith
a wellde ned NLO correction does indeed m ake sense. If such cuts are used, the process
of consistently considering the W t signal plus tt background then am ounts to generating
separately sam ples of W t and tt events (at LO or NLO as desired) and adding together
the results. Sin ilar considerations apply ifW tand tt production are both backgrounds to
a third production process, provided the isolation cuts associated with the third process
are such as to render the Interference between W t and tt an all. T he advantages of such
an approach are obvious:

O ne can e ciently generate both W tand tteventsup to NLO for use In an analysis,
of particular advantage when W t is the signal.

NLO corrections can be included in both processes ie. one has separate K factors
for each, greatly increasing the theoretical accuracy of the description.

PreviousanalysesofW tproduction atLO can also be consistently perform ed atNLO ,
provided (as is indeed usually the case) that the LO cuts reduce the Interference term
w ith tt production.

The dea of W tproduction as a wellde ned processat NLO isnotnew . Indeed, every
previous calculation of W t production beyond LO (including those analyses which only
Include tree level diagram s) has had to de ne som e prescription for dealing w ith the in-
terference problem [18, 19]. T hese approaches were com pared in detail in [22], and we do
not repeat the discussion here. Also in [22], two de nitions of W t production were given
in the context of a full parton show er approach at NLO . These de nitions were called di-
agram rem oval (DR ) and diagram subtraction (D S), where the form er rem oves resonant tt
e ects from W tat the am plitude level (by not including the diagram s of gure 2), and the
Jatter at the crosssection level. The di erence then in essence m easures the Interference
between ttand W t production?. Furthem ore, both of these de nitions are in plem ented
In theM CA@NLO event generator (see [26]for technical inform ation ). By running the sam e
analysis w ith both the DR and D S codes, one is able to check whether interference e ects
are a problam for a given set of analysis cuts, or not.

“The reader m ay worry about viclation of gauge invariance. T his is discussed at length in [22].
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If indeed the interference has been shown to be an all, then one has succeeded in sepa-
rating the signalplisbackground of W W band W W o nalstates into tw o non-overhpping
parts, which wem ay callW t-ike and ttlike signatures. T his separation of the nalstates
is, as stated clearly above, dependent on cuts. W here such cuts are used, however, the
W tand tt separation is a very good (and, in portantly, quanti able) approxin ation to the
underlying physics.

Successful isolation of the W t m ode requires not only that the interference with tt
is reduced, but also that a good signal to background ratio can be obtained. For exam —
ple, it has not yet been shown whether the size of the W t cross—section is such that it
can be signi cantly observed relative to the systam atic uncertainty associated w ith the tt
background. T his is the sub fct of the follow ing section.

3. Isolating the W t signal

In this section we investigate whether it ism eaningful to describe a signal of W t produc-—
tion above a background of tt production. W e require two criteria to be satis ed. F irstly,
that the interference between W t and tt production can be neglected, as can be checked
by com paring results obtained with DR and D S. Secondly, that the W t cross—section is
larger than the scale variation associated w ith the ttf result. T he lJatter is an indication of
w hether the denti cation of W t ism eaningfulgiven the system atic errors associated w ith
the (potentially large) background, and w ill not be satis ed for generic cuts.

G ven thatwe are only considering interference aspects of W tproduction in this paper,
we neglect all backgrounds apart from top pair production. In m ore realistic analyses,
further cuts should be applied, but one does not expect these to weaken any separation
of W t and tt that has been achieved with looser cuts. M otivated by previous studies
(eg. [27]), we consider the follow ing cuts:

W tsignalcuts

1. Thepresence ofexactly 1 b ptwith pr > 50 G &V and j j< 2:5. No otherb Ftsw ith
pr > 25G€&V and j j< 25.

2. The presence of exactly 2 light avor ptswith pr > 25 Ge&V and j j< 25. In
addition, their Invariant m ass should satisfy 55GeV< m 44, < 85Ge&V.

3. The presence of exactly 1 isolated lepton with pr > 25 Ge&V and j j< 2:5. The
lepton should satisfy R > 0:4 with respect to the two light gts and the b gt, where
R isthedistance in the ( ; ) plne.

4. Them issing transverse energy should satisfy E?ES>25GeV .

T hese cuts are designed to isolate sam ileptonic decays of the two W bosons, one of w hich
com es from the decay of the top quark in W t. T hese are cleaner than fully hadronic decays
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(due to backgrounds), but w ith a cross—section sizeable enough so that studies are pos—
sible w ith early LHC data. Preference for the sem iHeptonic decay m ode com es from the
presence of the isolated lepton, and the m issing transverse energy requirem ent (stem m ing
from the presence of a neutrino in the nal state). M oreover, one expects m ost W tlke
events to have only one hard b gt whereas tt events have two b Fts at LO parton level.
Hence, the requirem ent of exactly one hard b gt in the nalstate signi cantly reduces the
tt background, and also (as we shall see) the interference between W t and tt production.
T he Jatter isnot surprising, as it has already been shown that a transversem om entum veto
on the second hardest b Ft reduces very e ciently the interference between single top and
top pair production [19, 22]. A cut on the number of b gts of given pr is clearly closely
related to the notion of a veto on additionalb gts. In practice, there w ill be a num ber of
W tike events due to tt production, where one of the b Fts in tt is either too soft to be
detected, or has been m isidenti ed as a light Ft.

In order to m odel such e ects, we apply the above cuts for a num ber of choices of b
tagging e clency ey, and light et refction rate ry5. T hat is, b pts are kept w ith a probabil-
ity e,, and otherw ise taken to be light gts. Sin ilarly, light gts are kept w ith a probability
1 1=ry; (using the conventional de nition of the refction rate), and otherw ise taken to
beb Bts. W e assum e the sam e e ciencies for every gt. Thism ay not be the m ost realistic
m odel, but the hope is that considering di erent values for ey, and ry; adequately explores
the systam atic uncertainty due to these e ects. T he choices can be found In table 1. W e
also show resultswith g,= 1 and ry; = 10%, ie. a default M onte C arlo calulation w ithout
b tagging e ects or light gt refction included.

The cut on the nvariant m ass of the light #t pair helps to discrin inate both W t and
tt production from other backgrounds. However, it also helps reduce tt relative to W t
production, as it requires that the Invariant m ass of the light £t pair lies w ithin a w ndow
oftheW m ass ie. that the two light gts result from thedecay ofa W boson. G iven that
there are m ore pts on average in top pair production, the chance that the two Fts entering
the cuts have both arisen from the sameW boson is an aller.

T he above cuts are reasonably loose, particularly given thatm ost pr and cuts arise
from detector constraints. Extra cuts would in practice be used to tighten the signal to
background ratio. However, our ain here ism erely to show that even for cuts that are not
particularly strict, a clean separation of W t and tt production can be found. A dditional
cuts ain ed at enhancing the signal should then further reduce the interference.

T he cross—sections that result after application of the above cuts are shown in table 1.
A llresults have been ocbtained using a topm assand width ofm + = 1709 G eV and = 14
G eV regpectively. TheW massand width areMy = 8042 GeV and y = 2:141 G&V.
W euse theM RST 2002 NLO parton densities [28]. By default, renom alization and factor-
zation scalesare setto ¢ = g = m . T he crosssections have been obtained for strictly
W t production, and then multiplied by a factor of two to account for t production. The
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I w'e/Pb 7 %/pb /b
10| 10% |1 :206+00:501379 1 :189+oo;(:301201 56 1+oo:§744
06| 30 | 07T | 0696 | 429"
06| 200 |0 :748+00:501114 0 :726+OO:600174 4 :36+oo;z:1526
04) 300 |0 :505+00:500296 0 ‘494+OO:600088 3 :31+00;§470
04 | 2000 | 05120011 | 5503+ 0:001 | 3.35+0:37
0:010 0:007 038

Table 1: C ross-sections, sub gct to the cuts outlined in the text, forW tand ttproduction, obtained
usingM C @ NLO .T he single top results are obtained using both diagram rem oval (DR ) and diagram
subtraction (D S), and correspond to both top or antitop quarks in the nal state. Q uoted errors
are due to scale variation by a factor of two.

uncertainties quoted correspond to varying the com m on renom alization and factorization

scale In the rangem =2 < < 2m . From the table, onem ay note the follow ing:

The DR and D S results agree to within around 3% in all cases, which is sim ilar to
the uncertainty in each result due to scale variation®. Thus, the hterference tem
between W tand tt production indeed appears to be am all.

TheW tcrosssection is larger than the uncertainty on the t cross-section due to scale
variation. T hus, the W t signal is well-de ned and visible above the tt background.

A's stressed above, both of these properties are needed before one can sensibly clain to
be able to isolate W t production. A lso, they are dependent on the cuts applied, and the
above cuts are a fairly m inin alchoice such that both of these requirem ents can be satis ed.

A lthough DR and D S agree at the total cross—section level, it isalso In portant to verify
the agreem ent in kinem atic distrbbutions. T his is possible given that both DR and D S are
de ned in a parton shower context at the fully exclusive level ie. locally in phase space.
Asexamples, in gures 3-5 we show the transverse m om entum and rapidity distrdbutions
of the light Fts, b Ft and isolated lepton entering the cuts de ned above. O ne sees that
agreem ent is obtained within statistical uncertainties, in addition to the agream ent w ithin
scale uncertainties noted above.

O nem ust also consider distributions for various choices of b tagging e ciency and light
Bt refction rate. O f these, the form er has a potentially dam aging e ect on the ability of
Bt cuts to reduce the W tt Interference, as these rely on cutting out events w ith a second
hard b Bt. The transverse m om entum and rapidity distributions for the light and b Fts
are shown, for all four non—trivial choices of , and ry; given in table 1, iIn gures 6-7.

>Slightly more scale variation is observed if the factorization and renomm alization scales are varied
Independently from each other. W e checked that this does not invalidate the fact that the W t cross-section
is Jarger than the scale variation uncertainty of the top pair production result, when

r and r are varied

such that their ratio is never m ore than 2.
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O ne sees good agreem ent between the DR and D S results for all choices of g, and
ry; and all distributions. T hus, the above cuts do isolate W t production in a wellde ned
sense. Note that the ratio of the W tand tt crosssections is ¥ 1 :4:7 (before accounting
for btagging e ciency and light gt rejpction). The above, however, is a rough analysis
designed to address interference issues. A dditional observables can be used to further en—
hance the signal w ithout din Inishing the cross—section too much (see eg. [27]). H owever,
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it is encouraging that even w ithout a highly optin ized signal to background ratio, theW t
signal iswellkde ned.

Thee ect ofbtagging e ciency and light—gt rejection rate can be further appreciated
by looking at gure 8, which show s the average num ber of b and light jts per event (satis-
fying the detector cutspr > 25 G &V and j j< 235, but before the fullW t signalcuts have
been applied) before and after reshu ing due to non-trivial e ;, and rj5. O ne sees that the
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Figure 7: The transverse m om entum (a) and pseudo-rapidity (b) distributions of the b #t in
W t production, shown for various choices of b-tagging e ciency ey, and light ft rejction rate ryj
(nom alized to the st choice). Results are shown for both diagram rem oval (DR ) and diagram
subtraction (D S).

average num ber of b fts is slightly below one for W t production, even before reshu ing.

G ven that a hard b Ft is required by the signalcuts, thism akes the W t cross-section m ore
sensitive to b tagging e ciency than that of top pair production, as can be seen directly in

table 1.

A 25 A3 -
¢ [ Wt production ] ¢ F ) ) 1
. B 25F Top pair production 4
r 1 2 =
15~ 7 L ]
C ] 15 -
C —— eb=0.6, rlj=30 ] 1— —— eb=0.6, rlj=30 I
I— €b=0.6, rlj=200 I F - €b=0.6, rlj=200 q
05— eb=0.4, rj=300 7 05 eb=0.4, rj=300 -
r eb=0.4, rlj=2000 ] F eb=0.4, rlj=2000 N
07 L L L ] 07 \ L \ L |

# light #b # light #b # light #b # light #b

@) o)

Figure 8: The average num ber of light and b Pts before (left-hand bins) and after (right-hand
bins) reshu ing due to btagging e ciency and light—pt rejection rate. The W t results have been
obtained using diagram rem oval (DR ).

In gure9we show the totalnum ber of £ts (Ilight plusb Fts) passing the detector cuts.
O ne clearly sees that top pair production has higher tm ultiplicities on average, hence the
e cacy of the signal cuts in selecting W t production. Furthem ore, there is a non—rivial
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fraction of eventsw ith ve orm ore hard Fts. T his, com bined w ith the fact that the signal
cuts require three ts, suggests that a parton show er fram ew ork (rather than a xed order
m atrix elem ent) is indeed m ore appropriate fordescribing W tproduction ,given the 1 ited
num ber of partons in presently available xed orderm atrix elem ent calculations. T here is
another reason w hy a parton show er fram ew ork ism ore appropriate, nam ely that one does
not necessarily trust a xed order m atrix elem ent description of em itted partons at lower
transverse m om enta, such as those (! 25 G &V ) involved in the Jt veto cuts (see section
51 of [22] for a discussion related to this point).

A comm ent is in order regarding the use of a sequential cutm ethod in order to isolate
the W t signal, when recent experim ental analyses rely m ore heavily on m ethods based
on neural netw orks, boosted decision trees (BD T ) and m atrix elem ent m ethods (eg. the
recent discovery of single top production at the Tevatron [1, 2]). It is very lkely that such
m ethods w ill be applied at the LHC in order to isolate W t production. For exam ple, a
sam ple analysis (at LO plus parton shower level) is presented by the ATLA S experin ent
In [27],alongside a traditional sequentialcut analysis. Tt isnotalways clear how system atic
uncertainties In M onte Carlo m odels propagate through such analyses, lncluding in this
case the uncertainty attached with separating W t and tt. The safest way to proceed, in
cases w here there is any doubt, is to repeat a given analysis which depends on the use of
MC@NLO forW tproduction using both the DR and D S options.

4. W tproduction as a background toH ! W W

In the previous section, we have shown that it is possble to isolate W t production as a
signal. However, this is not the only context in which W t production occurs —one m ust
also consider it as a background to other production processes. In such cases (and as sug—
gested by the results of the previous section), one w ishes to use as accurate a description
of the background as possible, which strongly m otivates the use of M CQANLO . H owever,
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one must check in such a case that this description is wellde ned, nam ely that DR and
D S agree for the cuts used to isolate the signal of interest. If this tums out to be true, one
m ay reliably estin ate the top background to the production process of interest by com bin-
Ing sam plesofttand W tevents (corresponding to an incoherent sum of the hard processes).

In this section, we consider an exam ple of W tand ttasbackgrounds to a third process,
that of H iggs boson production w ith subsequent decay to a pair of W bosons. This is of
topical Interest, given thattheH ! W *W  decay m odedom inates for interm ediate H iggs
boson masses 150 GeV . my . 180 G&V,making this the only viable discovery channel
in thisw indow . Furthem ore, the dom inant background is from top pair production (w ith
single top processes also signi cant), thus this is an excellent exam ple to illustrate the use
of W tproduction as a background. O ur aim here is not to present a detailed phenom eno—
logical study of H iggs boson production (see p.110 of [27] for an up-to-date experin ental
study ), but rather to exam ine whetherM C@NLO can be used to reliably estin ate theW t
background.

In order to m Inn iIze Q CD Pt backgrounds, it is comm on to consider the case where
both W bosons stem m ing from the H iggs boson decay leptonically ie.
H! W'w ! L 11 3; 41)

where 1; is either an electron or muon, and ; its corresponding neutrino. Then spin
correlations can be used to e ciently isolate the signalagainst top+related backgrounds [29]
(see also [30,31,32,33,34,35]). M otivated by [34, 35, 36], we use the follow Ing exam ple
cuts to isolate the H iggs signal:

H iggs signal cuts
1. Theremust be two opposite sign leptons satisfying pr > 25 G &V and j j< 25.
2. The invariantm ass of the charged lepton pair should satisfy 12GeV< m 1< 40GeV.

3. The azin uthal angl between the lptons (ie. the angle In the transverse plane)
should be less than =4.

4. The lepton w ith the highest pr should satisfy 30 GeV< pr <55G&V.
5. There m ust be a m issing transverse energy of at least 50 G &V .

6. Therem ust be no gts (ie. either b or light gts) with pr > 25G &V and j j< 25.

M ore sophisticated cuts require isolation of the leptons from hadronic activity, as well as
tuning of the various param eters introduced above. H owever, as in section 3, we choose a
reasonably m Inin al set of cuts associated w ith the signal of interest. C onclusions reached
about whether the W t background can be wellde ned will then apply in m ore realistic
analyses.
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P rocess Lo /o
h! WWw 818 04

tT 1225 03
W tDOR) | 691 0.06
W tDS) | 6.89 0.07

Table 2: Crosssections obtained ushg M C@NLO fortheH ! W *W  signal cuts described in
the text, where the W bosons can decay to electrons or m uons. Note that the W t results lnclude
both top or antitop quarks in the nalstate. Uncertainties correspond to statistical errors only.

O fthe above cuts, the gt veto (ie. cut number 6) is particularly e ective in reducing
the background from top quark production, either singly or in pairs. One could again
consider various b tagging e clencies e, and light Jt rejection rates ry;, but given that
the gt veto applies to the total num ber of Ets, these w ill be irrelevant in our analysis. In
the results that follow we use parton densities, aswell as top and W m asses and w dths,
as described in section 3. O ur default factorization and renom alization scale choices are
agaln g = r = m,and we allow electrons orm uons In the decay of the W bosons.

For the above choice of signal cuts, the H iggs signal cross—section is (usingM C @ NLO
w ith a renomm alization and factorization scale equalto the H iggsm ass) 81.8 fb for a H iggs
boson massmy = 165 GeV . This is com parable to the corresponding gure presented
in [34,35], although slightly higherdue to the requirem ent in that paper that the leptonsbe
isolated from hadronic activity® . A fter cuts, the backgrounds due to top quark production
are som ew hat am aller than the background from non-resonantW pair production [29], but
are still signi cant. O ur results for the top pairand W tbackgrounds are shown in table 2.

O ne seesthat theW tbackground ism ore than half the size of the top pairbackground.
T hat these are sin ilar iIn m agnitude is not surprising, given the gt veto involved in the
selection cuts. Im portantly, the DR and DS results for W t production agree well w ithin
statistical uncertainties (we checked that these are larger in this case than the uncertainty
that results from varying the com m on renom alization and factorization scale by a factor of
two). A s in section 3, it is In portant to check that kinem atic distributions also agree well
when calculated w ith both DR and D S. Som e exam ples are shown in  gures 10-11, nam ely
the transverse and absolute pseudorapidity distributions of the two nal state leptons.
O ne sees that the DR and D S results agree closely w ithin statistical uncertainties.

W e have seen so far that when top production occurs as a background to a given
process (nam ely H iggs boson production w ith subsequent decay to W bosons), one is still
able to de neW tproduction as a separate background sub Ect to the cuts used to isolate
the signal. Thism eans that in evaluating the com bined background from top production,

°To obtain the above number one must inclide spin correlations in the decay of the H iggs boson,
particularly given the cut on the azin uthal angle between the lepton pair. T hese are not In plem ented in
the latest public release of HERW IG , hence we use the unreleased version referred to in [34, 35].
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tt production and W t events can be generated separately, and the results added together
w ithout having to worry about interference e ects.

Som e ram arks are In order regarding how m any of the above statem ents can be gener-
alized to other processes to which top production is a signi cant background. T here are a
num ber of possibilities in general:

Top pair and W t production are com parable in cross-section, and a signi cant frac-
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tion of the signal cross—section, but such that the interference between W t and tt
production is am all. T his is the case considered above.

Top pairand W tproduction are com parable in cross-section,and a signi cant fraction
of the signal cross—section, such that the interference is not sm all. W e discuss this
case In m ore detailbelow .

Top pairand W tproduction are com parable in size, and their sum isan insigni cant
fraction of the signal. O ne does not have to worry about interference in this case,
given that top pair production itself is not a signi cant background.

Top pair production is a signi cant background, but W t production has a much
lower crosssection. In general in this scenario interference between W t and tt is
non-negligble, but ow ing to the an all size of the W t cross—section is irrelevant. W e
w ill see an exam ple of this In the follow Ing section, w hen tt itself is considered as the
signal.

A s is clear from the above categorization, one need only worry if the second situation oc—
curs. T his naturally presents two options. E ither one can nd an altemative to separating
W tand ttproduction In order to estin ate the background, or one can take the di erence
between DR and D S as a m easure of systam atic uncertainty. If this latter uncertainty is
large, one concludes that it does not m ake sense to think of W t and tt as separate back-
grounds. However, it seam s lkely that this latter situation only occurs in a m inority of
cases, given that m ost of the tim e one is trying to reduce both W t and tt production as
backgrounds. G iven the tt cross—section is generically larger than the W t cross-section,
any successfulreduction of the top pair background w ill usually render the W t interference
nsigni cant.

U ltin ately, one expects theM C@NLO calculation for the sum of W tand ttproduction
to be a good approxin ation in m any cases. O nem ay worry in casesw here top backgrounds
ram ain large, and the signal cuts do not decrease the ratio of top pair to single top pro—
duction. If in doubt, one may run the DR and DS codes separately, and thus quantify
the systam atic uncertainty due to interference e ects. W hether or not this uncertainty
is signi cant depends on the process, and also on the other system atic uncertainties (eg.
scale variation) involred.

5.Com parison with W W kb

In the previous sections, we saw that one can indeed recover W tas a wellde ned process
at the LHC , when trying to isolate and m easure its properties. W e also found that this
was the case when single and top pair production were considered as backgrounds to a
third process, nam ely H iggs boson production w ith subsequent decay of the latter into a
W Dboson pair. The analysis in both cases relied upon two things. Firstly, that one has
a way of quantifying the e ect of interference between W tand tt production (such as the
DR and DS codes of M C@NLO ). T he system atic uncertainty due to interference can then
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be m eaningfully com pared w ith other uncertainties in the problem (such as that due to
scale variation or statistical uncertainty of the DR or DS results), in order to determ ine
whether theW tm odem akes sense. Secondly, that this Interference can be reduced through
adequate cuts.

N evertheless, W t production is not strictly wellde ned over all of phase space. In
regions were the invariant m ass of possble W b pairs not com ing from the prin ary top
approaches the top m ass, the di erence between DR and D S is potentially large. It can
thus be ob fcted that it is questionable to try to consider W tand tt as separate scattering
processes, and to only consider given nal states (which are wellde ned). W e consider

such an approach in this section.

In the calculational fram ew ork adopted in previous sections (ie. in which initial state
bquarks are present), the nalstates relevant to the coherent sum of W tand ttproduction
areW W band W W kb, asdiscussed In section 1. Ourain isto calculate the top quark con-
tributions to these nal states, and com pare the results w ith the description of the sum of
the W tand tt processes cbtained in the previous sections. T hus, we do not consider other
processes w hich contribute to these nalstates (such as non—resonantW pair production).

In oxder to obtain reliable predictions, one m ust com bine theW W band W W o nal
states, and preferably interface the output to a parton shower. This raises a num ber of
technical challenges (for a detailed discussion in a sim ilar context to this paper, see [37]).
O nemustavoid the doublecounting that results from the presence of initial state b quarks,
and diagram s in w hich b quark pairs are produced by glion splitting (see [38]for a discus-
sion in the context of M onte C arlo generators). Furthem ore, one m ust apply a m atching
procedure (eg. CKKW [39]orM LM [40]) ow Ing to the presence of NLO real corrections
to the LO W tprocess (ie. W W b corrections to W W b). How to do this using presently
available tools is not clear, given that in sam ileptonic decays of the two W bosons, not all
of the nal state partons are of QCD origin.

In oxder to circum vent thesedi culties, we consider in this section a xed avor schem e
in which the bottom quark parton density is not present. A 1l initial state b quarks entering
the hard interaction are then explicitly generated from gluon splitting, as shown (for LO
W tproduction) n gure 12(a)’. In this approach, there isno W W b nal state, thus the
LO contribution to top quark backgrounds com es from the W W b state (and the W ttt
Interference isa leading ordere ect). T hiscontains tw o gauge-invariant subsets ofdiagram s
containing interm ediate top quarks in the narrow -w idth approxin ation: (i) sihgly-resonant
diagram s containing one interm ediate top quark, such as that shown in gure 12(a); (id)
doubly+resonant diagram s containing two interm ediate top quarks, such as that shown in

gure 12(b). The form er could na vely be interpreted as (LO ) W t production, and the

latter constitute top pair production. However, all interference e ects are now included,

"A sin ilar calculation was considered in [41], which studied corrections to the narrow w idth approxin a—
tion.
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such that the distinction between W t and tt production is not considered.

(a) }i:ﬂ@

Figure 12: (a) Sihgly and (b) doubly resonant contributions to the W W kb nalstate, where allb
quarks are explicitly produced via glion splitting.

T he resulting calculation for theW W b nalstate can be interfaced to a parton shower
w ithout w orrying about double counting issues, due either to b parton densities (since these
are no longer present) orm atrix elem entm atching. R egarding the latter, there isno double
counting between the shower and the m atrix elam ent, because in the four avor scheme
there is no lower order tree levelm atrix elem ent that, when showered, Jeadsto a W W ko
nal state (this is not true In the ve avor scheme, In which W W b can shower to give
W W o). There are also no further m atching issues, due to the lack of a collinear singu—
larity associated with the two nal state b quarks. This would be the case even if the b
quarks were treated asm assless, as in the relevant Feynm an diagram s there isnevera nal
state b quark pair resulting from a gluon splitting. T he required treedevelm atrix elem ents
can be calculated (Including full spin correlations in the decay of the top and W bosons)
using M adG raph [42,43]. W e then interface thesew ith HERW IG [44]ie. the sam e parton
shower that has been used in the M C@NLO resuls.

H aving constructed a calculation in which W tand top pair production are both present
inclusive of all necessary interference e ects, we now investigate the properties of this de-
scription, including its potential accuracy. O ur strategy is as follows. W e rst generate
pseudo-data for top production w ith t=lke signal cuts, ocbtained usihgM C@ NLO by com —
bining event sam ples from ttand W tproduction. N ext, we com pare theW W kbdescription
to this, and evaluate the K -factor which is necessary to nomm alize the results of this ap-
proach to the pseudo-data. Then we consider W tlke cuts, and see how the K “factor
needed to nom alize the nal state analysis to the M C@NLO data com pares w ith the re-
sult using tt signal cuts. If it is the sam e, one m ay argue that it m akes sense to m odel
the com bination of W t and tt production using a tree level approach nom alized to data.
If, how ever, the K -factor is not the sam e for W tlike cuts (or at least sin ilar), this is an
argum ent In favor of separating out W tand ttproduction as separate production processes
in their own right, each w ith a separate K -factor.
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P rocess NLo /Pb

Wt (OR) | 427707
0:06

WtDS) | 341755
t 938" 10

Total OR) | 984"
Total OS) | 972"}

Table 3: Crosssections obtained with M CANLO for W t and tt production, using the top pair
production signal cuts of section 5.1. Uncertainties correspond to variation of the com m on renor—
m alization and factorization scale by a factor of two.

T he above exercise, whilst som ew hat academ ic (since it does not include additional
backgrounds due to other single top production m odes or non—+top related standard m odel
processes) isa usefulplayground for investigating system atic uncertainty due to interference
between W tand tt production. By com paring the results from both calculations, we w ill
be able to discuss and clarify the relative advantages and disadvantages of each approach.
In the follow ing section, we discuss the generation of the top pseudo-data.

5.1 Pseudo-data for top pair production w ith tt selection cuts

W e form a sam ple of pseudo-data by runningM C@NLO forboth theW tand ttproduction
channels, and com bining the event sam ples. W e Include spin correlations in the decays of
the top quarks (and W bosons), and the W t results are run using both DR and DS.
Param eter choices, parton densities etc. are chosen as in previous sections. M otivated
by [27], the follow iIng cuts are applied in order to isolate the top pair production cross—
section, after requiring sem iHeptonic decay of the two W bosons:

tt signal cuts

1. Theremust be one lepton (electron ormuon) with pr > 20 GEV .

2. Them issing transverse energy is required to satisfy E?jss> 20Gev.
3. Theremust be at least four ptswith pr > 20 G&V.

4. Theremust be at least three tswith pr > 40GeV.

5. Leptons and Ftsm ust satisfy the pseudoxapidity cuts j j< 2:5.

T he cross—sections for W t production and tt production are collected in table 3, together
w ith their total. Note that the cuts used to isolate the tt signal do not reduce the inter—
ference w ith W t production, as evidenced by the fact that the DR and D S cross—sections
in table 3 di er by around 25% . However, when com bining the event sam ples, the tt com -
ponent ismuch larger than the W t com ponent, so that the systam atic uncertainty due to
interference between W t and tt has a negligible e ect. The two com bined cross—sections
di er by less than 0.9% ,which is clearly m uch less than the system atic uncertainty due to
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scale variation. Furthem ore, the totalW t cross—section is less than the scalevariation of
the tt cross—section. T hus, it is questionable whether W t production is a signi cant back—
ground at all, ket alone w hether am biguities due to interference e ects are signi cant. O ne

m ay further check that the latter e ects are an all by com paring kinem atic distributions
In the two com bined event sam ples. A s exam ples, the transverse m om entum and pseudo-
rapidity distributions of the nalstate lepton are shown In  gure 13. O ne sees that indeed

the di erence betw een the results for the totalof top pairand W tproduction iswellw ithin

statistical uncertainties, although the pure W tresultsdi er som ewhat in shape aswellas
nom alization.
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Figure 13: The transversem om entum (a) and pseudo-rapidity (b) distributions of the nalstate
lepton arising from combining M C@NLO event sam ples for W t and tt production, sub fct to tt
signal cuts described in the text. Results are shown for the cases in which the W t sam ple is
obtained using DR (black),and DS (blue). Uncertainties are statistical, and the vertical axis show s
arbitrary units. A lso shown are the pure W t results, m ultiplied by a constant factor so as to be
visble on the sam e scale.

In the follow Ing subsections, we com pare a treelevel (plus parton shower) nalstate
analysis to this pseudodata. Ideally, one should com pare both the M C@NLO and the
treelevel approach to real data. Since these are not available, the analysis here allow s
one, at least to som e degree, to com pare the relative advantages and disadvantages of each
approach. W e begin by describing in m ore detail the tree level calculation.

5.2 Tree level analysis of nal states

In this section we describe the tree level calculation oftheW W b nalstate. A sexplained
in the previous section, w hen considering alldiagram s contributing to this nalstate, one is
restricted to a tree-level calculation, as the fullNLO am plitudes for production and decay
of the relevant top quark intemm ediate states are not known. G iven that the ain of this
paper is to address the issue of interference e ects In single and double top production,we
consider here only those diagram s contributing to the W W I state that have interm ediate
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top quark resonances (either single or double).

Our calkultion works as follws. Events are sinulted using M adG raph® for the
process
pp! W W Dbb; (51)

w here p denotes the proton. A s explined in the previous section, initial state b quarks
are not present, so as to avoid double counting and m atching issues. To be consistent,
we use the top quark width as calculated by M adG raph using the m asses given above,
which is found to be = 1407 G&V.Thedecay to nalstate leptons and partons is also
present in the M adG raph events, so that gpin correlations of decay products are included.
In both calculations, the W boson width is set to 2.141G eV , and the branching ratio for
sam ileptonic decays is 24/81.

T he event output from M adG raph is interfaced to HERW IG , whose parton shower is
alsoussd nM C@NLO .The result is then a consistent calculation oftheW W o nalstate,
w ith both interference and shower e ects included . U sing default param eters and scales as
describbed previously, the result for the tt cross-section is

TS = 650" °% pb; (52)
w here the superscript tt denotes that top pair production signal cuts are applied, rather
than that only tt interm ediate states are considered (which is, of course, not m eaningful in
this approach). T he quoted uncertainty stem s from varying the com m on renom alization
and factorization scale by a factor of two, and one sees that this uncertainty is sizeable.
From this result and the M CE@NLO cross-section given in table 3, one m ay de ne the
K —factor as the ratio of the central values of the cross-sections’ , le.

(
coon_ EE7_ 1808 0512 DR) ©2)
e Te o 1:494 09012 OS) '

where the num erator is the M C@ NLO combined crosssection for the sum of W t and tt
cross—section, obtained using tt signal cuts (see section 5.1). Note that the DR and DS
results are indistinguishable w ithin statistical uncertainties, as expected from the results
of table 1.

The lepton transverse m om entum and pseudorapidity distrbutions from both the
M adgraph and M C@NLO calculations are shown In gure 14. O ne observes som e m lnor
di erence in shape between the tree leveland NLO analyses, w hich suggests that nomm aliz—
ing the LO results via a K -factor is a som ew hat 1im ited approxin ation. T he Jatter can be

®N ote that M adG raph inclides a m ass for the b quarks (m, = 4:7 G&V ) In the hard m atrix elem ent,
which has not been included in theM C@NLO calculation. W e do not expect this to alter our conclusions.

°N ote that we use the sam e parton densities for both the tree leveland M C@ NLO calculations. This is
in contrast to som e other de nitions of the K -factor In which LO and NLO partons are used for LO and
NLO calculations respectively. T his does not a ect our conclusions.
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m ore clearly seen in gure 15 which show s the ratios, bin by bin, of the leptonic transverse
m om entum and pseudo-rapidity distribbutions obtained in both approaches.
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Figure 14: The transversem om entum (a) and pseudo-rapidity (b) distributions of the nalstate
lepton arising from combining M CA@NLO event sam ples for W t and tt production, sub gct to tt
signalcuts described in the text (black). A Iso shown is the result from the consistent tree levelplus
parton shower approach discussed in the text. Uncertainties are statistical, and the vertical axis
show s arbitrary units.
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Figure 15: T he ratio of nom alized distributions in transversem om entum (a) and pseudo—rapidity
(b) of the nal state lepton, from the M CENLO and M adG raph (plus HERW IG ) com putations,
for the top pair production signal cuts discussed in the text. Uncertainties are statistical.

Having nom alized the tree level calculation to the M C@ NLO pseudo-data using top
pair production signal cuts, onem ay then investigate what happens for the W tlke signal
cuts of section 3. G iven that these depend separately on the number of b Ets and the
num ber of light Fts, the K “factor for these cuts (de ned analogously to eg. (5.3)) will
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e 1y K DR K DS

1 | 10* | 1:349 0:024 | 1345 0:028
06| 30 | 1367 0:028]| 1362 0:028
06| 200 | 1308 0:026 | 1:302 0026
04| 300 | 1357 0:032| 1:353 0032
04| 2000 | 1345 0:032 | 1:342 0032

Table 4: K —factors nom alizing the tree levelW W b (plus parton shower) calculation to the sum

of W t and tt production obtained using M C@NLO , for the W t signal cuts described In section 3.
Results are shown for both DR and D S, and for a range of b-tagging e ciencies e, and light gt
rejfection rates rj;. T he quoted uncertainties are statistical.

potentially depend on the btagging e ciency ey, and the Iight ot rejection rate ryj. Results
are shown in table 4, where the K -factors have been obtained as the ratio of cross-sections
from theM C@NLO and M adG raph (plusHERW IG ) com putations. T he form er results de-
pend upon whether DR or D S isused for the W t channel (although we have already seen
in section 3 that this is a m inor e ect), thus results are presented for both choices. From

the table, one sees that the K factor doesnot depend on whetherD S or DR isused ie. the
results for each choice of (e,;ry5) are equal w ithin statistical uncertainties. H owever, the
K -factor doesdepend slightly upon the Iight #t rejection rate riy and b tagging e ciency e ..

Onem ight indeaed expect each calculation (ie. the M CA@NLO approach and the tree
Jevel plus parton shower analysis) to depend on the btagging e ciency and/or light jt
refction rate, due to the fact that the cuts iInvolve separate restrictions on the num bers
of b and Iight Pts. However, the sensitivity of the K “factor to rj; and &, m eans that the
two calculations are not a ected in the sam e way. T his is not surprising, given that the
M C@NLO calculation has initial state b quarks w hereas the tree level plus parton shower
analysis has all b quarks generated from glion splitting. T he hard m atrix elem ent in the
Jatter calculation has at least two bquarks in it, w hereas the form erm ay have only a single
bquark. T his, coupled w ith the requirem ent of one hard b gt and two light ts in the signal
cuts, m eans that the sensitivity of the two calculations to the Iight gt refction rate will
bedi erent. That this isnota large e ect can be seen by com paring gure 16 and gure 8,
which show the average num ber of b and light gts before and after shu ing in the two ap-
proaches. The M adG raph plot of gure 16 show s that there is not a substantialdi erence
In the num ber of b or light fts passing the detector cuts between the tree level calculation
and the ve avor schem e adopted N M C@NLO .W hether or not one includes initial state
bquarks isultin ately am atter of choice, in thatboth schem es are perturbatively consistent.

M ore signi cantly, the K factor for the W t signal cuts is not the sam e as for the tt
production cutsbut isnotably Iower (by 15% ). Note that thisdi erence is signi cant in
the sense that it is Jarger than the scale variation uncertainty associated w ith the totalW t
plus tt cross—section (  10% ). That the K -factor is low er than that for tt signal cuts isnot
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Figure 16: T he average num ber of b and light gts before (two leftzm ost bins) and after (two right-
m ost bins) reshu ing due to btagging e ciency and light—fgt refction rate. R esults are obtained
from the M adG raph plus HERW IG calculation, for the W t signalcuts.

surprising given that previous NLO calculations of the W tm ode [19, 18] (both of which
give som e procedure for de ning the W tprocess) also nd that the K factor for pure W t
production is lower than that for tt. Thus, when signal cuts are used to isolate the W t
signal, one expects that the K factor which nomm alizes the sum ofW tand ttisalso reduced.

Onemay also evaluate a sin ilar K <factor for the H iggs signal cuts used In section 4.
T hisgives som e iIndication ofhow wellthe background toH ! W W due to top production
is estim ated, and can be calculated sin flarly to the result for the W tlke signalcuts. W e
generate events for the process of eg. (5.1), including the leptonic decays ofboth W bosons,
so that spin correlations are included (note that this is particularly in portant for the H iggs
signal cuts, because they include a restriction on the azin uthal angle between the lepton
pair). Thebranching ratio for the leptonic nalstate is4/81. N ext, the events are interfaced
with HERW IG as before, and the K “factor is then found to be

H cuts
H cuts _ NLO _ . )7 -
Ky o= —o— =198 0907; (54)
tree

w here the cross—sections on the right-hand side denote the M C@NLO and M adgraph re-
sults for the top production background, and the quoted uncertainty is statistical. The
W tcom ponent oftheM C@NLO calculation is obtained using diagram rem oval. N ote that
the result is higher than the corresponding result for the tt cuts, and again is outside the
scale variation uncertainty associated w ith the latter. T he form er property can be partially
explained from the fact that the signal cuts involve a strong veto on any gts passing the
detector constraints. Som e of the di erence in K -factor can then be related to the dis-
tribution of b and light gts passing the detector cuts in the two calculations (and before
additional cuts have been applied). T hese are shown In gure 17. The di erences between

theM adG raph (plusHERW IG )and M C@NLO calculationsareasexpected. In gurel7(a)

one sees that there are less events w ith no b gts in the M adG raph calculation, presum ably
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Figure 17: D istrbutions of the num ber of (a) b ®ts; (b) light $ts passing the detector cuts, for
the sum of W t and tt production w ith fully leptonic decays of the W bosons. Results are shown
for perfect b tagging e ciency and light Rt refction rate (ie. ey = 1 and ry5 = 10%).

due to the fact that a four avor scham e has been used so that there are always at least
two b quarks In the nal state. However, there are less events w ith no light fts n the
M C@NLO calultion, due to the fact that the NLO m atrix elem ent creates harder light
Pts on average, which are m ore lkely to pass the detector cuts. These two e ects m odify
the K “factor in opposite directions, but the net result is that the M CANLO calculation
hasm ore events w ith no Fts than doestheM adG raph calculation { 3.6% ratherthan 32% .

To sum m arize, the above results In ply that the M C@NLO description of the sum of
the t£ and W t cross—sections is not related to the tree level plus parton shower analysis
by a sin ple rescaling. The question then is which is the optin al description, that gives
the m ost accurate com parison to data. The advantage of the tree level analysis is that
it consistently com bines the W t and tt processes so that any issues regarding the correct
Inclusion of interference e ects are no longer present. However, this would seem to be
the only advantage. The M C@NLO approach on the other hand bene ts from the usual
advantages of com bining a NLO m atrix elem ent w ith a parton shower ie. reduced scale
uncertainty, and correct treatm ent of the rst NLO am ission. The latter contributes to
shape di erences in distributions, which have indeed been cbserved abovel!®. Fially, it is
clearly advantageous, given the di erences observed above, to have two separate K factors

for what are essentially two di erent processes.

6. D iscussion

In this paper we have addressed the issue of W t production at the LHC , focussing on

w hether or not it m akes sense to consider this as a production process in its own right.

10T here is also a resum m ation of logarithms O (In(m +=m )) when a b parton density is used. H owever,
these are not expected to be In portant, as found in [16].
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A theoretical am biguity arises due to Interference between W tand tt production, ie. the
sam e Feynm an diagram s contribute to each process. In the ve avor scheme in which a
bottom quark parton density is used, this interference occurs at NLO and beyond In W t
(w here the relevant diagram s can be interpreted as LO top pair production, w ith decay of
the antitop). Furthem ore, In order to test which soluitions to this problem are viable in an
experin ental setting, one m ust interface the hard m atrix elem ent w ith a parton shower al-
gorithm , necessitating the use of M C@ N LO . T he problem sof in plem enting W tproduction
weredealt with in [22], and the resulting software contains two de nitions of the W tm ode
such that the di erence between them provides a m easure of the system atic uncertainty
due to interference e ects. The ain of this paper has been to extend the results of that
paper, by further investigating the circum stances in which such a toolcan be used in the
context of a realistic analysis.

T here are two m ain contexts in which calculation of theW tm ode isnecessary. F irstly,
there is the isolation of W t production as a signal, which we considered in section 3. W e
applied basic cuts designed to isolate this signal, and obtained results using both the DR
and D S optionsIn M C@ NLO .T hesew ere found to give very sim ilar results, agreeing w ithin
other system atic uncertainties (eg. scale variation ). Im portantly, this agreem ent persisted
in kinem atic distrdbutions and for all choices of btagging e ciency e . Furthem ore, the
W tcross—section was found to be Jarger than the scale variation associated w ith the top pair
production cross-section (also evaliated using M C@NLO ), a feature which is dependent
on the choice of signalcuts. O nly if the Jatter property is satis ed is it truly m eaningfulto
address the W t signal, and that this is indeed the case for fairly prim itive cuts is encour—
aging. This is particularly true given the hope that W t production can be observed w ith
early LHC data (see eg. [27]), in which case one does not want to have to pay too m uch
of a penalty in the W t cross—section in order to strengthen the signal to background ratio
w ith respect to top pair production.

The second m ain context in which W t production occurs is when both this and top
pair production are backgrounds to a third process. W e considered such a case in section 4,
w here our exam ple signalwas H iggs boson production w ith subsequentdecay toaW boson
pair. W e found that, for the cuts used to isolate this signal, the cross—section for top pair
production is com parable w ith that of W t production (ie. within a factor  2). Thus, it
is In perative In such a case that W t production be taken into account. Furthem ore, the
DR and D S results agreed very well w ith each other, and certainly wellw ithin scale vari-
ation uncertainties. T he agreem ent extended to kinem atic distrbutions, and we showed a
couple of exam ples. T he question then rem ains of w hether one has to worry about interfer—
ence between W tand tt production for other possble signals, and we discussed a num ber
of possibilities. The m ost general advice that can be given is that if there is any doubt
over the valdity of separating W t and tt production, a given analysis can be repeated
with DR and D S In order to estin ate the system atic uncertainty involved. T hism ust then
be com pared w ith other uncertainties in order to gauge w hether or not the analysis isvald.
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T he possibility rem ains how ever of not trying to separate W tand ttproduction at all,
and alw ays attem pting to include allFeynm an diagram s in a consistent calculation of given
nalstates. W e discussed such an approach in section 5, in which we interfaced a tree level
calculation of the W W b nalstate (in which all initial state b quarks were generated via
glion splittings) w ith the HERW IG parton shower algorithm ie. the sam e parton shower
thatisused N M C@NLO .W e nom alized this calculation to theM C@ NLO results for cuts
used to isolate the top pair production signal. W e then evaluated corresponding K —factors
forW tsignalcuts, and found that the factor needed was di erent to that obtained for the
top pair production cuts, Indicating that one calculation is not a straightforw ard rescaling
of the other. Thiswas further con m ed by the K factor for the H iggs signal cuts, w hich
was di erent again, and large ( 2). These results are not surprising, given the di er—
ence between the two approaches, and raise the question of which is the right approach to
adopt. Onecould claim of course that theM C@NLO calculation, in neglecting interference
e ects, is awed. O r, that the estin ate of system atic uncertainty provided by the DR and
DS codes is not a good estin ate, however this can be cbtained. W e believe that such a
view point is unduly pessin istic, for several reasons.

Firstly, the fact that the M CA@NLO approach neglects interference diagram s (ie. di-
agram s w ith a top pair interm ediate state, w here the invariant m ass of the antitop is far
o —shell), whilst an approxin ation, seem s to be a very good approxin ation throughout
much of the phase space. T he evidence is presented, through num erous exam ples of total
cross—sections and kinem atic distrdbutions, in this paper. Furthemm ore, any xed order
calculation is an approxin ation to the underlying physics, and one m ust carefully consider
of a num ber of altematives which gives the best approxin ation. T he tree level approach
described above, w hilst a consistent com bination of Feynm an diagram s, su ers from a large
scale uncertainty, as is typical of LO calculations. G ven also the fact that the K -factors
for the two sets of cuts also di er outside this uncertainty, it seem s natural to concede that
M C@NLO provides a better approxin ation of the underlying physics than the tree level
calculation m atched to a parton shower.

Such a conclusion is fortunate also for practical and technical reasons. It is clearly
better, if W tand tt can be separated, to have the possibility to nomm alize each separately
to data. This allow s greater exdility in estin ating the top quark backgrounds to other
processes. Furthem ore, in searching for single top production it is usefulto have a m eans
of e ciently generating events which passW t-ke signalcuts. M C@NLO provides a solu-
tion to this problem , in that it cleanly separates W tand tt production as far as running is

concemed .

To conclude, we have critically exam ined whether one can separate W tand ttproduc-—
tion in a num ber of contexts. It seam s perfectly possible to try to isolate W tproduction as
a signalat the LHC , and existing LO analyses can be pro tably generalized to NLO usihg
MC@NLO.
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