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Abstract

We provide an assessment of the impact of parton distribsitom the determi-
nation of LHC processes, and of the accuracy with which padistributions
(PDFs) can be extracted from data, in particular from curaed forthcoming
HERA experiments. We give an overview of reference LHC psees and
their associated PDF uncertainties, and study in d8taéind Z production at
the LHC. We discuss the precision which may be obtained frmrahalysis of
existing HERA data, tests of consistency of HERA data froffecent experi-
ments, and the combination of these data. We determinesfurtiprovements
on PDFs which may be obtained from future HERA data (inclgdimeasure-
ments off), and from combining present and future HERA data with piese
and future hadron collider data. We review the current stafikknowledge of
higher (NNLO) QCD corrections to perturbative evolutiordateep-inelastic
scattering, and provide reference results for their impacparton evolution,
and we briefly examine non-perturbative models for partatridutions. We
discuss the state-of-the art in global parton fits, we aghesmpact on them of
various kinds of data and of theoretical corrections, byigliag benchmarks
of Alekhin and MRST parton distributions and a CTEQ analygdiparton fit
stability, and we briefly presents proposals for altermatipproaches to par-
ton fitting. We summarize the status of large and smalesummation, by
providing estimates of the impact of largeresummation on parton fits, and
a comparison of different approaches to smatesummation, for which we
also discuss numerical techniques.
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1 Introduction

The physics of parton distributions, especially within doatext of deep-inelastic scattering (DIS), has
been an active subject of detailed theoretical and expetahewvestigations since the origins of pertur-
bative quantum chromodynamics (QCD), which, thanks to agtitc freedom, allows one to determine
perturbatively their scale dependence [1-5].

Since the advent of HERA, much progress has been made invdeiieg the Parton Distribution
Functions (PDFs) of the proton. A good knowledge of the P3R&tal in order to make predictions
for both Standard Model and beyond the Standard Model psesest hadronic colliders, specifically the
LHC. Furthermore, PDFs must be known as precisely as pessilorder to maximize the discovery po-
tential for new physics at the LHC. Conversely, LHC data \eiéld to an imporvement in the knowledge
of PDFs.

The main aim of this document is to provide a state-of-the@ssessment of the impact of parton
distributions on the determination of LHC processes, arti@fccuracy with which parton distributions
can be extracted from data, in particular current and fortiing HERA data.

In Section 2 we will set the stage by providing an overview elevant LHC processes and a
discussion of their experimental and theoretical accurbtgection 3 we will turn to the experimental
determination of PDFs, and in particular examine the imgnoents to be expected from forthcoming
measurements at HERA, as well as from analysis methods valiml one to combine HERA data with
each other, and also with data from existing (Tevatron) amthéoming (LHC) hadron colliders. In
Section 4 we will discuss the state of the art in the extractibparton distributions of the data, by first
reviewing recent progress in higher-order QCD correctimmgd their impact on the extraction of PDFs,
and then discussing and comparing the determination of RiDRsglobal fits. Finally, in Section 5 we
will summarize the current status of resummed QCD companativhich are not yet used in parton fits,
but could lead to an improvement in the theoretical prenisioPDF determinations.

Whereas we will aim at summarizing the state of the art, wé alglo provide several new re-
sults, benchmarks and predictions, which have been obtavithin the framework of the HERA-LHC
workshop.



2 LHC final states and their potential experimental and theoetical accuracie$®
2.1 Introduction

Cross section calculations and experimental simulationgnfany LHC reactions, within the Standard
Model and for many new physics scenarios have been perfodmeéag the last 20 years. These studies
demonstrate how various final states might eventually bected above Standard Model backgrounds
and indicate the potential statistical significance of suelasurements. In general, these studies assumed
that the uncertainties from various sources, like the PDdfertainties, the experimental uncertainties and
the various signal and background Monte Carlo simulatioifisswentually be controlled with uncertain-
ties small compared to the expected statistical signifiearihis is the obvious approach for many so
called discovery channels with clean and easy signatursedattively small cross sections.

However, during the last years many new and more complicsitethtures, which require more
sophisticated selection criteria, have been discussedselttudies indicate the possibility to perform
more ambitious searches for new physics and for precisel&tdmodel tests, which would increase the
physics potential of the LHC experiments. Most of theseisgidoncentrate on the statistical significance
only and potential systematic limitations are rarely désad.

In order to close this gap from previous LHC studies, questielated to the systematic limits
of cross section measurements from PDF uncertainties, ifnrgqmerfect Standard Model Monte Carlo
simulations, from various QCD uncertainties and from thieiehcy and luminosity uncertainties were
discussed within the PDF working group of this first HERA-LM@rkshop. The goal of the studies
presented during the subgroup meetings during the 2004FAHBHC workshop provide some answers
to questions related to these systematic limitations. hiquaar, we have discussed potential experi-
mental and theoretical uncertainties for various Stani&rdel signal cross sections at the LHC. Some
results on the experimental systematics, on experimenthtizeoretical uncertainties for the inclusive
W, Z and for diboson production, especially related to utzgeties from PDF’s and from higher order
QCD calculations are described in the following sections.

While it was not possible to investigate the consequenaegaftous aspects of the LHC physics
potential in detail, it is important to keep in mind that maolfythese Standard Model reactions are
also important backgrounds in the search for the Higgs ahdraxotic phenomena. Obviously, the
consequences from these unavoidable systematic undersaieed to be investigated in more detail
during the coming years.

253Sybsection coordinator: Michael Dittmar



2.2 Measuring and interpreting cross sections at the LHE®

The LHC is often called a machine to make discoveries. Howefter many years of detailed LHC
simulations, it seems clear that relatively few signatuest, which do not involve cross section mea-
surements for signals and the various backgrounds. Thesexymects that cross section measurements
for a large variety of well defined reactions and their intetation within or perhaps beyond the Standard
Model will be one of the main task of the LHC physics program.

While itis relatively easy to estimate the statistical fg@n of a particular measurement as a func-
tion of the luminosity, estimates of potential systematioes are much more complicated. Furthmore,
as almost nobody wants to know about systematic limitatajriature experiments, detailed studies are
not rewarding. Nevertheless, realistic estimates of systematic errors are relevant, as they might
allow the LHC community to concentrate their efforts on thesa where current systematic errors, like
the ones which are related to uncertainties from Partorribigion Functions (PDF) or the ones from
missing higher order QCD calculations, can still be imprbdering the next years.

In order to address the question of systematics, it is usefstiart with the basics of cross section
measurements. Using some clever criteria a particulaagiga is separated from the data sample and
the surviving Npservea €vENts can be counted. Backgrounds,d¥..ound, from various sources have
to be estimated either using the data or some Monte Carlma&tsts. The number of signal events,
Nsignat, IS then obtained from the difference. In order to turn thigegimental number of signal events
into a measurement one has to apply a correction for theeffigi This experimental number can
now be compared with the product of the theoretical produatross section for the considered process
and the corresponding Luminosity. For a measurement at eohambllider, like the LHC, processes
are calculated on the basis of quark and gluon luminositigistware obtained from the proton-proton
luminosity “folded” with the PDF’s.

In order to estimate potential systematic errors one neeelsamine carefully the various ingredi-
ents to the cross section measurement and their intetipret&irst, a measurement can only be as good
as the impact from of the background uncertainties, whigedd on the optimized signal to background
ratio. Next, the experimental efficiency uncertainty defsean many subdetectors and their actual real
time performance. While this can only be known exactly fragalrdata, one can use the systematic
error estimates from previous experiments in order to gtressize of similar error sources for the fu-
ture LHC experiments. We are furthermore confronted witbentainties from the PDF’s and from the
proton-proton luminosity. If one considers all these a@mgssentially experimental, then one should
assign uncertainties originating from imperfect knowledd signal and background cross sections as
theoretical.

Before we try to estimate the various systematic errors enféfiowing subsections, we believe
that it is important to keep in mind that particular studiegae not to be much more detailed than the
largest and limiting uncertainty, coming from either thgpesmental or the theoretical area. Thus, one
should not waste too much time, in order to achieve the sohaltessible uncertainty in one particular
area. Instead, one should try first to reduce the most impogtaor sources and if one accepts the “work
division” between experimental and theoretical contidmg, then one should simply try to be just a
little more accurate than either the theoretical or the erpental colleagues.

2.2.1 Guessing experimental systematics for ATLAS and CMS

In order to guess experimental uncertainties, without giteémgthy and detailed Monte Carlo studies, it
seems useful to start with some simple and optimistic assangabout ATLAS and CM3.

First of all, one should assume that both experiments camtoperate as planned in their

Z8Contributing author: Michael Dittmar
2’'Up to date performance of the ATLAS and CMS detectors antiéundetailed references can be found on the corresponding
homepageattp://atlas.web.cern.ch/Atlas/andhttp://cmsinfo.cern.ch/Welcome.html/



proposals. As the expected performance goals are rathéarsfor both detectors the following list of
measurement capabilities looks as a reasonable first guess.

e Isolated electrons, muons and photons with a transverseemtom above 20 GeV and a pseu-
dorapidityn with |n| < 2.5 are measured with excellent accuracy and high (perhapsges da
95% for some reactions) “homogeneous” efficiency. Withim pseudo rapidity coverage one can
assume that experimentalists will perhaps be able, ussfatbe statistics from leptonic W and Z
decays, to control the efficiency for electrons and muonk wit% accuracy. For simplicity, one
can also assume that these events will allow to control nmmeasents with high energy photons to
a similar accuracy. For theoretical studies one might tlassime that higlp; electrons, muons
and photons angh| < 2.5 are measured with a systematic uncertainty-of% for each lepton
(photon).

e Jets are much more difficult to measure. Optimistically ooeldt assume that jets can be seen
with good efficiency and angular accuracy if the jet transeenomentum is larger than 30 GeV
and if their pseudo rapidity fulfillg;| < 4.5. The jet energy resolution is not easy to quantify, but
numbers could be given using some “reasonable” assumgii@d E/E ~ 100 — 150% //E.

For various measurements one want to know the uncertairttyeadbsolute jet energy scale. Var-
ious tools, like the decays @ — qg in tt events or the photon-jet final state, might be used to
calibrate either the mean value or the maximum to reasoraday accuracy. We believe that only
detailed studies of the particular signature will allow atitative estimate of the uncertainties
related to the jet energy scale measurements.

e The tagging of b—flavoured jets can be done, but the efficielepends strongly on the potential
backgrounds. Systematic efficiency uncertainties for thmdging are difficult to quantify but
it seems that, in the absence of a new method, relative brggoncertainties belowt 5% are
almost impossible to achieve.

With this baseline LHC detector capabilities, it seems wiskf divide the various higlg? LHC
reactions into essentially five different non overlappiag¢egories. Such a devision can be used to make
some reasonable accurate estimates of the different sytitsm

e Drell-Yan type lepton pair final states. This includes ond aff-shell W and Z decays.
e y—jet andyyX final states.

e Diboson events of the typ@W, WZ, ZZ, W~ with leptonic decays of th&l” andZ bosons.
One might consider to include the Standard Model Higgs s$igea into this group of signatures.

e Events with top quarks in the final state, identified with askeone isolated lepton.
e Hadronic final states with up to n(=2,3 ..) Jets and diffeggrand mass.

With this “grouping” of experimental final states, one canvrgiart to analyze the different po-
tential error sources. Where possible, one can try to defideuae relative measurements of various
reactions such that some systematic errors will simply elanc

Starting with the resonant W and Z production with leptonécalys, several million of clean
events will be collected quickly, resulting in relative tsgtical errors well belowt+1%. Theoretical
calculations for these reactions are well advanced anct thezctions are among the best understood
LHC final states allowing to build the most accurate LHC Mo@talo generators. Furthermore, some
of the experimental uncertainties can be reduced consilyeifaratio measurements of cross section,
such ag¥V* /W= and Z/W, are performed. The similarities in the production mecsimnshould also
allow to reduce theoretical uncertainties for such ratiise experimental counting accuracy of W and
Z events, which includes background and efficiency comesti might achieve eventually uncertainties
of 1% or slightly better for cross section ratios.

Furthermore, it seems that the shape ofjihdistribution of the Z, using the decay into electron
pairs pp — ZX — e+e” X), can be determined with relative accuracies of much lems 186. This



distribution, shown in figure 1, can be used to tune the Momtddiescription of this particular process.
This tuning of the Monte Carlo can than be used almost dyeotpredict theoretically also the W,
spectrum, and the; spectrum for high mass Drell-Yan lepton pair events. Once@urate model

description of these Standard Model reactions is achiemedrght use these insights also to predict the
p; spectrum of other well defined final states.

. pp - Z°X - e*e’ X pp - Z°X - e*e’ X

10 10000

E LHC (14TeV) L =1fb* (PYTHIA LO) L LHC (14TeV) L =1fb (PYTHIA LO)
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4000

Event/GeV/fb *
Event/0.2 GeV/fb *

2000

AR TN TSRS SN ST SR R N AR T T TN N Y T SO S SR N
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 5 15 20

10
p.(2°) [GeV] p.(2°) [GeV]

Fig. 1: Simple simulation of a potential measurement of the Zpectrum, possible with a luminosity of only 1 b Who
will be able to predict thig; spectrum in all its beauty and with similar accuracy?

From all the various high? reactions, the inclusive production of W and Z events is kmtovbe
the theoretically best understood and best experimentadigisurable LHC reaction. Consequently, the
idea to use these simple well defined final states as the LH egction normalisation tool, or standard
candle was described first in reference [6]. This study migid that the W and Z production might result
in a precise and simple parton luminosity monitor. In additithese reactions can also be used to im-
prove the relative knowledge of the PDF's. In fact, if oneegiwip on the idea to measure absolute cross
sections, the relative parton luminosity can in principtedetermined with relative uncertainties well be-

low +5%, the previously expected possible limit for any absototgn-proton luminosity normalisation
procdure.

In summary, one can estimate that it should be possible tecesdxperimental uncertainties for
Drell-Yan processes to systematic uncertainties beld@®o, optimistically one might envisage an event
counting accuracy of perhagsl%, limited mainly from the lepton identification efficiency

The next class of final states, which can be measured exelysiith leptons, are the diboson pair
events with subsequent leptonic decays. Starting with thdiral state, we expect that the statistical
accuracy will dominate the measurement for several yeaggeftheless, the systematic uncertainties of
the measurement, based on four leptons, should in prinbglgossible with relative errors of a few %
only.

The production of WZ and WW involves unmeasurable neutrifidsus, experimentally only an
indirect and incomplete determination of the kinematicsheffinal states is possible and very detailed
simulations with precise Monte Carlo generators are reguior the interpretation of these final state.
It seems that a measurement of the event counting with arramcielow+5%, due to efficiency
uncertainties from the selection alone, to be highly noriatki Nevertheless, if the measurements and
the interpretations can be done relative to the W and Z rem@nproduction, some uncertainties from
the lepton identification efficiency, from the PDF and frone theoretical calculation can perhaps be
reduced. Without going into detailed studies for each chhrame could try to assume that a systematic

10



uncertainty of+5% might be defined as a goal. Similar characteristics and limitations can be
expected for other diboson signatures.

The production cross section of top antitop quark pairsngelaand several million of semilep-
tonic tagged and relatively clean evenie (— tt — WbWb identified with one leptonidV decay)
can be expected. However, the signature involves sevésaki@me perhaps tagged as b—flavoured, and
missing transverse momentum from the neutrino(s). Theecbassociation of the various jets to the
corresponding top quark is known to be extremely difficaégding to large combinatorial backgrounds.
Thus, it seems that, even if precise Monte Carlo generatifirsezome eventually available, that system-
atic uncertainties smaller than 5-10% should not be exgde@ensequently,we assume that top antitop
backgrounds for a wide class of signals can not be determitbduncertainties smaller than 5-10%.

Measurements of so called “single” top quarks are even miffieult, as the cross section is
smaller and larger backgrounds exist. Systematic erroltstivéirefore always be larger than the one
guessed for top-antitop pair production.

Finally, we can address the QCD jet production. Traditignahe measures and interprets the so
called jet cross section as a functionppfiet and the mass of the multi jet system using various rapidit
intervals. With the steeply falling; jet spectrum and essentially no background, one will datesrine
differential spectrum such that only the slope has to be nredswith good relative accuracy. If one is
especially interested into the super high mass or phigtvents, then we expect that migrations due to jet
mis-measurements and non Gaussian tails in the jet energgureanents will limit any measurement.
A good guess might be that the LHC experiments can expectudlmsmmalisation uncertainties similar
to the ones achieved with CDF and DO, corresponding to umioggs of aboutt 10-20%.

Are the above estimated systematic limits for the variouasueements pessimistic, optimistic or
simply realistic? Of course, only real experiments will trlring the coming LHC years. However, while
some of these estimates will need perhaps some small maificeney could be used as a limit waiting
to be improved during the coming years. Thus, some peoplefutieas might take these numbers
as a challenge, and discover and develop new methods thatnpilove these estimates. This guess
of systematic limitations for LHC experiments could thuschesidered as a “provocation”, which will
stimulate activities to prove them wrong. In fact, if the ekmental and theoretical communities could
demonstrate why some of these “pessimistic’ numbers aregvitioe future real LHC measurements
will obviously benefit from the required efforts to developetter Monte Carlo programs and better
experimental methods.

The following summary from a variety of experimental resditom previous high energy collider
experiments might help to quantify particular areas of eondor the LHC measurements. These pre-
vious measurements can thus be used as a starting point fdid@rexperimenter, who can study and
explain why the corresponding errors at LHC will be smallelaoger.

2.2.2 Learning from previous collider experiments

It is broadly accepted, due to the huge hadronic interactita and the short bunch crossing time, that
the experimental conditions at the LHC will be similar or w@ithan the ones at the Tevatron collider.
One experimental answer was to improve the granularityedead accuracy of the different detector
elements accordingly. Still, no matter how well an experiilngan be realized, the LHC conditions to
do experiments will be much more difficult than at LEP or anpdtetical future high energy™e~
collider. One important reason is the large theoreticaledainty, which prevents to make signal and
background Monte Carlos with accuracies similar to the aviesh were used at LEP.

Thus, we can safely expect that systematic errors at LHCrewpats will be larger than the
corresponding ones from LEP and that the Tevatron expeieac be used as a first guess.

e Measurement of x BR for W and Z production from CDF [7] and DO [8]:
The CDF collaboration has presented a high statistics memsunt with electrons and muons.
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Similar systematic errors of abottt 2% were achieved for efficiency and thus the event counting
with electrons and muons. The error was reducedt 104% for the ratio measurement where some
lepton identification efficiencies cancel. Similar erroppat x 1.5-2 larger have been obtained by
the corresponding measurements from the DO experiment.

Measurement of the cross section fgr— Z~(~) from DO [9]:

A total of 138ee~y and 152,y candidate events were selected. The background was estimat
to be about 10% with a systematic uncertainty40fl0-15%, mainly fromy-jet misidentifica-
tion. Using Monte Carlo and a large sample of inclusive Z &veiie efficiency uncertainty has
been estimated to bbe 5% and when the data were used in comparison with the Staiuizde!
prediction another uncertainty of 3.3% originating fromP®was added.

Measurement of thep — ¢t production cross section from CDF [10]

A recent CDF measurement, using 197 pbobtained a cross section (in pb) of 7.0 +2.4 (-2.1)
from statistics. This should be comapred with +1.7 (-1.8jrfrsystematics, which includesd.4
from the luminosity measurement. Thus, uncertainties feffrniency and background are roughly
+20%. Itis expected that some of the uncertainties can beeedwith the expected 10 fold lumi-
nosity increase such that the systematic error will evéiytdecrease to about 10%, sufficient

to be better than the expected theoretical errat d5%.

A search for Supersymmetry with b-tagged jets from CDF [11]:

This study, using single and double b-tagged events wasstenswith background only. How-
ever, it was claimed that the background uncertainty wadswmied by the systematic error, which
probably originated mostly from the b tagging efficiency dmel misidentification of b-flavoured
jets. The numbers given were 16.48.7 events (3.15 from systematics) for the single b-tagged
events and 2:60.7 events (0.66 from systematics) for the double b-taggedts. These errors
originate mainly from the b-tagging efficiency uncertastiwhich are found to roughty 20-25%

for this study of rare events.

Some “random” selection of recesit e~ measurements:

A recent measurement from ALEPH (LEP) of the W branchingoratigg estimated a systematic
uncertainty of aboutt 0.2% [12]. This small uncertainty was possible because nadiitional
constraints could be used.

OPAL has reported a measurementiyfat LEP Il energies, with a systematic uncertaintytof
3.7%. Even though this uncertainty could in principle beus with higher statistics, one can
use it as an indication on how large efficiency uncertairties b-tagging are already with clean
experimental conditions [13]

Recently, ALEPH and DELPHI have presented cross sectiorsanements foe™e™ — v with
systematic errors between 2.2% (ALEPH) [14] and 1.1% (DELDRL5]. In both cases, the effi-
ciency uncertainty, mainly from conversions, for this impiple easy signal was estimated to be
roughly 1%. In the case of ALEPH an uncertainty of ab&t8% was found for the background
correction.

Obviously, these measurements can only be used, in absémegthing better, as a most op-

timistic guess for possible systematic limitations at arbadcollider. One might conclude that the
systematics from LEP experiments give (1) an optimistigtlior comparable signatures at the LHC and
(2) that the results from CDF and DO should indicate systEmathich might be obtained realistically

during the early LHC years.

Thus, in summary the following list might be used as a firsteorguess on achievable LHC

systematic®.

e “Isolated” muons, electrons and photons can be measurédangtmall momentum (energy) un-
certainty and with an almost perfect angular resolution.e €Hiciency forp, > 20 GeV and

28Reallity will hopefully show new brilliant ideas, which coinied with hard work will allow to obtain even smaller uncer-
tainties.
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In| < 2.5 will be “high” and can be controlled optimistically t& 1%. Some straight forward
selection criteria should reduce jet background to smaillegligible levels.

“Isolated” jets with ap, > 30 GeV and|n| < 4.5 can be seen with high (veto) efficiency and
a small uncertainty from the jet direction measurement. él@s it will be very difficulty to
measure the absolute jet energy scale and Non-Gaussianvtkilimit the systematics if the jet
energy scale is important.

Measurements of the missing transverse momentum deperitedimél state but will in general
be a sum of the errors from the lepton and the jet accuracies.

Using these assumptions, the following “optimistic” expental systematic errors can be used

as a guideline:

1.

2.

Efficiency uncertainties for isolated leptons and phstaith ap, above 20 GeV can be estimated
with a+1% accuracy.

Efficiencies for tagging jets will be accurate to a few patcand the efficiency to tag b-flavoured
jets will be known at best withia-5%.

. Backgrounds will be known, combining theoretical unaities and some experimental determi-

nations, at best with &5-10% accuracy. Thus, discovery signatures without napeaks require
signal to background ratios larger than 0.25-0.5, i 8iscoveries are claimed. Obviously, for
accurate cross section measurements, the signal to backgratio should be much larger.

. In case of ratio measurements with isolated leptons,gike+ W /pp — W™, relative errors

between 0.5-1% should be possible. Furthermore, it seegthhth measurement of the shape of Z
p: spectrum, using Z» e*e~, will be possible with a systematic error much smaller théam As
the Z cross section is huge and clean we expect that thistaignaill become the best measurable
final state and should allow to test a variety of productiordei® with errors belowt 1%, thus
challenging future QCD calculations for a long time.
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2.3 Uncertainties onV and Z production at the LHC 2°
2.3.1 Introduction

At leading order (LO),JW and Z production occur by the procesg; — W/Z, and the momentum
fractions of the partons participating in this subprocessgiven byx; » = % exp(+y), wherelM is
the centre of mass energy of the subprocéds— My or My, /s is the centre of mass energy of
the reaction {/s = 14 TeV at the LHC) andy = %ln gt% gives the parton rapidity. The kinematic
plane for LHC parton kinematics is shown in Fig. 2. Thus, aitic@ rapidity, the participating partons
have small momentum fractions, ~ 0.005. Moving away from central rapidity sends one parton to
lower 2 and one to higher, but over the measurable rapidity rangg, < 2.5, « values remain in
the rangel0~* < = < 0.1. Thus, in contrast to the situation at the Tevatron, valeneks are not
involved, the scattering is happening between sea quarkghdfrmore, the high scale of the process
Q? = M? ~ 10,000 GeV? ensures that the gluon is the dominant parton, see Fig. hasdhese sea
quarks have mostly been generated by the flavour lird ¢q splitting process. Thus the precision of
our knowledge ofil” and Z cross-sections at the LHC is crucially dependent on thertaioty on the
momentum distribution of the gluon.

LHC parton kinematics —~ 2 3
y [ [reeoa il
S [ | potobose 3 :
10’ Fr T T - t s ) ;
X1 - Q+s2= 10000  GeVex2
X, , = (M/14 TeV) exp(zy) % [ — up ZEUS2002-TR
[ - down
1¢F Q=M M=10TeV 16
10 F S 4
; 12 b
10k M=1Tev 3
; i ; i : T
«— 10 F S 08 [
=~ 10k M =100GeV /- - = . , 0.6
o ; ; ; 5 : [
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M =10GeV o
-4
fixed 10
10' HERA E|
target

Fig. 2: Left plot: The LHC kinematic plane (thanks to Jamesisg). Right plot: PDF distributions a®? = 10, 000 GeV>.

HERA data have dramatically improved our knowledge of thwg| as illustrated in Fig. 3, which
showsW andZ rapidity spectra predicted from a global PDF fit which doesindude the HERA data,
compared to a fit including HERA data. The latter fit is the ZES §lobal fit [16], whereas the former is
a fit using the same fitting analysis but leaving out the ZEUS.dBhe full PDF uncertainties for both fits
are calculated from the error PDF sets of the ZEUS-S analgaig) LHAPDF [17] (see the contribution
of M.Whalley to these proceedings). The predictions forlth&Z cross-sections, decaying to the lepton
decay mode, are summarised in Table 1. The uncertaintidseipredictions for these cross-sections
have decreased from 16% pre-HERA to~ 3.5% post-HERA. The reason for this can be seen clearly
in Fig. 4, where the sea and gluon distributions for the pnet post-HERA fits are shown for several
different Q2 bins, together with their uncertainty bands. It is the drécadly increased precision in the

29Contributing authors: Alessandro Tricoli, Amanda CooBarkar, Claire Gwenlan
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PDF Set dWHBWT S 170) oW ).BW- =1 &) o(2).B(Z=1T)

ZEUS-Sno HERA 10.63+1.73nb 7.80+1.18 nb 1.69 £0.23 nb
ZEUS-S 12.07+£0.41 nb 8.76 £0.30 nb 1.89 £ 0.06 nb
CTEQ6.1 11.66 £ 0.56 nb 8.58 £0.43 nb 1.924+0.08 nb
MRSTO1 11.72 £ 0.23 nb 8.724+0.16 nb 1.96 £ 0.03 nb

Table 1: LHCW/Z cross-sections for decay via the lepton mode, for various$?D
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HERA excluded

~doBeldy
—doBerdy
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HERA included
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HERA included
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—doBeTdy
~ doBe/dy
T
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Fig. 3: LHCW ™, W, Z rapidity distributions and their PDF uncertainties (thklfne shows the central value and the dashed
lines show the spread of the uncertainty): Top Row: from tB&3-S global PDF analysis not including HERA data; left plot
W; middle plotWW ~; right plot Z: Bottom Row: from the ZEUS-S global PDF analysis includingRA data; left plotii/ *;

middle plotW ~; right plot Z

low-z gluon PDF, feeding into increased precision in the losea quarks, which has led to the increased
precision on the predictions fé¥/Z production at the LHC.

Further evidence for the conclusion that the uncertairieghe gluon PDF at the input scale
(Q% = 7 GeV?, for ZEUS-S) are the major contributors to the uncertaintythe 1V/Z cross-sections at
Q? = My (My), comes from decomposing the predictions down into theitrdmrting eigenvectors.
Fig 5 shows the dominant contributions to the total uncetyairom eigenvectors 3, 7, and 11 which are
eigenvectors which are dominated by the parameters whietnaighe low<, mid-z and highs, gluon

respectively.
The post-HERA level of precision illustrated in Fig. 3 iséakfor granted in modern analyses, such

that W /Z production have been suggested as ‘standard-candle’ ggeséor luminosity measurement.
However, when considering the PDF uncertainties on thedatarModel (SM) predictions it is necessary

not only to consider the uncertainties of a particular PD&lysis, but also to compare PDF analyses.
Fig. 6 compares the predictions fiéf * production for the ZEUS-S PDFs with those of the CTEQ®6.1 [18]
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Fig. 5: LHC W rapidity distributions and their PDF uncertainties duehi ¢igenvectors 3,7 and 11 of the ZEUS-S analysis.
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Fig. 6: LHC W™ rapidity distributions and their PDF uncertainties: leifitp ZEUS-S PDFs; middle plot, CTEQ6.1 PDFs;
right plot: MRSTO1 PDFs.

PDFs and the MRSTO1 [19] PD#s The correspondin§’ * cross-sections, for decay to leptonic mode
are given in Table 1. Comparing the uncertainty at centyatrgy, rather than the total cross-section, we
see that the uncertainty estimates are rather lar§&% for ZEUS-S; 8.7% for CTEQ6.1M and about
3.6% for MRSTO1. The difference in the central value between ZE3J&d CTEQ6.1 is3.5%. Thus
the spread in the predictions of the different PDF sets ispaoable to the uncertainty estimated by the
individual analyses. Taking all of these analyses togetienncertainty at central rapidity is abo8fto.

Since the PDF uncertainty feeding into tHé*, W~ and Z production is mostly coming from
the gluon PDF, for all three processes, there is a stron@ledion in their uncertainties, which can be
removed by taking ratios. Fig. 7 shows tHéasymmetry

Ay =W -W7)/ (W +W").

for CTEQG6.1 PDFs, which have the largest uncertainties bligted PDF sets. The PDF uncertainties on
the asymmetry are very small in the measurable rapiditygaAg eigenvector decomposition indicates
that sensitivity to highe « andd quark flavour distributions is now evident at largeEven this residual
flavour sensitivity can be removed by taking the ratio

AZW = Z/(W+ + W_)

as also shown in Fig. 7. This quantity is almost independeRDOd- uncertainties. These quantities have
been suggested as benchmarks for our understanding ofs®dakddel Physics at the LHC. However,
whereas théeZ rapidity distribution can be fully reconstructed from itsody leptons, this is not possible
for the W rapidity distribution, because the leptonic decay chamdlich we use to identify th&’’s
have missing neutrinos. Thus we actually measuréittedecay lepton rapidity spectra rather than the
W rapidity spectra. The lower half of Fig. 7 shows the rapidipectra for positive and negative leptons
from W+ andW~ decay and the lepton asymmetry,

A= (T —17)/( 1),

A cut of, py > 25 GeV, has been applied on the decay lepton, since it will ngbdssible to trigger

on leptons with smalp,;. A particular lepton rapidity can be fed from a rangel@frapidities so that

the contributions of partons at differemtvalues is smeared out in the lepton spectra, but the broad
features of thdl spectra and the sensitivity to the gluon parameters reniHire lepton asymmetry
shows the change of sign at largevhich is characteristic of th& — A structure of the lepton decay.
The cancellation of the uncertainties due to the gluon PDioiso perfect in the lepton asymmetry as
in the W asymmetry. Nevertheless in the measurable rapidity raegsittvity to PDF parameters is
small. Correspondingly, the PDF uncertainties are alsdlgmé&;) and this quantity provides a suitable
Standard Model benchmark.

*MRSTO01 PDFs are used because the full error analysis issél@ibnly for this PDF set.
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In summary, these preliminary investigations indicaté BiaF uncertainties on predictions for the
W, Z rapidity spectra, using standard PDF sets which descrilmecalern data, have reached a precision
of ~ 8%. This may be good enough to consider using these procesdemia®sity monitors. The
predicted precision on ratios such as the lepton ratjois better & 4%) and this measurement may be
used as a SM benchmark. Itis likely that this current levelrfertainty will have improved before the
LHC turns on- see the contribution of C. Gwenlan (sectior) ®12hese proceedings. The remainder of
this contribution will be concerned with the question: havewarately can we measure these quantities
and can we use the early LHC data to improve on the currentdéwmcertainty?

2.3.2 k-factor and PDF re-weighting

To investigate how well we can really measui#é production we need to generate samples of Monte-
Carlo (MC) data and pass them through a simulation of a dmtedfarious technical problems arise.
Firstly, many physics studies are done with HERWIG (6.5@)],[ which generates events at LO with
parton showers to account for higher order effects. Distidims can be corrected from LO to NLO by
k-factors which are applied as a function of the variablentériest. The use of HERWIG is gradually
being superceded by MC@NLO (2.3) [21] but this is not yet iempeénted for all physics processes. Thus
itis necessary to investigate how much bias is introduceasibyg HERWIG with k-factors. Secondly, to
simulate the spread of current PDF uncertainties, it issssrg to run the MC with all of the eigenvector
error sets of the PDF of interest. This would be unreasontlg-consuming. Thus the technique of
PDF reweighting has been investigated.

One million W — ev, events were generated using HERWIG (6.505). This corretsptm 43

hours of LHC running at low luminosity,0 fb—!. The events are split inid’+ andW ~ events according
to their Standard Model cross-section raté$;: 42% (the exact split depends on the input PDFs). These
events are then weighted with k-factors, which are analfjicalculated as the ratio of the NLO to LO
cross-section as a function of rapidity for the same inpuERZ2]. The resultant rapidity spectra for
W+ W~ are compared to rapidity spectra fer 107,700 events generated using MC@NLO(2.3) in
Fig 8°1. The MRST02 PDFs were used for this investigation. The amyuof this study is limited by the

3n MC@NLO the hard emissions are treated by NLO computatiafmereas soft/collinear emissions are handled by the
MC simulation. In the matching procedure a fraction of esemith negative weights is generated to avoid double cogntin

The event weights must be applied to the generated numbeenfsbefore the effective number of events can be convested
an equivalent luminosity. The figure given is the effectivenber of events.
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Fig. 8: Top Row: W rapidity andp; spectra for events generated with HERWIG + k-Factors (fo#), compared to those
generated by MC@NLO (dashed line); left plat™ rapidity; middle plotWW ~ rapidity; right plot W~ p;. Bottom row:
the fractional differences of the spectra generated by HERWk-factors and those generated by MC@NLO. The full line
represents the weighted mean of these difference spedithaiashed lines show its uncertainty

statistics of the MC@NLO generation. Nevertheless it iacteat HERWIG with k-factors does a good
job of mimicking the NLO rapidity spectra. However, the nalisation is too high by.5%. This is
not suprising since, unlike the analytic code, HERWIG isanpurely LO calculation, parton showering
is also included. This normalisation difference is not tooc@l since in an analysis on real data the
MC will only be used to correct data from the detector levethte generator level. For this purpose,
it is essential to model the shape of spectra to understandftact of experimental cuts and smearing
but not essential to model the overall normalisation pésfeélowever, one should note that HERWIG
with k-factors is not so successful in modelling the shapthefy; spectra, as shown in the right hand
plot of Fig. 8. This is hardly surprising, since at LO thé have nop; and non-zerg, for HERWIG

is generated by parton showering, whereas for MC@NLO non4zeoriginates from additional higher
order processes which cannot be scaled from LO, where tieayadipresent.

Suppose we general® events with a particular PDF set: PDF set 1. Any one event las t
hard scaleQ? = MVQV, and two primary partons of flavouy§av; and flavs, with momentum fractions
x1, £ according to the distributions of PDF set 1. These momentactibns are applicable to the hard
process before the parton showers are implemented in bagkevalution in the MC. One can then
evaluate the probability of picking up the same flavouredguer with the same momentum fractions
from an alternative PDF set, PDF set 2, at the same hard Sdae.the event weight is given by

fppr, (x1,flavy, Q?).fppr, (xa, flave, Q?) (1)
fepr, (x1, flavy, Q?).fppr, (x2, flavs, Q?)

wherez fppr(z, flav, Q%) is the parton momentum distribution for flavoytlav, at scale,Q?, and
momentum fractiong. Fig. 9 compares th&+ and W~ spectra for a million events generated using
MRSTO02 as PDF set 1 and re-weighting to CTEQ®6.1 as PDF sett avhillion events which are di-
rectly generated with CTEQ6.1. Beneath the spectra thédre difference between these distributions
is shown. These difference spectra show that the reweigigood to better thaih%, and there is no
evidence of @ dependent bias. This has been checked for reweighting batM&ST02, CTEQ6.1 and
ZEUS-S PDFs. Since the uncertainties of any one analysisimikar in size to the differences between
the analyses it is clear that the technique can be used taigeapectra for the eigenvector error PDF
sets of each analysis and thus to simulate the full PDF weioégs from a single set of MC generated
events. Fig. 9 also shows a similar comparisorpfapectra.

PDF(re — weight) =

2.3.3 Background Studies

To investigate the accuracy with whidi events can be measured at the LHC it is necessary to make
an estimate of the importance of background processes. Ws fonlV events which are identified
through their decay to thB” — e v, channel. There are several processes which can be misielénti
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dashed lines show its uncertainty, Right $ide (R RAPEIRREEFRY background due to cuts

Cut W —ev, Z —1hr- Z —ete W — 1v,

et e e et e et e
ATLFAST cuts 382,902 264,415 5.5% 7.9% 34.7% 50.3% 14.8% 14.9%
In] <24 367,815 255,514 5.5% 7.8% 34.3% 49.4% 14.7% 14.8%
Die > 25 GeV 252,410 194,562 0.6% 0.7% 12.7% 16.2% 2.2% 2.3%
DPimiss > 25 GeV 212,967 166,793 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 1.6% 1.6%
No jets with P, > 30 GeV 187,634 147,415 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 1.2% 1.2%
preceil < 20 GeV 159,873 125,003 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 1.2%

asW — ev,. These arelV — rv., with 7 decaying to the electron channél;— 77~ with at least
oner decaying to the electron channel (including the case whém#t® decay to the electron channel,
but one electron is not identifiedy, — e™e~ with one electron not identified. We have generated one
million events for each of these background processesg UlsERWIG and CTEQ5L, and compared
them to one million signal events generated with CTEQG6.1.afay event selection criteria designed
to eliminate the background preferentially. These citerie:

e ATLFAST cuts (see Sec. 2.3.5)
pseudorapidity|n| < 2.4, to avoid bias at the edge of the measurable rapidity range

pre > 25 GeV, highp, is necessary for electron triggering

missingE; > 25 GeV, thev, in a signal event will have a correspondingly large misdifg

e no reconstructed jets in the event wijth> 30 GeV, to discriminate against QCD background
e recoil on the transverse plapge < 20 GeV, to discriminate against QCD background

Table 2 gives the percentage of background with respecgt@kicalculated using the known relative
cross-sections of these processes, as each of these cpjdiéslaAfter, the cuts have been applied the
background from these processes is negligible. Howevene tare limitations on this study from the fact
that in real data there will be further QCD backgrounds ftbm 2 processes involving, g, g in which
afinal stater’ — ~~ decay mimics a single electron. A preliminary study apmytine selection criteria
to MC generated QCD events suggests that this backgrouneglgible, but the exact level of QCD
background cannot be accurately estimated without passuggy large number of events though a full
detector simulation, which is beyond the scope of the ctigentribution.
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2.3.4 Charge misidentification
Clearly charge misidentification could distort the leptapidity spectra and dilute the asymmetty.

Argw — FT + F~
1-F - F*+

Atrue =

whereA, ..., is the measured asymmetry;,.... is the true asymmetry'~ is the rate of true™ misiden-
tified ase™ and F'* is the rate of true™ misidentified ag~. To make an estimate of the importance of
charge misidentification we use a sampleZof-+ e*e¢~ events generated by HERWIG with CTEQ5L
and passed through a full simulation of the ATLAS detectoreriEs with two or more charged electro-
magnetic objects in the EM calorimeter are then selectedsabgbct to the cutsy)| < 2.5, pre > 25
GeV, as usual andy /p < 2, for bremsstrahlung rejection. We then look for the chargjedtromagnetic
pair with invariant mass closest ff ; and impose the cutj0 < Mz < 120 GeV. Then we tag the
charge of the better reconstructed lepton of the pair anckdizesee if the charge of the second lepton is
the same as the first. Assuming that the pair really came fhendécay of the this gives us a measure
of charge misidentification. Fig 10 show the misidentificatiatest"*, F'~ as functions of pseudorapid-
ity32. These rates are very small. The quantlfy can be corrected for charge misidentification applying
Barlow’s method for combining asymmetric errors [23]. Thedl of correction i9.3% in the central
region and).5% in the more forward regions.

2.3.5 Compare events at the generator level to events ateteetdr level

We have simulated one million sign&l] — ev,, events for each of the PDF sets CTEQ6.1, MRST2001
and ZEUS-S using HERWIG (6.505). For each of these PDF setsitfenvector error PDF sets have
been simulated by PDF reweighting and k-factors have beglreddo approximate an NLO generation.
The top part of Fig. 11 shows the" and A; spectra at this generator level, for all of the PDF sets
superimposed. The events are then passed through the ATILf&&Ssimulation of the ATLAS detector.
This applies loose kinematic cutis| < 2.5, p,. > 5 GeV, and electron isolation criteria. It also smears
the 4-momenta of the leptons to mimic momentum dependeettigtresolution. We then apply the
selection cuts described in Sec. 2.3.3. The lower half of Figshows the* and A; spectra at the
detector level after application of these cuts, for all & BDF sets superimposed. The level of precision
of each PDF set, seen in the analytic calculations of Figs énly slightly degraded at detector level, so
that a net level of PDF uncertainty at central rapidity.08% is maintained. The anticipated cancellation
of PDF uncertainties in the asymmetry spectrum is also ebdemwithin each PDF set, and the spread
between PDF sets suggests that measurements which aratadowetter than 5% could discriminate
between PDF sets.

%2These have been corrected for the small possibility thabétieer reconstructed lepton has had its charge misidehtife
follows. In the central regiony;| < 1, assume the same probability of misidentification of the &rgl second leptons, in the
more forward regions assume the same rate of first leptordemnisfication as in the central region.
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Fig. 11: Top row:e™, e™ and A, rapidity spectra for the lepton from tH& decay, generated using HERWIG + k factors and
CTEQS6.1 (red), ZEUS-S (green) and MRST2001 (black) PDFwitsfull uncertainties. Bottom row: the same spectra after
passing through the ATLFAST detector simulation and seleatuts.

2.3.6 Using LHC data to improve precision on PDFs

The high cross-sections fa¥ production at the LHC ensure that it will be the experimestatematic
errors, rather than the statistical errors, which are deéténg. We have imposed a randotfX, scat-
ter on our samples of one millioW” events, generated using different PDFs, in order to inyatiif
measurements at this level of precision will improve PDFauntainties at central rapidity significantly
if they are input to a global PDF fit. Fig. 12 shows e ande™ rapidity spectra for events generated
from the ZEUS-S PDFgf| < 2.4) compared to the analytic predictions for these same ZEPHs.
The lower half of this figure illustrates the result if theseemts are then included in the ZEUS-S PDF
fit. The size of the PDF uncertainties,iat 0, decreases fro.8% to 4.5%. The largest improvement
is in the PDF parametex, controlling the lows gluon at the input scale)?: zg(z) ~ z at low-z,

Ag = —0.199 £ 0.046, before the input of the LHC pseudo-data, comparedjo= —0.196 + 0.029,
after input. Note that whereas the relative normalisatiofithe e ande™ spectra are set by the PDFs,
the absolute normalisation of the data is free in the fit sbribaassumptions are made on our ability to
measure luminosity. Secondly, we repeat this procedurevients generated using the CTEQ6.1 PDFs.
As shown in Fig. 13, the cross-section for these events i©i@rower edge of the uncertainty band of
the ZEUS-S predictions. If these events are input to thedittmtral value shifts and the uncertainty de-
creases. The value of the parametgbecomes), = —0.18940.029, after input of these pseudo-data.
Finally to simulate the situation which really faces expertalists we generate events with CTEQ6.1,
and pass them through the ATLFAST detector simulation ansl ae then correct back from detector
level to generator level using a different PDF set- in thisedlie ZEUS-S PDFs- since in practice we will
not know the true PDFs. Fig. 14 shows that the resulting ctededata look pleasingly like CTEQ®6.1,
but they are more smeared. When these data are input to thditRBbé central values shift and errors
decrease just as for the perfect CTEQ6.1 pseudo-data. Tineab)\, becomes) = —0.181 + 0.030,
after input of these pseudo-data. Thus we see that the hiasliced by the correction procedure from
detector to generator level is small compared to the PDFrtaingy.

2.3.7 Conclusions and a warning: problems with the theoattpredictions at smalk?

We have investigated the PDF uncertainty on the predicfiong” andZ production at the LHC, taking
into account realistic expectations for measurement acguaind the cuts on data which will be needed
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Fig. 12: Top row:e™ ande™ rapidity spectra generated from ZEUS-S PDFs compared tartalytic prediction using ZEUS-
S PDFs. Bottom row: the same lepton rapidity spectra condptreéhe analytic prediction AFTER including these lepton

pseudo-data in the ZEUS-S PDF fit.
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Fig. 13: Top row:e™ ande™ rapidity spectra generated from CTEQ6.1 PDFs comparecktarhlytic prediction using ZEUS-
S PDFs. Bottom row: the same lepton rapidity spectra condptreéhe analytic prediction AFTER including these lepton

pseudo-data in the ZEUS-S PDF fit.
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Fig. 14: Top row:e™ ande™ rapidity spectra generated from CTEQ6.1 PDFs, which haea passed through the ATLFAST
detector simulation and corrected back to generator lesglguZEUS-S PDFs, compared to the analytic prediction using
ZEUS-S PDFs. Bottom row: the same lepton rapidity spectrapamed to the analytic prediction AFTER including these
lepton pseudo-data in the ZEUS-S PDF fit.

to identify signal events from background processes. Welade that at the present level of PDF
uncertainty the decay lepton asymmetdy, will be a useful standard model benchmark measurement,
and that the decay lepton spectra can be used as a luminositigomwhich will be good to~ 8%.
However, we have also investigated the measurement agcoemessary for early measurements of
these decay lepton spectra to be useful in further consitpithe PDFs. A systematic measurement
error of less than- 4% would provide useful extra constraints.

However, a caveat is that the current study has been perfousiag standard PDF sets which
are extracted using NLO QCD in the DGLAP [24-27] formalisnmheTextension to NNLO is straight-
forward, giving small corrections- 1%. PDF analyses at NNLO including full accounting of the PDF
uncertainties are not extensively available yet, so thallsrorrection is not pursued here. However, there
may be much larger uncertainties in the theoretical calicuia because the kinematic region involves
low-z. There may be a need to account fof1/x) resummation (first considered in the BFKL [28-30]
formalism) or high gluon density effects. See referencé {@da review.

The MRST group recently produced a PDF set, MRSTO03, whicls et include any data for
x < 5x 1073, The motivation behind this was as follows. In a global DGLiKRo many data sets there
is always a certain amount of tension between data setsniayslerive from the use of an inappropriate
theoretical formalism for the kinematic range of some ofda&. Investigating the effect of kinematic
cuts on the data, MRST found that a cut,> 5 x 10~3, considerably reduced tension between the
remaining data sets. An explanation may be the inapprepuse of the DGLAP formalism at small-
The MRSTO03 PDF set is thus free of this bias BUT it is also ordjidvto use it forz > 5 x 1073,
What is needed is an alternative theoretical formalism foalter x. However, the MRST03 PDF set
may be used as a toy PDF set, to illustrate the effect of usng different PDF sets on our predictions.
A comparison of Fig. 15 with Fig. 3 or Fig. 6 shows how differéme analytic predictions are from the
conventional ones, and thus illustrates where we mightaxpesee differences due to the need for an
alternative formalism at smad-
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2.4 W and Z production at the LHC 33

The study of the production at the LHC of the electroweak hes® and Z with subsequent decays
in leptonic final states will provide several precision mgaments of Standard Model parameters such
as the mass of thB” boson or the weak mixing angle from tiieboson forward-backward asymmetry.
Given their large cross section and clean experimentalatiges, the bosons will furthermore serve
as calibration tool and luminosity monitor. More challemgi differential cross sections in rapidity or
transverse momentum may be used to further constrain pdistiibution functions. Eventually these
measurements for single inclusive boson production maypkeal to boson pair production in order to
derive precision predictions for background estimatessoavery channels likél — W*TW .

This contribution is devoted to the estimation of currententainties in the calculations for Stan-
dard Model cross sections involvidd” and Z bosons with particular emphasis on the PDF and per-
turbative uncertainties. All results are obtained at NLQhwMCFM [32] version 4.0 interfaced to
LHAPDF [17] for a convenient selection of various PDF faesliand evaluation of their intrinsic uncer-
tainties. The cross sections are evaluated within a tygeperimental acceptance and for momentum
cuts summarised in Table 3. The electromagnetic decalfg ahdZ are considered (massless leptons)
and the missing transverse energy is assigned to the reum@mentum sum (in case oF decays).
Jets in the processé¥/Z + jets are produced in an inclusive mode with at least one jet in tleate

Table 3: Experimental acceptance cuts used for the cailcnlaf cross-sections.

Observable cut

PP > 25 GeV
o > 25 GeV
|”7lept| <3.0
’njet‘ < 4.0
R(lepton — jet) > 0.8
R(lepton — lepton) > 0.2
Episs >25 GeV

reconstructed with thér-algorithm. MCFM includes one- and two-jet processes at NIn@ three-jet
processes at LO. In the case of boson pair production theo€isble 3 can only be applied to the two
leading leptons, hence a complete acceptance is assumadditional leptons e.g. froldZ or WZ
decays.

The calculations with MCFM are carried out for a given fixetl aeelectroweak input parame-
ters using the effective field theory approach [32]. The Paxrily CTEQG61 provided by the CTEQ
collaboration [33] is taken as nominal PDF input while MRSU2E given by the MRST group [34] is

3Contributing author: Hasko Stenzel
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considered for systematic purposes. The difference betde=Q61 and MRST2001E alone can't be
considered as systematic uncertainty but merely as ctwmskc The systematic uncertainty is therefore
estimated for each family separately with the family merap40 for CTEQ61 and 30 for MRST2001E,
which are variants of the nominal PDF obtained with différ@ssumptions while maintaining a reason-
able fit of the input data. The value af is not a free input parameter for the cross section calaulati
but taken from the corresponding value in the PDF.

Important input parameters are renormalisation and fesetiion scales. The central results are
obtained withur = pp = My, V = W, Z for single boson production andz = pr = My + M,
for pair production ¥’ being the second boson in the event). Missing higher ordergstimated by
a variation of the scales in the rang¢2 < z,zr < 2 and independentlyt /2 < zurp < 2 Where
=z, - My, following prescriptions applied to other processes [RBEping in mind that the range of
variation of the scales is purely conventional.

2.4.1 SingldV and Z cross sections

Detailed studies of singl&d” andZ production including detector simulation are presentsdwhere in
these proceedings, here these channels are mainly stodiedihparison with the associated production
with explicitly reconstructed jets and with pair productiol he selected process is inclusive in the sense
that additional jets, present in the NLO calculation, areexplicitly reconstructed. The experimentally
required lepton isolation entailing a jet veto in a restiictegion of phase space is disregarded at this
stage.

As an example the pseudo-rapidity distribution of the lagtom I/ decays and ther spectra for
Z andW are shown in fig. 16. The cross section Tor" is larger than fof’’ — as a direct consequence
of the difference between up- and down-quark PDFs, and ificsehce survives in the pseudo-rapidity
distribution of the decay lepton with a maximum aroung2.5. In the central part the PDF uncertainty,
represented by the bands in fig. 16, amounts to ab@utds CTEQ and % for MRST, and within the
uncertainty CTEQ and MRST are fully consistent. Largereddhces are visible in the peaks for the
W, where at the same time the PDF uncertainty increases. IratiodV * /W~ the PDF uncertainty
is reduced to about 192 in the central region and a difference of abotit & observed between CTEQ
and MRST, as can be seen from the double-ratio CTEQ/MRST.unbertainty of the double ratio is
calculated from the CTEQ uncertainty band alone.

In the case ofZ production the rapidity ang spectra can be fully reconstructed from thee~
pair. A measurement of th& pp spectrum may be used to tune the Monte Carlo descriptioi of
pr, Which is relevant for measurements of thé mass. Theyr spectra are shown in the right part of
fig. 16. The total yield forl/’ is about six times larger than féf° but for pr > 150 GeV the ratio
stabilises around 4.5. At small valuesygf the fixed-order calculation becomes trustless and should be
supplemented by resummed calculations. The PDF uncéesfior thep; spectra themselves are again
about %% and about % in the ratio, CTEQ and MRST being consistent over the eptireange.

The perturbative uncertainties are estimated by variatadrihe renormalisation and factorisation
scales in by a factor of two. The scale variation entails d@@lahange in the total cross section of
the order of 6. Then distribution of leptons froniV/Z decays are shown in fig. 17, comparing the
nominal cross section with,z = z,r = 1, to alternative scale settings. The nominal cross section
is drawn with its PDF uncertainty band, illustrating thag erturbative uncertainties are of the same
size. ForlW — and Z° the shape of the distribution is essentially unalteredfdnitl’ * the region around
the maxima is changed more than the central part, leadingst@mpe deformation. The scale variation
uncertainty is strongly correlated fé¥ — and Z° and cancels in the ratit’ —/Z°, but for W it is
almost anti-correlated with’~ and Z° and partly enhanced in the ratio.

Globally the perturbative uncertainty is dominated by thynametric scale setting,r = 2, v,r =
1/2 for which a change of-5% is observed, the largest upward shift5% is obtained forz,r =
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2,z,r = 2, locally the uncertainty fof?¥’* can be much different. It can be expected that the perturba-
tive uncertainties are reduced for NNLO calculations tolével of 1%.

The integrated cross sections and systematic uncertinttbin the experimental acceptance are
summarised in Table 4.

Table 4: Total cross-sections and systematic uncertaintihin the experimental acceptance.

wt  W- A
CTEQ61 [pb]| 5438 4002 923.9

ASTEO [pb] | +£282 4221 +49.1

ACTEC %] | £5.2 455 453

MRST [pb] | 5480 4110 951.1
AMIST [pb] | £103 £83.4 £17.4

AMEST (%] | £1.9 421 +£1.9

Apert [%] +3.5 435 +3.1
-52 —54 =55

2.4.2 W/Z + jet production

In the inclusive production off’/Z + jet at least one jet is requested to be reconstructed, isoledad f
any lepton byR > 0.8. Additional jets are in case of overlap eventually mergectabnstruction level
by the kp-prescription. Given the presence of a relatively harg & 25 GeV) jet, it can be expected
that PDF- and perturbative uncertainties are different tbasingle boson production. The study of this
process at the LHC, other than being a stringent test of fative QCD, may in addition contribute to
a better understanding of the gluon PDF.

The first difference with respect to single boson producéippears in the lepton pseudo-rapidities,
shown in fig. 18. The peaks in the lepton spectrum fidi disappeared, the corresponding spectrum
from T~ is stronger peaked at central rapidity while the r&tic /W~ with jets is essentially the same
as without jets. The PDF uncertainties are slightly smgle2-4.4%) compared to single bosons. The
jet pseudo-rapidities are shown in the right part of fig. b&ytare much stronger peaked in the central
region but the ratidV+ /W~ for jets is similar to the lepton ratio.

The transverse momenta of associated jets floji + jet production is shown in fig. 19, the
spectra are steeply falling and the rati6* /W ~ is increasing froml.3 at low pr to almost 2 at 500
GeVpr.

The perturbative uncertainties are investigated in theesaay as for the single boson production
and are shown in fig. 20. The scale variation entails here drauger uncertainty between 8 and’10
almost twice as large as for single bosons. In contrast ttatter case, the scale variation is correlated
for W and Z and cancels in the ratit/ ™ /T ~, with an exception fol¥’ ~ where a bump appears at
In| = 1.8 for z,p = 2.

The total cross sections and their systematic uncertaiatie summarised in Table 5.
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Table 5: Total cross-sections and systematic uncertaintighin the experimental acceptance W07/ Z + jet processes.

WT +jet W~ +jet Z°+ jet

CTEQ61[pb]| 1041 784.5 208.1
ASTEC [pb] | 4441 +£343  £9.01
ASR? %] +4.2 +4.4 +4.3

MRST [pb] 1046 797.7 211.3
AMEST [pb] | £17.6 +14.8 +3.67
AYRT (%] +1.7 +1.9 +1.8
Apert [%] +8.7 +8.9 +7.6
—9.8 ~10.0 -9.1
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actual scale settings normalised to the nominal scale.
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2.4.3 \Vector Boson pair production

In the Standard Model the non-resonant production of vdsieons pairs in the continuum is suppressed
by factors ofL0*-10° with respect to single Boson production. The cross secfmmid’ W, W Z andZ Z
within the experimental acceptance range from 500#04) to 10 fb (7 7). Given the expected limited
statistics for these processes, the main goal of their erpetal study is to obtain the best estimate of
the background they represent for searches of the Higgsmawew physics yielding boson pairs.

The selection of boson pairs follows in extension the sifglson selection cuts applied to 2, 3
or 4 isolated leptons. Again real gluon radiation and virtaaps have been taken into account at NLO
but without applying lepton-jet isolation cuts. Leptompden separation is considered only for the two
leading leptons.

The pseudo-rapidity and transverse momentum distribsitiaking theet from W1~ produc-
tion as example are shown in fig.21. The pseudo-rapidityrengty peaked and the cross section at
n = 0 twice as large as ap| = 3. The PDF uncertainties are smaller than for single boscetsyden
3.5 and 4%.

The same shape of lepton distributions is also found for therdepton and for the other pair
production processes, as shown for Wie Z° case in fig.22.

The rapidity distribution of the leading® from ZZ production is shown in the left part of fig.23.
With both Z’s being fully reconstructed, the invariant mass of #i& system can be compared in the
right part of fig.23 to the invariant mass spectrum of the diggcaying into the same final state for an
intermediate mass ofi; = 200 GeV. In this case a clear peak appears at low invariant masee
the continuum, and the mass spectrum is also harder at highemia presence of the Higgs.
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The perturbative uncertainties, obtained as for the othecgsses, are shown in fig.24 for the
lepton distributions. The systematic uncertainties rang® 3.3 to 4.9% and are slightly smaller than
for single bosons, given the larger scale= 2My, and better applicability of perturbative QCD. The
perturbative uncertainty is essentially constant actos@seudo-rapidity and largely correlated between
different pair production processes.

The ratio of boson pair production to singteproduction is of particular interest, as similar quark
configurations contribute to both process types, thougtieeniy in a somewnhat different, Q2 regime.
This ratio is shown in fig.25 for the lepton distribution, givthe different shapes of pseudo-rapidity is
not flat but its PDF uncertainty is reduced to the level 6f.2The perturbative uncertainties of thé//Z
ratio, however, are only reduced for theZ /Z case and even slightly larger for other ratios because the
scale variations have partly an opposite effect on the @essons forZ and e.g.W W production.

The total cross sections and their systematic uncertaiatie summarised in Table 6.

33



3
x 10
0.6

0.55 |

o
3

o
»
ol

<
o

A
B A e e e

RATIO VV/z °
5 28

©
w

0.25,F
x10 [

0.14 |

P wrwz°
[ <]
.
ne i
NLO (MCFM) 1
wz%2° ]
7 5
7970/50 .
Ll
57 CTEQ + uncertainty B
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2
r]Iemon

3

11 f

DOUBLE RATIO

09 |

11 f

0.9

0.8

09 |

11 |

P wwz° ]
o~ ]
ne ]

P wz%z° ]
e ——
e
L 2%292°

C — X =X .=0.5 7
[ — xtsztF=20

- ——  X=05x =20 .
l ! X“R:\Z'O F:\OB l ]
-3 -2 1 0 1 2 3

r]Iepton

Fig. 25: Left: the ratio of pseudo-rapidity distributionsl@ptons from boson pair production processes normalissthgleZ
production and right: the double ratioV/Z of predictions for different scales relativetq = 1.

Table 6: Total cross-sections and systematic uncertaintithin the experimental acceptance for pair producti@tesses.

ww  zz wtz0 wZ°
CTEQ61[fb] | 475.7 11.75 31.81 20.77
ASTEQ ] | £17.0 4048  +1.12  £0.80
ASTEQ %] | 436 441 435  +38
MRST[fb] | 4942 12.34 3255 21.62
AMEST [fb] | £6.3 £0.19 £0.49 £0.41
AMEST %] | +1.3  £1.6  +1.5  £1.9
Apert [%] +4.6 +3.3  +4.6 +4.8

4.9 38 47 4T
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2.5 Study of next-to-next-to-leading order QCD predictiors for W and Z production at LHC 34

It has been in 2004 that the first differential next-to-nexteading order (NNLO) QCD calculation
for vector boson production in hadron collisions was conguleby Anastasioet al. [36]. This group
has calculated the rapidity dependence for W and Z produ@id\NNLO. They have shown that the
perturbative expansion stabilizes at this order in pedtiob theory and that the renormalization and
factorization scale uncertainties are drastically redudewn to the level of one per-cent. It is therefore
interesting to perform a more detailed study of these NNL&lmtions for various observables which
can be measured at LHC, as well as to investigate their sgsieomcertainties.

In the study presented here we have calculated both theddiffal (in rapidity) and inclusive
cross sections for W, Z and high-mass Drell-Yam(Z/production. Here "inclusive” refers to the results
obtained by integrating the differential cross sectionsr@vrapidity range similar to the experimentally
accessible region, which might be more relevant than theptetencross section which also includes the
large-rapidity tails.

Such a prediction would then be compared to the experimemgakurements at LHC, which will
allow for precise tests of the Standard Model as well as t@pahg constraints on the parton distribution
functions (PDFs) of the proton. Itis clear that in the expemt only the rapidity and transverse momenta
of the leptons from the vector boson decays will be accessiiler a finite range in phase space. In
order to compute the rapidity of the vector boson by taking account the finite experimental lepton
acceptance, Monte Carlo simulations have to be employedhmmiodel vector boson production at
the best possible precision in QCD, as for example the pnodvBEC@NLO [21]. The so computed
acceptance corrections will include further systematicewtainties, which are not discussed here.

2.5.1 Parameters and analysis method

The NNLO predictions have been implemented in the compuee & RAP [37], which has been mod-
ified in order to include ROOT [38] support for producing Hes histograms and plots. The code
allows to specify the collision energy (14 TeV in our casbg éxchanged vector boson*(Z, Z/~*,
W+, W), the scale) of the exchanged bosodfy, My or off-shell, e.9.Q = 400 GeV), the renor-
malization and factorization scales, the invariant maghefdi-lepton system (fixed or integrated over
a specified range), the value of the electro-magnetic cogiitiqep = 1/128 or aqrp(Q)) and the
number of light fermions considered. Regarding the choiqalts, the user can select a pdf set from the
MRST200L1 fits [39] or from the ALEKHIN fits [40], consistent IINLO with variable flavour scheme.
We have chosen the MRST2001 NNLO fit, mode 1 with{ M) = 0.1155 [39], as reference set.

The program is run to compute the differential cross secfiohlY’, Y being the boson rapidity,
at a fixed number of points il. This result is then parametrized using a spline interpoiatand the
thus found function can be integrated over any desired itgpidnge, such agy’| < 2,|Y| < 2.5 or
|Y'| < 3, as well as over finite bins in rapidity. For the study of oelsproduction the integration range
over the di-lepton invariant masd;; was set ta\fy, — 3"y < My, < My + 3Ty, with My, andl'y the
vector boson mass and width. This simulates an experimsel@ttion over a finite signal range.

The systematic uncertainties have been divided into skgategories: The PDF uncertainty is
estimated by taking the maximum deviation from the refegeset when using different PDFs from
within the MRST2001 set or the ALEKHIN set. The latter difece is found to give the maximal
variation in all of the investigated cases. The renormtabrnaand factorization scales = ur, ur have
been varied betweeh5 < 1/Q < 2, both simultaneously as well as fixing ongite= @ and varying the
other. The maximum deviation from the reference setting () is taken as uncertainty. The observed
difference when using either a fixed or a running electrometig coupling constant is also studied as
possible systematic uncertainty due to higher-order QHBctf. Since it is below the one per-cent
level, it is not discussed further. Finally, in the case ofrdduction it has been checked that neglecting

34Contributing author:Giinther Dissertori
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photon exchange and interference contributions is judtifieview of the much larger PDF and scale
uncertainties.

2.5.2 Results for W and Z production

[ DY Z xsection : NNLO, ECM=14 TeV | ;Dgéoxsecnon NNLO, ECV=14 TeV ]
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In Figure 26 the results for Z production at LHC are shown o tlifferent choices of PDF set, as
a function of the boson rapidity. It can be seen that the ptiedis differ by about 2% at central rapidity,
and the difference increases to about 5% at large rapidiginiar picture is obtained when integrating
the differential cross section up to rapidities of 2, 2.5 &@able 7). The more of the high-rapidity
tail is included, the larger the uncertainty due to the PD&iadn From Table 1 it can also be seen that
the scale uncertainties are slightly below the one perdeset. It is worth noting that the choice of the
integration range over the di-lepton invariant mass carm lsasizeable impact on the cross section. For
example, increasing the range from the standard valGé &V < My < 116 GeV increases the cross
section by 8%.

Channel Z prod. W prod.

range Yi<2||Y|<25 ] [Y|<3 | |Y|<2||Y|<25]||Y]|<3
cross section [nb]  0.955 1.178 1.384 9.388 11.648 | 13.800
A PDF [%] 2.44 2.95 3.57 5.13 5.47 5.90
A scale [%] 0.85 0.87 0.90 0.99 1.02 1.05

Table 7: NNLO QCD results for W and Z production at the LHC fioe integration over different rapidity ranges. Also given
are the relative uncertainties due to the choice of the PDE&the renormalization and factorization scale. The nensb
include the branching ratigd (W) — ee(ev).

The results for W production (Table 7) have been obtainedrbydalculating separately the cross
sections forW™ and W~ production, and then adding these up. Again we observe aedse of the
PDF uncertainty when going to larger rapidity ranges. Camgbdo the Z production, here the PDF
uncertainties are larger, between 5 and 6%, whereas the woedrtainties are of the same level1%.

It is interesting to note that the PDF uncertainty Y0 production is about 10 - 20% (relative) lower
than that forW .

A considerable reduction in systematic uncertainty canliaioed by calculating cross section
ratios. Two options have been investigated, namely thesatiW")/c(W~) ando(W)/o(Z). As can

36



be seen from Figure 27, the PDF uncertainties are reducduet t0.7% level in the former ratio, and to
about 2% in the latter. The scale uncertainties are reductwet0.15% level in both cases. Taking such
ratios has also the potential advantage of reduced expad@ingystematic uncertainties, such as those
related to the acceptance corrections.

[ DY WW xsection : NNLO, ECM=14 TeV. | [ DY W/z xsection : NNLO, ECM=14 TeV. |
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2.5.3 Results for high-mass Drell-Yan processes

Similarly to on-shell W and Z production we have also analy#iee high-mass Drell-Yan process,
namely Z/~v* production at a scale af) = 400 GeV. In this case the di-lepton invariant mass has
been integrated over the rangé; = 400 + 50 GeV. Here the PDF uncertainties are found between
3.7% and 5.1% for the various integration ranges over rgpidomewhat larger than for on-shell pro-
duction. However, by normalizing the high-mass productiomss section to the on-shell case, the PDF
uncertainties are considerably reduced, being 1.2 - 1.5%.

The systematic uncertainties related to the renormatizadind factorization scale are reduced
(A scalex 0.2%) when going to the high-mass exchange, as expected fromrpative QCD with a
decreasing strong coupling constant. In this case a narati@n of the cross section to the on-shell
case does not give an improvement. However, since the soakrtainties are well below the PDF
uncertainties, this is less of an issue for the moment.

2.5.4 Summary

We have studied NNLO QCD predictions for W and Z productioh € energies. We have identified
the choice of PDF set as the dominant systematic uncertdiaiyg between 3 and 6%. The choice of
the renormalization and factorization scale leads to mogdllsr uncertainties, at or below the 1% level.
In particular we have shown that the systematic unceresintan be sizeably reduced by taking ratios
of cross sections, such a§W™)/a(W™), 0(W)/a(Z) or o(Z/~*, Q = 400 GeV)lo(Z/v*,Q = My).

For such ratios it can be expected that also part of the expatal uncertainties cancel. With theoretical
uncertainties from QCD at the few per-cent level the pradacof W and Z bosons will most likely be
the best-known cross section at LHC.

Concerning the next steps, it should be considered thatsalketrel of precision it might become
relevant to include also higher-order electro-weak coiwas. In addition, since experimentally the bo-
son rapidity will be reconstructed from the measured leptmmenta, a detailed study is needed to
evaluate the precision at which the acceptance correctotors for the leptons from the boson de-
cays can be obtained. For this Monte Carlo programs such a@MICO should be employed, which
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combine next-to-leading-order matrix elements with paghowers and correctly take account of spin
correlations.
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3 Experimental determination of Parton Distributions 3°
3.1 Introduction

With HERA currently in its second stage of operation, it isgible to assess the potential precision
limits of HERA data and to estimate the potential impact & theasurements which are expected at
HERA-II, in particular with respect to the PDF uncertaistie

Precision limits of the structure function analyses at HE&RA examined in section 3.2. Since
large amounts of luminosity are already collected, thessyatic uncertainty becomes most important. A
detailed study of error sources with particular emphasisarrelated errors for the upcoming precision
analysis of the inclusive DIS cross section at I@#% using 2000 data taken by the H1 experiment is
presented. A new tool, based on the ratio of cross sectioasumed by different reconstruction methods,
is developed and its ability to qualify and unfold variousretated error sources is demonstrated.

An important issue is the consistency of the HERA data. Ini@ed.3, the H1 and ZEUS pub-
lished PDF analyses are compared, including a discussitiredlifferent treatments of correlated sys-
tematic uncertainties. Differences in the data sets andrhb/ses are investigated by putting the H1 data
set through both PDF analyses and by putting the ZEUS and tdlsdgs through the same (ZEUS) anal-
ysis, separately. Also, the HERA averaged data set (se8tdris put through the ZEUS PDF analysis
and the result is compared to that obtained when putting Eié&Zand H1 data sets through this analysis
together, using both the Offset and Hessian methods ofrtgeabrrelated systematic uncertainties.

The HERA experimental data can not only be cross checkedra@pect to each other but also
combined into one common dataset, as discussed in sectiorirBthis respect, a method to combine
measurements of the structure functions performed by akggperiments in a common kinematic do-
main is presented. This method generalises the standardgawg procedure by taking into account
point-to-point correlations which are introduced by theteynatic uncertainties of the measurements.
The method is applied to the neutral and charged current BRI section data published by the H1 and
ZEUS collaborations. The averaging improves in partictharaccuracy due to the cross calibration of
the H1 and ZEUS measurements.

The flavour decomposition of the light quark sea is discugsedction 3.6. For lovz and thus low
Q? domain at HERA only measurement of the photon exchange @wistucture functiong’ and Fr,
is possible, which is insufficient to disentangle indivitlgaark flavours. A general strategy in this case
is to assume flavour symmetry of the sea. Section 3.6 cossRIBF uncertainties if this assumption
is released. These uncertainties can be significantly esdddHERA would run in deuteron-electron
collision mode.

The impact of projected HERA-II data on PDFs is estimateckitien 3.7. In particular, next-to-
leading order (NLO) QCD predictions for inclusive jet cresesxtions at the LHC centre-of-mass energy
are presented using the estimated PDFs. A further imponteasurement which could improve un-
derstanding of the gluon density at lawand, at the same time, provide consistency checks of the low
@Q? QCD evolution is the measurement of the longitudinal stmecfunctionF;. Perspectives of this
measurement are examined in section 3.5, while the impattti®imeasurement is also estimated in
section 3.7.

Further improvements for consistently including finaltstabservables in global QCD analyses
are discussed in section 3.8. There, a method for “a posteinglusion of PDFs, whereby the Monte
Carlo run calculates a grid (inand(@) of cross section weights that can subsequently be combitad
an arbitrary PDF. The procedure is numerically equivalenising an interpolated form of the PDF. The
main novelty relative to prior work is the use of higher-ardgerpolation, which substantially improves
the tradeoff between accuracy and memory use. An accuraahaft0.01% has been reached for the
single inclusive cross-section in the central rapidityigady| < 0.5 for jet transverse momenta from0
to 5000GeV. This method will make it possible to consistently includeasurements done at HERA,

35Subsection coordinators: A. Glazov, S. Moch
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Tevatron and LHC in global QCD analyses.
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3.2 Precision Limits for HERA DIS Cross Section Measuremeng®

The published precision lo@? cross section data [41] of the H1 experiment became an irmpodata
set in various QCD fit analyses [18, 19,40, 41]. Followingcass of these data the H1 experiment plans
to analyse a large data sample, taken during 2000 runningdd&rin order to reach precision limits of
low Q2 inclusive cross sections measurements at HERA. The predsexpected to approach 1% level.

The aim of this contribution is to calculate realistic ertables for 2000 H1 data and pursue paths
how to reach such a high precision. Correlated error sowmmestudied in particular and a new tool,
based on the ratio of cross sections measured by differenhs&uction methods, is developed. All
errors, including correlated errors, are treated in theesaranner as in [41]. Error tables are provided
and used in QCD fit analysis, see Sec 3.7, in order to studyrthadt of the new data on PDFs. The new
data are expected to reach higher precision level than [dé }althe following reasons

e Larger data statistics - Statistical errors will decreagddrtor of 1.5 — 2, compared to [41],
depending on the kinematic region.

e \ery large Monte Carlo simulations (MC) - Due to a progressdmputing a number of simulated
events can be significantly increased in order to minimiagssical error of MC, to understand
uncorrelated errors and to estimate correlated errors pregsely.

e During past years increasing knowledge, arriving fromaasiH1 analyses, enabled better under-
standing of the detector and its components as well as inmgauality of MC.

e Data taking in 2000 was particularly smooth. Both HERA andw#ke running at peak perfor-
mance for HERA-I running period.

This contribution uses existing 2000 data and MC ntupleagalwith the full analysis chain. It
applies all preliminary technical work done on these datuding calibration, alignment, trigger studies
etc. Quoted errors are assumed to be achieved in the finabweysanalysis yet the analysis has not
been finalised, all the numbers in the paper are preliminagynaay change in the publication.

The uncertainties of the cross section measurement amedivinto a number of different types.
Namely, these arstatistical uncertaintiesf the datauncorrelated systemati@ndcorrelated systemat-
ics. The term 'correlated’ refers to the fact that cross sedti@asurements in kinematic bins are affected
in a correlated way while different correlated systematioresources are considered uncorrelated among
each other. The classification of the systematic errorgyqes is sometimes straightforward (MC statis-
tics is uncorrelated error source) but sometimes is rattietrary (radiative corrections are assumed to
be uncorrelated error source). The main goal of this classifin is to preserve correlation between data
points while keeping the treatement as simple as possible.

The cross section uncertainties depend on the method usedaiestruct event kinematics. There
are various methods existing, involving a measurementeo$tiattered electron as well as of the hadronic
finale state. In the following two of them, so calletectron methodand sigma methodare em-
ployed [42]. The electron method uses only the measureniéné scattered electron, namely its energy
and polar angle, while the sigma method uses both the seadttdectron and the hadronic final state. An
advantage of the sigma method is a proper treatment of QEBti@dfrom the incoming beam electron
(ISR).

The statistical uncertaintyof the data is typically 0.5-1%, depending on the kinematigion
analysed and the definition of the kinematic bins. In theofelhg we adapt the bin definition used
in [41], apart from merging bins at low which was done in the published data in order to increase
statistics.

Theuncorrelated systematiconsists from various contributions. A cross section uiadely due
to the Monte Carlo statistics is the one with very good paaémnd be minimised. In the following we

%8Contributing authors: G. Lastovitka-Medin, A. Glazov, BStovitka
%"Data statistics will be increased further by adding datertak year 1999.
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Fig. 28: A scan of the cross section measurement change inpndang on a variation of (from top-left) electron energy,
electron polar angle, hadronic final state calibrationeseald noise level in LAr calorimeter (bottom-right). Them@method
(a) and the electron method (b) were used to reconstrucirkities of events.

assume 100 million simulated events to be used in analy€8@d data. Estimates were calculated with
available 12 million simulated events and correspondiagssical errors scaled by a factor qf100/12.
As a result the uncertainty is very small and typically onlthel of few permile.

Additional contributions to the uncorrelated systemaéios efficiencies. We assume for trigger
efficiency 0.3% and backward tracker tracker efficiency OiR36ertainty. Radiative corrections are
expected to affect the final cross section by 0.4%.

Effect of correlated uncertaintie®n the cross section measurement is studied in the following
manner. Particular source of correlated uncertainty, rfstaince the scattered electron energy measure-
ment, is varied by assumed error and the change of the meélastoss section is quoted as the corre-
sponding cross section measurement error. An example ef @ection change on various correlated
error source is shown in Fig. 28 for bin gF = 45 GeV? andz = 0.005. The kinematics of events
was reconstructed with the sigma method (a) and the eleatethod (b). Errors are calculated as so
called standard errors of the mean in calculation of whiehatailable Monte Carlo sample was split
into nine sub-samples. It is clearly seen that the crossosenteasurement with the sigma method in
this kinematic bin is particularly sensitive to the eleatrenergy measurement (top-left) and to noise
description in LAr calorimeter (bottom-right). On the cany, the electron polar angle measurement
and the calibration of the hadronic final state play a litdeer The electron method is mainly sensitive
to the electron energy measurement. The importance of gieragtic sources vary from bin to bin.

There are five individual sources contributing to the caites cross section uncertainties:

e Uncertainties of 0.15% df. = 27 GeV and 1% at 7 GeV are assigned to the electron energy scale
for the backward calorimeter. The uncertainty is treated &sear function ofE, interpolating
between the results at 27 GeV and 7 GeV.

e The uncertainty on the scattered electron polar angle memsunt is 0.3 mrad . The corresponding
error on the cross section measurement is typically wethwel% but may be larger at lowest
values ofQ)?.

e The uncertainty on the hadronic energy scale comprises d&unf systematic error sources
corresponding to th& —p, decomposition: an uncertainty of the hadronic energy szibration
of 2% for the central and forward calorimeter, an uncerjawit3% for the fraction carried by
tracks and a 5% uncertainty of the hadronic energy scaleureéi backward calorimeter.

42



2

Q X y o R Fo Tot(%) Sta. Uncorr. Corr. Ee 0 Ehad Noise Yp
25 0.0005 0.493 1.391 0.261 1.449 0.88 0.47 0.63 041 0.19 021 0.22 0.15 0.13
25 0.0008 0.308 1.251 0.261 1.268 0.91 0.43 0.62 0.51 0.34 0.37 0.02 0.04 0
25 0.0013 0.19 1138 0.248 1.143 0.94 0.44 0.62 056 045 033 0.03 0.02 0
25 0.002 0.123 1.041 0.236 1.042 0.9 0.45 0.62 047 0.13 045 0.03 0.05 0
25 0.0032 0.077 0.842 0.254 0.843 1.42 0.5 0.63 117 0.74 0.36 0.17 0.8 0
25 0.005 0.049 0.745 0.243 0.745 1.17 0.52 0.63 083 059 042 0.25 0.33 0
25 0.008 0.031 0.667 0.225 0.667 1.22 0.56 0.64 087 043 035 0.66 0.09 0
25 0.013 0.019 0586 0.214 0.586 2.02 0.65 0.66 18 067 057 143 0.65 0
25 0.02 0.012 0.569 0.159 0.569 5.77 0.86 071 566 083 052 351 433 0
25 0.032 0.008 0.553 0.065 0.553 10.64 1.34 0.88 10.52 0.93 064 3.86 9.72 0

Table 8: An example of the error table f@° = 25 GeV? for 2000 data, large Monte Carlo sample and suppressedsstite
errors compared to [1], see text for details. Absolute srame shown. The table format is identical to the one puldisin¢l].

Q’ X y [of8 R Fa Tot.(%) Sta. Uncorr. Corr. Ee e Ehad Noise yp

25 0.0005 0.553 1.345 0.248 1.417 2.41 1.04 1.81 121 -1.04 -0.37 0.25 0.04 -0.41
25 0.0008 0.346 1.242 0.243 1.263 1.94 0.67 162 085 -0.6 -0.6 0.04 0.02 -0.07

25 0.0013 0.213 1.091 0.238 1.097 1.78 0.66 136 093 -0.64 -0.69 0 0 0
25 0.002 0.138 0.985 0.236 0.987 2.89 0.76 1.43 24 178 -0.7 0.17 1.34 0
25 0.0032 0.086 0.879 0.234 0.88 2.78 0.79 1.46  2.23 1.8 -0.77 -0.23 0.92 0
25 0.005 0.055 0.754 0.234 0.754 2.38 0.85 149 164 1.01 -0.58 0.16 1.03 0
25 0.008 0.034 0.663 0.234 0.663 2.52 0.92 154 178 1.11 -0.68 -0.72 0.84 0
25 0.0158 0.018 0.547 0.226 0.547 3.71 0.85 149 329 136 -0.88 -244 -1.42 0
25 0.05 0.005 0.447 0.148 0.447 7.54 1.28 335 6.64 099 -0.68 -3.28 -5.62 0

Table 9: An example of the full error table f6)*> = 25 GeV?, published H1 data. The definition of kinematic bins is not
identical to that in Table 8, some bins were merged to enlstajéstics.

e The uncertainty on the hadronic energy scale is furthercedfte by the subtracted noise in the
calorimetery. The noise is described to the level of 10% hedtbrresponding error is propagated
to the cross section uncertainty. The largest influence therlow y region, which is measured
with the sigma method.

e The uncertainty due to the photoproduction backgroundrgelais estimated from the normali-
sation error of the PHOJET simulations to about 10%. At lod aredium values of < 0.5 itis
negligible.

The total systematic error is calculated from the quadstimmation over all sources of the un-
correlated and correlated systematic uncertainties. dtaéerror of the DIS cross section measurement
is obtained from the statistical and systematical errodeddn quadrature.

An example of the full error table for kinematic bin ¢ = 25 GeV? is shown in Table 8. For
a comparison the corresponding part of the published data f41] is presented in Table 9. One can
see that precision about 1% can be reached especially indaestz bins, where the electron method
was used to reconstruct the event kinematics. The key batitins to the seen improvement in the cross
section measurement precision are the electron energyuneeasnt, very large Monte Carlo statistics,
well understood noise in LAr calorimeter and precisely oalfed efficiencies entering the analysis.

Full error table, covering the kinematic region oK Q2% < 150 GeV? and0.01 < y < 0.6 was
produced. The electron method was applied for kinematis hiry > 0.1 while the sigma method
otherwise. The measurement of the proton structure fumdtiowas simulated using fractal parametri-
sation [43] for central values, accounting for all sourcesaorelated and uncorrelated errors. This table
was used to estimate effect of precise Q& data on the determination of proton PDFs from QCD fits.

The fact that different kinematics reconstruction metha@saffected differently by the correlated
systematic uncertainties may be employed as a tool to gstithese uncertainties. We define
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to be the cross section measurement ratio, where the redvessl sectiomwr, anda,nz’i is mea-
sured using the electron method and the sigma method, teshecKinematic bins, indexed bi; cover
a region of the analysis phase space where both reconstrungthods are applicable for the measure-
ment. The statistical error d8; measurement is again evaluated by splitting the sample torder of
sub-samples and calculating the standard error of the mgaexample of a scan of the cross section ra-
tio R; dependence on the hadronic final state calibration vaniatia bin ofQ? = 25 GeV? and various
inelasticityy is shown in Fig. 29.

An error of a particular correlated uncertainty soujaean be estimated by searching for lowest
x? =Y ;(Ri(ay) — 1)? /o2, where summation runs over kinematic binsjs the error ofR; measure-
ment andy; is the variation of the source However, since there is a number of correlated error ssurce
the correct way to find correlated uncertainties is acconmall of them.

Unfolding of the correlated error sources can be linearaatidirectly solved by minimising the
following function:
LZZL(RJrZa-aR"—l)? 3)
P O'Z-2 ! ; J 80éj '

The partial derivativeg% for systematic source; are obtained from linear fits to distributions as shown
J
in Fig. 29. Parameters; and their respective errors are obtained by matrix invargchnique.

The procedure was tested on available Monte Carlo sampRkOfad H1 data. Half of the sample,
six million events, was used to simulate data. Full analgisegn was applied to measure the cross section
and thusR;. Kinematic bins were selected accordinglio< Q? < 60 GeV? and0.011 < y < 0.6, i.e.
in the main region of the data. The results are shown in Fig.G30sed points correspond to unfolded
errors of the electron energy measurement (top-left),dradifinal state calibration and noise in the LAr
calorimeter (bottom-left). There is no sensitivity obshto the electron polar angle measurement. All
values are within statistical errors compatible with zamexpected. For the final analysis the statistical
errors are expected to be approximately three times snthalketo the significantly larger statistics than
used for the presented study. This will enable the methodato gufficient control over systematic
correlated errors. Apart from being able to evaluate cafibn of the scattered electron and of the
hadronic final state, it gives a very good handle on the LAomaleter noise.
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Fig. 30: Errors on the electron energy measurement (tap-efdronic scale calibration (top-right) and noise in lcAtorimeter
(bottom-left). Open points correspond 38 scan in one correlated error source. Closed points showethétof complete
unfolding, taking into account correlations.

For a comparison, open points in Fig. 30 correspond {3 acan in one correlated error source.
The statistical errors are smaller, as expected, and cdvgaith zero. However, the unfolding method
is preferred since it takes into account all correlatedresoorrces correctly.

In summary, a study of the DIS cross section uncertaintialsteally achievable at HERA has
been performed. Far € 0.001 — 0.01 a precision ofi% can be reached across for a wide rang@bfc
5—150 GeV?, allowing improved estimate ¥/, Z production cross section in the central rapidity region
of LHC. The accuracy of the DIS cross section measuremenbearerified using different kinematic
reconstruction methods available at the HERA collider.
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3.3 Comparison and combination of ZEUS and H1 PDF analyse®

Parton Density Function (PDF) determinations are usuatlipaj fits [18, 19, 44], which use fixed target
DIS data as well as HERA data. In such analyses the hightatatidERA NCe™p data, which span
the ranges.3 x 107° < = < 0.65,2.7 < Q? < 30,000GeV?, have determined the low-sea and gluon
distributions, whereas the fixed target data have detedhiim@valence distributions and the highesea
distributions. The/-Fe fixed target data have been the most important input teriakning the valence
distributions, but these data suffer from uncertainties uheavy target corrections. Such uncertainties
are also present for deuterium fixed target data, which haes lised to determine the shape of the
high- d-valence quark.

HERA data on neutral and charged current (NC and €@)ande ™ p inclusive double differential
cross-sections are now available, and have been used byheoHil and ZEUS collaborations [45, 46]
in order to determine the parton distributions functionBFB) using data from within a single experi-
ment. The HERA highQ? cross-section data can be used to determine the valenciéutisns, thus
eliminating uncertainties from heavy target correctiofifie PDFs are presented with full accounting
for uncertainties from correlated systematic errors (adtagefrom statistical and uncorrelated sources).
Peforming an analysis within a single experiment has cenalile advantages in this respect, since the
global fits have found significant tensions between diffedata sets, which make a rigorous statistical
treatment of uncertainties difficult.

Fig. 31 compares the results of the H1 and ZEUS analyses. a&fi¢he extracted PDFs are
broadly compatible within errors, there is a noticeabléedénce in the shape of the gluon PDFs. Full
details of the analyses are given in the relevant publioafian this contribution we examine the differ-
ences in the two analyses, recapping only salient details.

3.3.1 Comparing ZEUS and H1 published PDF analyses

The kinematics of lepton hadron scattering is describedrims of the variable§?, the invariant mass

of the exchanged vector boson, Bjorkerthe fraction of the momentum of the incoming nucleon taken
by the struck quark (in the quark-parton model), anaghich measures the energy transfer between the
lepton and hadron systems. The differential cross-sedtiothe NC process is given in terms of the

%8Contributing authors: A. Cooper-Sarkar, C. Gwenlan
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whereY, =14+ (1— y)2. The structure functions, andx F5 are directly related to quark distributions,
and theirQ? dependence, or scaling violation, is predicted by pQCDQAt< 1000 GeV? F, domi-
nates the charged lepton-hadron cross-section and foi0~2, I, itself is sea quark dominated but its
Q? evolution is controlled by the gluon contribution, suchtthRERA data provide crucial information
on low-z sea-quark and gluon distributions. At hig)?, the structure function: /3 becomes increas-
ingly important, and gives information on valence quarkribstions. The CC interactions enable us to
separate the flavour of the valence distributions at higkince their (LO) cross-sections are given by,

[Y-i- F2(£7Q2)_y2 FL(£>Q2):FY— l‘Fg(l‘,Q2)] ) (4)

d? + G2 M4
dZEile) Q@ +§\4V2VV§QQM$ [(@+e) + (1 —y)*d+s)],

d*o(e” G2 M} -
Tt = QT e [ O+ (-0 9.

For both HERA analyses the QCD predictions for the strucfunetions are obtained by solving the
DGLAP evolution equations [24-27] at NLO in tRdS scheme with the renormalisation and factor-
ization scales chosen to I6¢?. These equations yield the PDFs at all value€éfprovided they are
input as functions of at some input scal@?. The resulting PDFs are then convoluted with coefficient
functions, to give the structure functions which enter ithte expressions for the cross-sections. For a
full explanation of the relationships between DIS crossisas, structure functions, PDFs and the QCD
improved parton model see ref. [31].

The HERA data are all in a kinematic region where there is msieity to target mass and
higher twist contributions but a minimui®? cut must be imposed to remain in the kinematic region
where perturbative QCD should be applicable. For ZEUS $i93 > 2.5 GeV?, and for H1 it is
Q? > 3.5 Ge\2. Both collaborations have included the sensitivity to thig as part of their model
errors.

In the ZEUS analysis, the PDFs far valence,zu,(x), d valence,zd,(z), total sea,xS(x),
the gluon,zg(x), and the difference between tdeand« contributions to the sea;(d — u), are each
parametrized by the form

p1aP* (1 — )P P(x), (5)

whereP(z) = 1+ pyr, atQ3 = 7GeV2. The total searS = 2z (i +d + 5 + ¢+ b), whereg = g, for
each flavoury = uy + Useq, d = dy + dseq aNdq = ¢seq fOr all other flavours. The flavour structure of
the light quark sea allows for the violation of the Gottfriem rule. However, there is no information on
the shape of thé — @ distribution in a fit to HERA data alone and so this distribathas its shape fixed
consistent with the Drell-Yan data and its normalisationsistent with the size of the Gottfried sum-rule
violation. A suppression of the strange sea with respedteémbn-strange sea of a factor of 22, is
also imposed consistent with neutrino induced dimuon data CCFR. Parameters are further restricted
as follows. The normalisation parameters, for thed andwu valence and for the gluon are constrained
to impose the number sum-rules and momentum sum-rulepd parameter which constrains the law-
behaviour of theu andd valence distributions is set equal, since there is no inébion to constrain
any difference. When fitting to HERA data alone it is also ssegy to constrain the high-sea and
gluon shapes, because HERA-I data do not have high statatiargez, in the region where these
distributions are small. The sea shape has been restrigtedttingp, = 0 for the sea, but the gluon
shape is constrained by including data on jet productioménRDF fit. Finally the ZEUS analysis has
11 free PDF parameters. ZEUS have included reasonabletivageof these assumptions about the
input parametrization in their analysis of model uncettag The strong coupling constant was fixed to
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as(M2) = 0.118 [47]. Full account has been taken of correlated experinheyttematic errors by the
Offset Method, as described in ref [44, 48].

For the H1 analysis, the value @f2 = 4GeV?, and the choice of quark distributions which are
parametrized is different. The quarks are consideradtgpe andi-type with different parametrizations
for, 2U = 2(uy + tseq +¢), 2D = 2(dy + dseq + 8), 72U = (i +¢) andxD = x(d+5), With gseq = q,
as usual, and the the form of the quark and gluon paramétrzagiiven by Eq. 5. FarD andzU the
polynomial, P(z) = 1.0, for the gluon and:D, P(x) = (1+psx), and forzU, P(z) = (1+psz+psz?).
The parametrization is then further restricted as follo@ce the valence distributions must vanish as
x — 0, the low= parametersy, andp, are set equal farU andzU, and forzD andzD. Since there is
no information on the flavour structure of the sea it is alstessary to set, equal forzU andzD. The
normalisationp;, of the gluon is determined from the momentum sum-rule aredthparameters for
zU andz D are determined from the valence number sum-rules. Assuthaighe strange and charm
quark distributions can be expressedrasdependent fractiond; and f., of thed andu type sea, gives
the further constraint; (U) = p1(D)(1— f5)/(1— f.). Finally there are 10 free parameters. H1 has also
included reasonable variations of these assumptions inghalysis of model uncertainties. The strong
coupling constant was fixed tos(1M/%) = 0.1185 and this is sufficiently similar to the ZEUS choice
that we can rule it out as a cause of any significant differeRc#l account has been taken of correlated
experimental systematic errors by the Hessian Method,efep!8].

For the ZEUS analysis, the heavy quark production scheme igsthe general mass variable
flavour number scheme of Roberts and Thorne [49]. For the Hdlysis, the zero mass variable flavour
number scheme is used. It is well known that these choices aiamall effect on the steepness of the
gluon at very smalle, such that the zero-mass choice produces a slightly lesp gie@on. However,
there is no effect on the more striking differences in theoglahapes at larger.

There are two differences in the analyses which are wortthdurinvestigation. The different
choices for the form of the PDF parametrization} and the different treatment of the correlated
experimental uncertainties.

3.3.2 Comparing different PDF analyses of the same datarsgtamparing different data sets using
the same PDF analysis.

So far we have compared the results of putting two differatd dets into two different analyses. Because
there are many differences in the assumptions going intgethealyses it is instructive to consider:(i)
putting both data sets through the same analysis and (tingwine of the data sets through both analyses.
For these comparisons, the ZEUS analysis does NOT incl@dgethlata, so that the data sets are more
directly comparable, involving just the inclusive doubi#eatential cross-section data. Fig. 32 compares
the sea and gluon PDFs, @ = 10Ge\?, extracted from H1 data using the H1 PDF analysis with
those extracted from H1 data using the ZEUS PDF analysisseTakernative analyses of the same data
set give results which are compatible within the model ddpane error bands. Fig. 32 also compares
the sea and gluon PDFs extracted from ZEUS data using the ZAadi$sis with those extracted from
H1 data using the ZEUS analysis. From this comparison we earitgt the different data sets lead to
somewhat different gluon shapes even when put through lgxthet same analysis. Hence the most of
the difference in shape of the ZEUS and H1 PDF analyses caadetback to a difference at the level
of the data sets.

3.3.3 Comparing the Offset and Hessian method of assessirglated experimental uncertainties

Before going further it is useful to discuss the treatmerdarfelated systematic errors in the ZEUS and
H1 analyses. A full discussion of the treatment of correlagstematic errors in PDF analyses is given in
ref [31], only salient details are recapped here. Tradiiignexperimental collaborations have evaluated
an overall systematic uncertainty on each data point arstheve been treated as uncorrelated, such that
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Fig. 32: Sea and gluon distributions@t = 10GeV? extracted from different data sets and different analyke#. plot: H1
data put through both ZEUS and H1 analyses. Middle plot: ZEdt& put through ZEUS analysis. Right plot: H1 data put
through ZEUS analysis.

they are simply added to the statistical uncertainties adegature when evaluating’. However, modern
deep inelastic scattering experiments have very smaistail uncertainties, so that the contribution of
systematic uncertainties becomes dominant and consmterat point to point correlations between
systematic uncertainties is essential.

For both ZEUS and H1 analyses the formulation of fRéncluding correlated systematic uncer-
tainties is constructed as follows. The correlated uncei#s are included in the theoretical prediction,
F;(p, s), such that

Fy(p,s) = FNLOQCD +ZS A

where, VO () represents the prediction from NLO QCD in terms of the thtioal parameters,

and the parameters, represent independent variables for each source of systenmzertainty. They
have zero mean and unit variance by construction. The syiffdrepresents the one standard deviation
correlated systematic error on data paidue to correlated error sourge They? is then formulated as

= Z [Fi(p, s) — Fj(meas)] Z 52 ©)

i Ui

where,F;(meas), represents a measured data point and the symbepresents the one standard devia-
tion uncorrelated error on data poinfrom both statistical and systematic sources. The exgarisnuse
this x2 in different ways. ZEUS uses the Offset method and H1 useléissian method.

Traditionally, experimentalists have used ‘Offset’ mathdo account for correlated systematic
errors. They? is formluated without any terms due to correlated systermatiors ¢, = 0 in Eq. 6)
for evaluation of the central values of the fit parametersweéier, the data points are then offset to
account for each source of systematic error in turn (i.esget +1 and thensy = —1 for each source
A) and a new fit is performed for each of these variations. Thaltiag deviations of the theoretical
parameters from their central values are added in quaeétaBositive and negative deviations are added
in quadrature separately.) This method does not assumghthat/stematic uncertainties are Gaussian
distributed. An equivalent (and much more efficient) prasedo perform the Offset method has been
given by Pascaud and Zomer [50], and this is what is actualygduThe Offset method is a conservative
method of error estimation as compared to the Hessian methagves fitted theoretical predictions
which are as close as possible to the central values of tHespet data. It does not use the full statistical
power of the fit to improve the estimatesgyf, since it choses to mistrust the systematic error estimates
but it is correspondingly more robust.

The Hessian method is an alternative procedure in whichytbteimatic uncertainty parametass
are allowed to vary in the main fit when determining the valfdbe theoretical parameters. Effectively,
the theoretical prediction is not fitted to the central valoéthe published experimental data, but these
data points are allowed to move collectively, accordinghtirtcorrelated systematic uncertainties. The
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Fig. 33: PDFs a? = 10GeV?, for the ZEUS analysis of ZEUS data performed by the Offsdttae Hessian methods.

theoretical prediction determines the optimal settingsforelated systematic shifts of experimental data
points such that the most consistent fit to all data sets &imdd. Thus, in a global fit, systematic shifts
in one experiment are correlated to those in another expetifoy the fit. In essence one is allowing
the theory to calibrate the detectors. This requires graafidence in the theory, but more significantly,
it requires confidence in the many model choices which gosetting the boundary conditions for the
theory (such as the parametrizatior(2).

The ZEUS analysis can be performed using the Hessian methaelhas the Offset method and
Fig. 33 compares the PDFs, and their uncertainties, egtfdodbm ZEUS data using these two methods.
The central values of the different methods are in good ageeé but the use of the Hessian method
results in smaller uncertainties, for a the standard setadahassumptions, since the input data can
be shifted within their correlated systematic uncertamto suit the theory better. However, model un-
certainties are more significant for the Hessian method tbathe Offset method. The experimental
uncertainty band for any one set of model choices is set byishaly? tolerance, Ay? = 1, but the
acceptability of a different set of choices is judged by tipdihesis testing criterion, such that the
should be approximately in the rangé+ /(2V), whereN is the number of degrees of freedom. The
PDF parameters obtained for the different model choicegliffer by much more than their experimen-
tal uncertainties, because each model choice can resuwimewhat different values of the systematic
uncertainty parameters,, and thus a different estimate of the shifted positions efdata points. This
results in a larger spread of model uncertainty than in tifieeDmethod, for which the data points can-
not move. Fig 31 illustrates the comparability of the ZEU$f¢€X) total uncertainty estimate to the H1
(Hessian) experimental plus model uncertainty estimate.

Another issue which arises in relation to the Hessian meihduht the data points should not be
shifted far outside their one standard deviation systenugitertainties. This can indicate inconsistencies
between data sets, or parts of data sets, with respect teghefrthe data. The CTEQ collaboration have
considered data inconsistencies in their most recent bfalfd8]. They use the Hessian method but
they increase the resulting uncertainty estimates, bgasing the ? tolerance taAy? = 100, to allow
for both model uncertainties and data inconsistencies. etting this tolerance they have considered
the distances from thg?-minima of individual data sets to the global minimum for déita sets. These
distances by far exceed the range allowed byAh& = 1 criterion. Strictly speaking such variations can
indicate that data sets are inconsistent but the CTEQ ahaibn take the view that all of the current
world data sets must be considered acceptable and congpatilslome level, even if strict statistical
criteria are not met, since the conditions for the applcatf strict criteria, namely Gaussian error
distributions, are also not met. It is not possible to simghlgp “inconsistent” data sets, as then the
partons in some regions would lose important constrainisth® other hand the level of “inconsistency”
should be reflected in the uncertainties of the PDFs. Thishgesed by raising the? tolerance. This
results in uncertainty estimates which are comparableasetiachieved by using the Offset method [48].
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Fig. 34: Top plots: Sea and gluon distributionsg#t = 10GeV? extracted from H1 and ZEUS data using the ZEUS analysis
(left) compared to those extracted from ZEUS data alonegusiea ZEUS analysis (right). Bottom Plots: Valence disttiitis
atQ? = 10GeV?, extracted from H1 and ZEUS data using the ZEUS analysif (lefpared to those extracted from ZEUS
data alone using the ZEUS analysis (right).

3.3.4 Using both H1 and ZEUS data in the same PDF analysis

Using data from a single experiment avoids questions ofaataistency, but to get the most information
from HERA it is necessary to put ZEUS and H1 data sets into #meesanalysis together, and then
guestions of consistency arise. Fig 34 compares the sealao BDFs and the andd valence PDFs
extracted from the ZEUS PDF analysis of ZEUS data alone, deettextracted from the ZEUS PDF
analysis of both H1 and ZEUS data. It is noticeable that,Herlow-« sea and gluon PDFs, combining
the data sets does not bring a reduction in uncertainty abpuit to doubling the statistics. This is
because the data which determine these PDFs are systefhmtied. In fact there is some degree of
tension between the ZEUS and the H1 data sets, such thatther degree of freedom rises for both
data sets when they are fitted together. The Offset methagatirig the systematic errors reflects this
tension such that the overall uncertainty is not much imgdowhen H1 data are added to ZEUS data.
However, the uncertainty on the highvalence distributions is reduced by the input of H1 datagesin
the data are still statistics limited at high

3.3.5 Combining the H1 and ZEUS data sets before PDF analysis

Thus there could be an advantage in combining ZEUS and Hirdat&DF fit if the tension between the
data sets could be resolved. It is in this context the questicombining these data into a single data set
arises. The procedure for combination is detailed in therimriion of S. Glazov to these proceedings
(section 3.4). Essentially, since ZEUS and H1 are measth@game physics in the same kinematic
region, one can try to combine them using a 'theory-free’ dtgsfit in which the only assumption is
that there is a true value of the cross-section, for eachepmcat eachr, Q? point. The systematic
uncertainty parameters,,, of each experiment are fitted to determine the best fit todksimption.
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Fig. 35: Left plot: Sea and gluon distributions@t = 10GeV?, extracted from the combined H1 and ZEUS data set using the
ZEUS analysis. Right plot: Valence distributionsgt = 10GeV?, extracted from the combined H1 and ZEUS data set using
the ZEUS analysis.
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Fig. 36: Left plot: Sea and gluon distributions@t = 10GeV?, extracted from the H1 and ZEUS data sets using the ZEUS
analysis done by Hessian method. Right plot: Valence digtions atQ? = 10GeV?, extracted from the H1 and ZEUS data
sets using the ZEUS analysis done by Hessian method.

Thus each experiment is calibrated to the other. This woréh because the sources of systematic
uncertainty in each experiment are rather different. Ohegtocedure has been performed the resulting
systematic uncertainties on each of the combined datagpaietsignificantly smaller than the statistical
errors. Thus one can legitimately make a fit to the combined dat in which these statistical and
systematic uncertainties are simply combined in quadgatihe result of making such a fit, using the
ZEUS analysis, is shown in Fig. 35. The central values of tB&)Z and H1 published analyses are also
shown for comparison. Looking back to Fig. 34 one can seethiggie has been a dramatic reduction
in the level of uncertainty compared to the ZEUS Offset métfibto the separate ZEUS and H1 data
sets. This result is very promising. A preliminary study obdel dependence, varying the form of
the polynomial,P(x), used in the PDF paremtrizations @£, also indicates that model dependence is
relatively small.

The tension between ZEUS and H1 data could have been redphmdting them both into a PDF
fit using the Hessian method to shift the data points. Thediber than calibrating the two experiments to
each other in the 'theory-free’ fit, we could have used themhef pQCD to calibrate each experiment.
Fig. 36 shows the PDFs extracted when the ZEUS and H1 datasetsut through the ZEUS PDF
analysis procedure using the Hessian method. The undstaon the resulting PDFs are comparable to
those found for the fit to the combined data set, see Fig. 3&eMer, the central values of the resulting
PDFs are rather different- particularly for the less welbkm gluon and/ valence PDFs. For both of
the fits shown in Figs. 35, 36 the values of the systematiad pammeterss,, for each experiment have
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Syatematic uncertainty, in PDFfit in Theory-free fit

ZEUS electron efficiency 1.68 0.31
ZEUS electron angle -1.26 -0.11
ZEUS electron energy scale -1.04 0.97
ZEUS hadron calorimeter energy scale 1.05 -0.58

H1 electron energy scale -0.51 0.61
H1 hadron energy scale -0.26 -0.98

H1 calorimeter noise 1.00 -0.63

H1 photoproduction background -0.36 0.97

Table 10: Systematic shifts for ZEUS and H1 data as deterhyireejoint pQCD PDF fit, and as determined by the theory-free
data combination fit

been allowed to float so that the data points are shifted te gibetter fit to our assumptions, but the
values of the systematic error parameters chosen by thenttieee’ fit and by the PDF fit are rather
different. A representaive sample of these values is giwefable 10. These discrepancies might be
somewhat alleviated by a full consideration of model eriothie PDF fit, or of appropriatg? tolerance
when combining the ZEUS and H1 experiments in a PDF fit, bigealtifferences should make us wary
about the uncritical use of the Hessian method.
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3.4 Averaging of DIS Cross Section Dat&®

The QCD fit procedures (Alekhin [40], CTEQ [18], MRST [19], H46], ZEUS [44]) use data from
a number of individual experiments directly to extract tlaetpn distribution functions (PDF). All pro-
grams use both the central values of measured cross seet@asiwell as information about the corre-
lations among the experimental data points.

The direct extraction procedure has several shortcomifige. number of input datasets is large
containing several individual publications. The data foare correlated because of common systematic
uncertainties, within and also across the publicationsndtiiag of the experimental data without addi-
tional expert knowledge becomes difficult. Additionallg, i&is discussed in Sec. 3.3, the treatment of
the correlations produced by the systematic errors is riguen In the Lagrange Multiplier method [50]
each systematic error is treated as a parameter and thastéitCD. Error propogation is then used
to estimate resulting uncertainties on PDFs. In the s@ddbffset” method (see e.g. [44]) the datasets
are shifted in turn by each systematic error before fittinge fesulting fits are used to form an envelope
function to estimate the PDF uncertainty. Each method kasanh advantages and shortcomings, and it
is difficult to select the standard one. Finally, some gldD&lD analyses use non-statistical criteria to
estimate the PDF uncertaintiea {2 >> 1). This is driven by the apparent discrepancy between diffier
experiments which is often difficult to quantify. Without aodel independent consistency check of the
data it might be the only safe procedure.

These drawbacks can be significantly reduced by averagitigeohput structure function data
in a model independent way before performing a QCD analykibai data. One combined dataset
of deep inelastic scattering (DIS) cross section measuremg much easier to handle compared to a
scattered set of individual experimental measurementie wadtaining the full correlations between data
points. The averaging method proposed here is unique anavesnthe drawback of the offset method,
which fixes the size of the systematic uncertainties. In tleeaging procedure the correlated systematic
uncertainties are floated coherently allowing in some caeshection of the uncertainty. In addition, study
of a globaly?/dof of the average and distribution of the pulls allows a modééjrendent consistency
check between the experiments. In case of discrepancy eetilie input datasets, localised enlargement
of the uncertainties for the average can be performed.

A standard way to represent a cross section measurementim@jla experiment is given in the
case of theF;, structure function by:

. i 2
Fz,true _ <FZ + Z 2235 a )]
% [ 2 2 j Oa; «
Co{ B3 o) = % R
i

[=. 0

(7)

o

J
Here Fii (0?) are the measured central values (statistical and unetetekystematic uncertainties) of
the I, structure functioff, o; are the correlated systematic uncertainty sourcesodfigoc; are the

sensitivities of the measurements to these systematicemuEqg. 7 corresponds to the correlated prob-
ability distribution functions for the structure functidriy""* and for the systematic uncertainties.

i, true

Eqg. 7 resembles Eq. 6 where the theoretical predictionf@re substituted by,

The x2 function Eq. 7 by construction has a minimuygh = 0 for ;""" = Fi anda; = 0. One
can show that the total uncertainty f8¢""““ determined from the formal minimisation of Eq. 7 is equal
to the sum in quadrature of the statistical and systematenainties. The reduced covariance matrix
cov(Fy'™¢ FJ'¢) quantifies the correlation between experimental points.

In the analysis of data from more than one experimentyfefunction is taken as a sum of thé
functions Eq. 7 for each experiment. The QCD fit is then penfa in terms of parton density functions
which are used to calculate predictions fdf"“°.

3Contributing author: A. Glazov
4°The structure function is measured for differépt (four momentum transfer squared) and Bjorkemalues which are
omitted here for simplicity.
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Fig. 37: Q? dependence of the NC reduced cross section: fer 0.002 andz = 0.25 bins. H1 data is shown as open circles,
ZEUS data is shown as open squares and the average of H1 arf8l @&blis shown as filled circles. The line represents the
expectation from the H1 PDF 2000 QCD fit.
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Before performing the QCD fit, thg?, function can be minimised with respectFj’ and
a;. If none of correlated sources is present, this minimisaisoequivalent to taking an average of the
structure function measurements. If the systematic seuae included, the minimisation corresponds
to a generalisation of the averaging procedure which cosi@irrelations among the measurements.

Being a sum of positive definite quadratic functiog$,, is also a positive definite quadratic and
thus has a unique minimum which can be found as a solution yétars of linear equations. Although
this system of the equations has a large dimension it has @lesistructure allowing fast and precise
solution.

A dedicated program has been developed to perform this gingraf the DIS cross section data
(http://www.desy.de/ glazov/f2av.tar.gz). This program can calculate the simultane-
ous averages for neutral current (NC) and charged curred} é@ctron- and positron-proton scattering
cross section data including correlated systematic seurtiee output of the program includes the cen-
tral values and uncorrelated uncertainties of the averaggs section data. The correlated systematic
uncertainties can be represented in terms of (i) covariamateix, (ii) dependence of the average cross
section on the original systematic sources together wélttnrelation matrix for the systematic sources,
(i) and finally the correlation matrix of the systematiausces can be diagonalised, in this case the form
of x? for the average data is identical to Eq. 7 but the originalesystic sources are not preserved.

The first application of the averaging program has been ardatation of the average of the
published H1 and ZEUS data [41, 46,51-58]. Nine individu@l &hd CC cross section measurements
are included from H1 and seven are included from ZEUS. Sksetaces of systematic uncertainties are
correlated between datasets, the correlations among HZEO& datasets are taken from [46] and [45],
respectively. No correlations are assumed between H1 attSAystematic uncertainties apart from a
common0.5% luminosity measurement uncertainty. The total number tf gaints is 1153 (552 unique
points) and the number of correlated systematic sourcelsidimg normalisation uncertainties, is 43.

The averaging can take place only if most of the data from xperments are quoted at the same
Q? andx values. Therefore, before the averaging the data pointseagpolated to a commo@?, x
grid. This interpolation is based on the H1 PDF 2000 QCD fil.[4Be interpolation of data points in
principle introduces a model dependency. For H1 and ZEUftsire function data both experiments
employ rather similaf)?, z grids. About20% of the input points are interpolated, for most of the cases
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the correction factors are small (few percent) and statddférent QCD fit parametrizations [18,19] are
used.

The cross section data have also been corrected to a fixeer @dnhass energy squarétl =
101570 GeV2. This has introduced a small correction for the data takefi at 90530 GeV?. The
correction is based on H1-2000 PDFs, it is only significanthigh inelasticityy > 0.6 and does not
exceed%.

The HERA data sets agree very wellZ/dof for the average i$21/601. The distribution of
pulls does not show any significant tensions across the ldtierplane. Some systematic trends can
be observed at low)? < 50 GeV?, where ZEUS NC data lie systematically higher than the Ha,dat
although this difference is within the normalisation unaity. An example of the resulting average DIS
cross section is shown in Fig. 37, where the data points aptadied inQ? for clarity.

A remarkable side feature of the averaging is a significashicion of the correlated systematic
uncertainties. For example the uncertainty on the scat&eetron energy measurement in the H1 back-
ward calorimeter is reduced by a factor of three. The redoaif the correlated systematic uncertainties
thus leads to a significant reduction of the total errorseeigfly for low Q2 < 100 GeV?, where sys-
tematic uncertainties limit the measurement accuracyttisidomain the total errors are often reduced
by a factor two compared to the total errors of the individdaland ZEUS measurements.

The reduction of the correlated systematic uncertainiezchieved since the dependence of the
measured cross section on the systematic sources is sigrlificlifferent between H1 and ZEUS exper-
iments. This difference is due mostly to the difference mktmematic reconstruction methods used by
the two collaborations, and to a lesser extent to the indalideatures of the H1 and ZEUS detectors.
For example, the cross section dependence on the scattecte energy scale has a very particular
behaviour for H1 data which relies on kinematic reconstomctising only the scattered electron in one
region of phase space. ZEUS uses the double angle recdimiracethod where the pattern of this
dependence is completely different leading to a measurecosistraint.

In summary, a generalised averaging procedure to includd-fmpoint correlations caused by
the systematic uncertainties has been developed. Thiagimgrprocedure has been applied to H1 and
ZEUS DIS cross section data. The data show good consistdiy.averaging of H1 and ZEUS data
leads to a significant reduction of the correlated systemitertainties and thus a large improvement in
precision for lowQ? measurements. The goal of the averaging procedure is to\dBERA DIS cross
section set which takes into account all correlations antbagxperiments.
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3.5 The longitudinal structure function Fy, 4
3.5.1 Introduction

At low z the sea quarks are determined by the accurate dafa(@n@Q?) . The charm contribution to
Fy is directly measured while there is no separation of up anghdguarks at lowr which are assumed

to have the same momentum distribution, see Sect. 3.6. Wiitis assumption, and setting the strange
sea to be a fraction of the up/down sea, the proton quark cbatdow z is determined. The gluon
distribution zg(z, Q?), however, is determined only by the derivati®é} /0 1n Q? which is not well
measured [41]. It is thus not surprising that rather difiérgluon distributions are obtained in global
NLO analyses, as is illustrated in Figure 38. The figure digplthe result of recent fits by MRST and
CTEQ on the gluon distribution at low and hig)?. It can be seen that there are striking differences at
the initial scale)? = 5GeV?, which at highQ? get much reduced due to the evolution mechanism. The
ratio of these distributions, however, exhibits differemat lowerz at the level of 10% even in the LHC
Higgs andi?/ production kinematic range, see Figure 39. One also obsergériking problem at large

x which is beyond the scope of this note, however. In a recerld @Qalysis it was observed [41] that
the dependence of the gluon distribution at lewrg o %@, is correlated to the value of (M%), see
Figure 40.
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Fig. 38: Gluon momentum distributions determined by MRS®@ @TEQ in NLO QCD, as a function af for Q? = 5 Ge\?,
close to the initial scale of the fits, and at higligt as the result of the DGLAP evolution.

In the Quark-Parton Model the longitudinal structure fimett, (2, Q?) is zero [59]. In DGLAP
QCD, to lowest orderF7, is given by [60]

1
2y _ X o @ ) E 2 2(, % 2
R @) =2 [ L | PR @) s (1- 1) s )] ®
with contributions from quarks and from gluons. Approxielgtthis equation can be solved [61] and the
gluon distribution appears as a measurable quantity,

ST (0.47) — Fy(0.82] ~ S F,, (9)

=138
rg(@) = 185 -

determined by measurementsiofand Fy, . SinceFy, , at lowz, is not much smaller thahs; , to a good
approximationF7 is a direct measure for the gluon distribution at low

Apart from providing a very useful constraint to the deteration of the gluon distribution, see
also Sect. 3.7, a measurementrofi(z, Q?) is of principal theoretical interest. It provides a crudizst
of QCD to high orders. A significant departure of &l measurement from the prediction which is

“IContributing authors: J. Feltesse, M. Klein
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Fig. 39: Ratio of the gluon distributions of CTEQ to MRST asiadtion ofz for low and largeQ?.

based on the measurement6f(z, Q?) and 9F, /0 1n @? only, would require theory to be modified.
There are known reasons as to why the theoretical descripfi@luon radiation at lowe may differ
from conventional DGLAP evolution: the neglect bi(1/x), in contrast to BFKL evolution, or the
importance of NLL resummation effects on the gluon splitimnction (see Sect. 5.3). Furthermore
recent calculations of deep inelastic scattering to NNL&xmt very large effects from the highest order
on Fy, contrary tof; [62].

Within the framework of the colour dipole model there exatestable prediction fafy, (z, Q?),
and the longitudinal structure function, unlikg , may be subject to large higher twist effects [63].
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Fig. 40: Correlation of the low behaviour of the gluon distribution, characterised by theerz %7, with the strong coupling
constanty, as obtained in the H1 NLO QCD fit to H1 and BCDMS data.

3.5.2 Indirect Determinations dfy, at Lowz
So far first estimates ofy, (x, Q?) at low 2 have been obtained by the H1 Collaboration. These result
from data on the inclusivep — eX scattering cross section
Q*x o
2ra2Y,  dxdQ?

= [FQ(x7Q2) - f(y) : FL(‘T’QQ)] =0r (10)
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obtained at fixed, large energy,= 4E.E,. The cross section is defined by the two proton structure
functions, Foband F,, with Y, = 1 + (1 — y)? and f(y) = y?/Y,. At fixed s the inelasticityy is
fixed by z and Q? asy = @Q?/sx. Thus one can only measure a combination— f(y)Fr. Since
HERA accesses a large rangewgfand f(y) is large only at largey > 0.4, assumptions have been
made onkF, to extractFy at largery. Since the cross section measurement accuracy has redmhed t
few per cent level [41], the effect of thig;, assumption orf; at lowestz has been non-negligible. The
determination off; (z, Q%) has thus been restricted to a region in whick 0.6. The proton structure
function F»(z, Q?) is known over a few orders of magnitudedrrather well, from HERA and at largest

x from fixed target data. Thus H1 did interpret the cross seaiibhighery as a determination of
Fr(z,Q?%) imposing assumptions about the behaviourFefz, Q?) at lowestz. These were derived
from QCD fits to the H1 data [64] or at lowé)?, where QCD could not be trusted, from the derivative
of F, [65]. Recently, with the established behaviour [66] of Fy(z, Q%) = ¢(Q?)2~*@"), a new
method [65] has been used to determirie. This “shape method” is based on the observation that the
shape of,, Eq. 10, at highy is driven by f « 3? and sensitivity toF7y, is restricted to a very narrow
range ofx corresponding tgy = 0.3 — 0.9. Assuming thatF; (z, Q?) in this range, for each bin in
@Q?, does not depend an, one obtains a simple relation,, = cxz~* — fF;. which has been used to
determineFy, (z, Q%) . Figure 41 shows the existing, preliminary datafn(z, @?) at low Q? from the
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Fig. 41: Data on the longitudinal structure function obégilusing assumptions on the behaviour of the other strufttnotion
F» in comparison with NLO QCD fit predictions. The data labeletk80 and mb99 data are preliminary.

H1 Collaboration in comparison with predictions from NLO D&P QCD fits to HERA and further
cross section data. One can see that the accuracy and#nge of thesd ;. (x, Q%) determinations are
rather limited although the data have some discriminatoxegr already.

3.5.3 Backgrounds and Accuracy

The longitudinal structure function contributiondp represents a small correction of the cross section in
a small part of the kinematic range only. The demands forftheneasurement are extremely high: the
Cross section needs to be measured at the per cent leveleaadattered electron be uniquely identified
up to highy. The method of unfolding™ and F, consists in a measurementagfat fixedz andQ? with
varying s. This allows both structure functions to be determined feostraight line variation of,. as a
function of f(y), see [67].

At large y, corrresponding to low:, and lowQ? the scattering kinematics at HERA resembles
that of a fixed target scattering experiment: the electrattsied off quarks at very low (“at rest”) is
going in the backward detector region, i.e. in the directtbthe electron beam. The scattered electron
is accompanied by part of the hadronic final state which &eel to the struck quark. High inelasticities
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y ~ 1 — E//E. demand to identify scattered electrons down to a few GeV ef@nE.. Thus a
considerable background is to be isolated and removed vaitéchs from hadrons or photons, from the
w9 — -y decay. These particles may originate both from a genuinedv&dit but to a larger extent
stem from photoproduction processes, in which the scalttelextron escapes mostly non recognised in
electron beam direction. Removal of this background in Haadssible by requiring a track associated
to the Spacal cluster, which rejects photons, and by mewgits charge which on a statistical basis
removes the remaining part of the background as was deratetstoefore [41, 65].

The scattered electron kinematids), andé., can be accurately reconstructed using the high res-
olution Spacal calorimeter energy determination and thektmeasurements in the Backward Silicon
Tracker (BST) and the Central Jet Drift Chamber (CJC). Rsirantion of the hadronic final state al-
lows the energy momentum constraint to be imposed, usingihe p.” cut, which removes radiative
corrections, and the Spacal energy scale to be calibratedyatr>! using the double angle method. At
low energiest!, the Spacal energy scale can be calibrated to a few % using ti@ss constraint and be
cross checked with the BST momentum measurement and with Qé&bpton events. The luminosity
is measured to 1-2%. Any common normalisation uncertairdy be removed, or further constrained,
by comparing cross section data at very lpwhere the contribution of7, is negligible.

Subsequently two case studies are presented which illestr@potential of measuring;, directly
in unfolding it from the larger;, contribution to the cross section, a study using a set of lmton beam
energies and a simulation for just one ldvp data set combined with standard 920 GeV data. Both
studies use essentially the same correlated systemairs emd differ slightly in the assumptions on the
background and efficiency uncertainties which regard thergion cross section ratios. The following
assumptions on the correlated systematics are uded:E. = 0.003 at largeE. linearly rising t00.03
at 3GeV;d0. = 0.2mrad in the BST acceptance region and 1 mrad at larger angigs;F, = 0.02.
These and further assumed systematic uncertainties egpraisout the state of analysis reached so far
in inclusive low@? cross section measurements of H1.

3.5.4 Simulation Results

A simulation has been performed féf, = 27.6 GeV and for four different proton beam energies,
E, = 920, 575, 465 and400 GeV assuming luminosities of 10, 5, 3 and 2 phrespectively. The beam
energies are chosen such that the cross section data adéstaqiin f(y). If the luminosity scales as
expected asEI%, the low E,, luminosities are equivalent to 35 pbat standard HERA settings. Further
systematic errors regard the residual radiative cornestiassumed to be 0.5%, and the photoproduction
background, 1-2% depending gn This assumption on the background demands an improvergemt b
factor of about two at higlp which can be expected from a high statistics subtractiomok@round using
the charge assignment of the electron scattering candidlatextra uncorrelated efficiency correction is
assumed of 0.5%. The resulting cross section measuremrenéeeurate to 1-2%. For ead? andz
point this choice provides up to four cross section measengsn The two structure functions are then
obtained from a fit ter, = F» + f(y)F}, taking into account the correlated systematics. This séipar
provides also accurate datagf, independently of;, . The simulated data ofy, span nearly one order
of magnitude inx and are shown in Figure 42. For the chosen luminosity thesstal and systematic
errors onF, are of similar size. The overall accuracy 8p(x, Q?) , which may be obtained according
to the assumed experimental uncertainties, is thus estihtatbe of the order of 10-20%.

Based on recent information about aspects of the machirgitamrs in a low proton beam energy
mode, a further case study was performed [68] for only oneaed proton beam energy. In this simula-
tion, for the standard electron beam energytbf= 27.6 GeV, proton beam energies &}, = 920 and
460 GeV were chosen with luminosities of 30 angph0!, respectively. According to [69] it would take
about three weeks to change the configuration of the machoh&oaune the luminosity plus 10 weeks to
record 10pb—! of good data with High Voltage of trackers on. Uncertainbesides the correlated errors
specified above are assumed for photo-production backdrsuistraction varying from 0% at y=0.65 to
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Fig. 42: Simulated measurement of the longitudinal stmgctunction Fr, (z, Q) using the H1 backward apparatus to recon-
struct the scattered electron up to maximum inelasticifes = 0.9 corresponding to a mimimum electron energyFif of
about 3 GeV. The inner error bar is the statistical error. filtleerror bar denotes the statistical and systematic uacgy
added in quadrature.

4% aty = 0.9, and of 0.5% for the residual radiative correrstioAn overall uncertainty of 1% is assumed
on the measurement of the cross section at low beam enetipgsetvhich covers relative uncertainties
on electron identification, trigger efficiency, vertex a#ficcy, and relative luminosity.

To evaluate the errors two independent methods have beesiteoed an analytic calculation and a
fast Monte-Carlo simulation technique. The two methodsidestatistical and systematic errors which
are in excellent agreement. The overall result of this satiah of £ is displayed in Figure 43. In
many bins the overall precision dfy, (z, Q?) is around or below 20%. It is remarkable that the overall
precision would stay below 25% even if the statistical eordihe larger source of systematic uncertainty
would turn out to be twice larger than assumed to be in thidystu
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Fig. 43: Simulated measurement of the longitudinal stmectunctionFr, (z, Q?) for data at 920 GeV (3pb ') and 460 GeV
(10pb~1). The inner error bar is the statistical error. The full etvar denotes the statistical and systematic uncertairntgdd
in quadrature.
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3.5.5 Summary

It has been demonstrated with two detailed studies thatatdineasurement of the longitudinal structure
function F, (z, Q%) may be performed at HERA at the five sigma level of accuracthén: range from
10~* to 10~3 in four bins of Q2. This measurement requires about three months of runnidduaing
time at reduced proton beam energy. In addition it would joi®the first measurement of the diffractive
longitudinal structure function at the three sigma leveg(the contribution of P. Newman in the summary
of Working Group 4). The exact choice of the parameters ofi sumeasurement are subject to further
studies. In conclusion an accurate measuremenit,¢f, Q?) is feasible, it requires efficient detectors,
dedicated beam time and analysis skills. It would be thet rgigm of completion to have measured
Fy first, in 1992 and onwards, and to conclude the HERA data gakiith a dedicated measurement of
the second important structure functidi (z, Q?) , which is related to the gluon density in the law
range of the LHC.
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3.6 Determination of the Light Quark Momentum Distribution s at Low = at HERA #2

Based on the data taken in the first phase of HERA's operali®83-2000), the HERA collider exper-
iments have measured a complete set of neutral (NC) andezhé®() current double differential“p
inclusive scattering cross sections, based on about 120gftpositron-proton and 15 pt of electron-
proton data. The NC and CC deep inelastic scattering (DtB)scsections for unpolarised p scattering
are determined by structure functions and quark momentatritalitions in the proton as follows:

oho ~ Yy Fy FY_aFs, (11)

Fy~e2a(U +U) + e2a(D + D), (12)

zF3 ~ 2z]aye,(U — U) + aqgeq(D — D)), (13)
oo ~al +(1—y)*aD, (14)

oo ~aU+(1— y)zxﬁ. (15)

Herey = Q?/sz is the inelasticity,s = 4E.E, andYy = 1 + (1 — y)2. The parton distribution
U = u+ ¢+ b is the sum of the momentum distributions of the up-type gsiavith chargee,, = 2/3
and axial vector coupling,, = 1/2, while D = d + s is the sum of the momentum distributions of the
down type quarks with chargg; = —1/3, ay = —1/2. Similar relationships hold for the anti-quark
distributionsU andD.

As is illustrated in Fig. 44 the H1 experiment [46] has deteed all four quark distributions
and the gluon distribution:g. The accuracy achieved so far by H1, for= 0.01,0.4 and0.65, is
1%, 3%, 7% for the sum of up quark distributions art, 10%, 30% for the sum of down quark dis-
tributions, respectively. The extracted parton distiiimg are in reasonable agreement with the results
obtained in global fits by the MRST [19] and CTEQ [18] collasiions. The H1 result is also consistent
with the pdfs determined by the ZEUS Collaboration [45] vihiises jet data to improve the accuracy for
the gluon distribution and imports&— @ asymmetry fit result from MRST. New data which are being
taken (HERA 1) will improve the accuracy of these deterntioias further. At the time this is written,
the available data per experiment have been grown to rouditlypl ! for bothetp ande™p scattering,

“42Contributing authors: M. Klein, B. Reisert
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Fig. 45: Parton distributions and their uncertainties d@smaned by H1 extrapolated to the region of the LHC,fo& 0.001

near to the rapidity plateau. Top left:valence; top rightd valence; bottom leftw and belowe; bottom right, in decreasing
order: d, s, b. The results are compared with recent fits to global data bysMRnd CTEQ. Note that at such smalthe
valence quark distributions are very small. With incregsi}? the relative importance of the heavy quarks compared to the
light quarks increases while the absolute difference ofjnerk distributions is observed to be rather independett’ofThe
beauty contribution to the cross section thus becomeshdgeamounting to about 5% fep — HW.

and more is still to come. These data will be particularly amant to improve the accuracy at large
which at HERA is related to higtp?.

As is clear from the above equations, the NC and CC crosssedéta are sensitive directly to
only these four quark distribution combinations. Disegtarg the individual quark flavours (up, down,
strange, charm and beauty) requires additional assungptidhile informations on the andb densities
are being obtained from measurementg¥f and F* of improving accuracy, the determination of the
strange quark density at HERA is less straightforward anglnest ons¥W ™ — ¢ and strange®) particle
production [70]. The relative contributions from the heawarks become increasingly important with
Q?, asis illustrated in Fig. 45.

The largerr domain is dominated by the valence quarks. At HERA the vaepark distributions
are not directly determined but extracted from the diffeem, = U — U andd, = D — D. Note that
this implies the assumption that sea and anti-quarks aral @thich in non-perturbative QCD models
may not hold. A perhaps more striking assumption is inherelhese fits and regards the sea quark
asymmetries at low which is the main subject of the subsequent discussion.

Fig. 46 shows the differenced — 27 as determined in the H1 PDF 2000 fit based on the H1 data
alone (left) and using in addition the BCDMS proton and deartedata (right). One observes a trend of
these fits to reproduce the asymmetry neay 0.1 which in the MRST and CTEQ fits, shown in Fig. 46,
is due to fitting the Drell Yan data from the E866/NuSea experit [71]. While this enhancement is not
very stable in the H1 fit [72] and not significant either, witle BCDMS data an asymmetry is observed
which reflects the violation of the Gottfried sum rule.

In the H1 fit [46] the parton distributions at the initial se&)? = 4 GeV? are parameterised as
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P = AyzBr (1 —2)°? . fp(x). The functionfp is a polynomial inz which is determined by requiring
“\? saturation” of the fits, i.e. starting frorfp = 1 additional termsD pz, Epz? etc. are added and only
considered if they cause a significant improvementinhalf integer powers were considered in [72].
The result for fitting the H1 data has been as folloys:= (1 + Dyx), fu = (1 + Dyx + Fya?),

fp = (1+ Dpz) and f; = fp = 1. The parton distributions at low are thus parameterised as
xP — ApaBP. The strange (charm) anti-quark distribution is couplethototal amount of down (up)
anti-quarks ag = f.D (¢ = f.U). Two assumptions have been made on the behaviour of th& quar
and anti-quark distributions at low. It has been assumed that quark and anti-quark distrisitoa
equal and, moreover, that the sea is flavour symmetric. Tipdies that the slopeB of all four quark
distributions are set equél; = Bp = By = Bp. Moreover, the nomalisations of up and down quarks
are the same, i.edgz(1 — f.) = Ax(1 — f5), which ensures that/u — 1 asx tends to zero. The
conseguence of this assumption is illustrated in Fig. 46il&\the DIS data suggest some asymmetry at
larger x, the up-down quark asymmetry is enforced to vanish at lowefthis results in a rather fake
high accuracy in the determination of the four quark distiiitns at lowz, despite the fact that at low
x there is only one combination of them measured, whickis= z[4(U + U) + (D + D)]/9. If one
relaxes both the conditions on the slopes and normalisgttbe fit to the H1 data decides to completely
remove the down quark contributions as is seen in Fig. 47 flef).

In DIS the up and down quark asymmetry can be constrained) wknteron data because the
nucleon structure function determines a different lineanbination according t¢¥ = 52(U + U +
D+ D)/18+z(c+c—s—73)/6 with N = (p+n)/2. Unfortunately, there are only data at rather large
available. The effect of including the BCDMS data on the lowehaviour of the parton distributions is
illustrated in Fig. 47 (right plot). It restores some amoofirdown quarks at low: , the errors, however, in
particular of the down quarks, are still very large. The leisia large sea quark asymmetry uncertainty,
which is shown in Fig. 48. At HERA a proposal had been made {@8perate the machine in electron-
deuteron mode. Measuring the behaviour at fowould not require high luminosity. Such data would
constrain® a possible sea quark asymmetry with very high accuracy, alsasshown in Fig. 48.

Deuterons at HERA would require a new source and modest roatilifns to the preaccelerators.
The H1 apparatus could be used in its standard mode with aafdrproton detector added to take

“3Constraints on the sea quark distributions may also berwdromw * /W ~ production at the TeVatron. However, the
sensitivity is limited to larger > 0.1 [74] sinceW’s produced in collisions involving sea quarks of smaltewill be boosted
so strongly, that their decay products are not within theeptance of the collider detectors/ ™ and W ~ production at the
LHC has been discussed in [75].
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data at half the beam energy. Tagging the spectator proti@hshigh accuracy at HERA, for the first
time in DIS, one could reconstruct the electron-neutrorttegag kinematics essentially free of nuclear
corrections [73]. Since the forward scattering amplitusledlated to diffraction one would also be
able to constrain shadowing to the per cent level [76]. Thedomeasurements would require small
luminosity amounts, of less than 50pb Long awaited constraints of thé/« ratio at largex and
Q? would require extended running, as would CC data. Besidesrdaning the parton distributions
better, the measurement of the singfgl structure function would give important constraints on the
evolution and theory at low [77]. It would also result in an estimated factor of two impement on the
measurement af; at HERA [78]. For the development of QCD, of lawphysics in particular, but as
well for understanding physics at the LHC and also for sugérienergy neutrino astrophysics, HERA
eD data remain to be important.
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HERA-I  HERA-II

data sample kinematic coverage LEb™H £ b
(assumed)

96-97 NCe™p [53] 2.7 < Q% < 30000 GeV?;6.3-107° < 2 < 0.65 30 30
94-97 CCe™p [54] 280 < Q2% < 17000 GeV?%; 6.3-107° < z < 0.65 48 48
98-99 NCe ™ p [55] 200 < Q% < 30000 GeV?;0.005 < z < 0.65 16 350
98-99 CCep [56] 280 < Q% < 17000 GeV?; 0.015 < z < 0.42 16 350
99-00 NCetp [57] 200 < Q% < 30000 GeV?;0.005 < z < 0.65 63 350
99-00 CCe™p [58] 280 < Q% < 17000 GeV?; 0.008 < z < 0.42 61 350
96-97 inc. DIS jets [79] 125 < Q? < 30000 GeV?; EEreit > 8 GeV 37 500
96-97 dijets imp [80] Q2 <1 GeV?; B2 > 14,11 GeV 37 500
optimised jets [81] Q%> <1GeV? EX™? > 20,15 GeV - 500

Table 11: The data-sets included in the ZEUS-JETS and HBRWe|ected PDF fits. The first column lists the type of data
and the second gives the kinematic coverage. The third colives the integrated luminosities of the HERA-I measureine
included in the ZEUS-JETS fit. The fourth column gives theihwsities assumed in the HERA-II projection. Note that the
96-97 NC and the 94-97 CC measurements have not had theimdsityi scaled for the HERA-II projection.

3.7 Impact of future HERA data on the determination of proton PDFs using the ZEUS NLO
QCD fit 4

3.7.1 PDF fits to HERA data

Recently, the ZEUS Collaboration have performed a combMe® QCD fit to inclusive neutral and
charged current DIS data [53-58] as well as high precisibdgé in DIS [79] andyp scattering [80].
This is called the ZEUS-JETS PDFfit [45]. The use of only HER#ackliminates the uncertainties from
heavy-target corrections and removes the need for isogpimgtry assumptions. It also avoids the dif-
ficulties that can sometimes arise from combining datafsets several different experiments, thereby
allowing a rigorous statistical treatment of the PDF uraiaties. Furthermore, PDF uncertainties from
current global fits are, in general, limited by (irreduc)béxperimental systematics. In contrast, those
from fits to HERA data alone, are largely limited by the stat# precision of existing measurements.
Therefore, the impact of future data from HERA is likely to tm@st significant in fits to only HERA
data.

3.7.2 The ZEUS NLO QCD fit

The ZEUS-JETS PDF fit has been used as the basis for all retiten in this contribution. The most
important details of the fit are summarised here. A full dgsion may be found elsewhere [45]. The
fit includes the full set of ZEUS inclusive neutral and chargarrente®p data from HERA-I (1994-
2000), as well as two sets of high precision jet dataip DIS (Q? >> 1 GeV?) andyp (Q% ~ 0)
scattering. The inclusive data used in the fit, span the katiemange6.3 x 107> < 2 < 0.65 and
2.7 < Q% < 30000 GeV?2.

The PDFs are obtained by solving the NLO DGLAP equationsiwithe MS scheme. These
equations yield the PDFs at all values@? provided they are input as functions ofat some starting
scale@?. The resulting PDFs are convoluted with coefficient funtdito give predictions for structure
functions and, hence, cross sections. In the ZEUS fitzthéx) (u-valence)zd, (x) (d-valence)zS(x)
(total sea-quark)yg(z) (gluon) andz(d(x) —i(x)) PDFs are parameterised at a starting scalg@’o 7
GeV? by the form,

zf(x) = p1a?* (1 — z)" P(x), (16)
4Contributing authors: C. Gwenlan, A. Cooper-Sarkar, Cg@ttrAdams.
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whereP(z) = (1 + pyx). No advantage in thg? results from using more complex polynomial forms.
The normalisation parameters, (u,) andp;(d,), are constrained by quark number sum rules while
p1(g) is constrained by the momentum sum rule. Since there is nonration to constrain any difference
in the low< behaviour of theu- andd-valence quarksps(u,) has been set equal t8(d, ). The data
from HERA are currently less precise than the fixed target ofethe highz regime. Therefore, the high-
x sea and gluon distributions are not well constrained inerurfits to HERA data alone. To account
for this, the sea shape has been restricted by setfif§) = 0. The highx gluon shape is constrained
by the inclusion of HERA jet data. In fits to only HERA data, riaés no information on the shape of
d —u. Therefore, this distribution has its shape fixed consistéth Drell-Yan data and its normalisation
set consistent with the size of the Gottfried sum rule viotat A suppression of the strange sea with
respect to the non-strange sea of a factor of @ts also imposed, consistent with neutrino induced
dimuon data from CCFR. The value of the strong coupling has ffiged toa (M) = 0.1180. After all
constraints, the ZEUS-JETS fit has 11 free parameters. Hpaarks were treated in the variable flavour
number scheme of Thorne & Roberts [49]. Full account wastalkeorrelated experimental systematic
uncertainties, using the Offset Method [44, 48].

The results of two separate studies are presented. Thettigst provides an estimate of how
well the PDF uncertainties may be known by the end of HERAwithin the currently planned running
scenario, while the second study investigates the impaatfofure HERA measurement éf;, on the
gluon distribution. All results presented, are based or¢bent ZEUS-JETS PDF analysis [45].

3.7.3 PDF uncertainty estimates for the end of HERA running

The data from HERA-I are already very precise and cover a Witematic region. However, HERA-II is
now running efficiently and is expected to provide a substhinticrease in luminosity. Current estimates
suggest that, by the end of HERA running (in mid-2007), aagrated luminosity of00 pb~* should
be achievable. This will allow more precise measurementsass sections that are curently statistically
limited: in particular, the higl®? NC and CC data, as well as higp? and/or highr jet data. In
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addition to the simple increase in luminosity, recent stad81] have shown that future jet cross section
measurements, in kinematic regions optimised for seitgitiv PDFs, should have a significant impact
on the gluon uncertainties. In this contribution, the dffec the PDF uncertainties, of both the higher
precision expected from HERA-II and the possibility of opised jet cross section measurements, has
been estimated in a new QCD fit. This fit will be referred to &"tHERA-II projection”.

In the HERA-II projected fit, the statistical uncertaintias the currently available HERA-I data
have been reduced. For the high-inclusive data, a total integrated luminosity @f0 pb—' was as-
sumed, equally divided betweert ande~. For the jet data, an integrated luminosity50b pb~! was
assumed. The central values and systematic uncertainées taken from the published data in each
case. In addition to the assumed increase in precision ohttesurements, a set of optimised jet cross
sections were also included, for forward dijetsyim collisions, as defined in a recent study [81]. Since
no real data are yet available, simulated points were geatetsing the NLO QCD program of Frixione-
Ridolfi [82], using the CTEQ5M1 [18] proton and AFG [83] phot®DFs. The statistical uncertainties
were taken to correspond 500 pb~L. For this study, systematic uncertainties on the optimjeedross
sections were ignored. The simulated optimised jet crososepoints, compared to the predictions of
NLO QCD using the ZEUS-S proton PDF [44], are shown in Fig. 49.

Table 11 lists the data-sets included in the ZEUS-JETS anBA4E projected fits. The lumi-
nosities of the (real) HERA-I measurements and those assdonghe HERA-II projection are also
given.

The results are summarised in Fig. 50, which shows the éraatiPDF uncertainties, for the-
and d-valence, sea-quark and gluon distributionsQdt = 1000 GeV?2. The yellow bands show the
results of the ZEUS-JETS fit while the red bands show thosthBbHERA-II projection. Note that the
same general features are observed for all valuég ofn fits to only HERA data, the information on the
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valence quarks comes from the higi-NC and CC cross sections. The increased statistical poecisi
of the high©)? data, as assumed in the HERA-II projected fit, gives a sigmifiemprovement in the
valence uncertainties over the whole rangeroffor the sea quarks, a significant improvement in the
uncertainties at high-is also observed. In contrast, the lawsncertainties are not visibly reduced. This
is due to the fact that the data constraining the lovegion tends to be at lowep?, which are already
systematically limited. This is also the reason why the lowhuon uncertainties are not significantly
reduced. However, the mid-to-highgluon, which is constrained by the jet data, is much impraved
the HERA-II projected fit. Note that about half of the observeduction in the gluon uncertainties is
due to the inclusion of the simulated optimised jet crostices.

Inclusive jet cross sections at the LHC The improvement to the high-partons, observed in the
HERA-II projection compared to the ZEUS-JETS fit, will be foaularly relevant for high-scale physics
at the LHC. This is illustrated in Fig. 51, which shows NLO Q@Edictions from the JETRAD [84]
programme for inclusive jet production gfs = 14 TeV. The results are shown for both the ZEUS-JETS
and the HERA-II projected PDFs. The uncertainties on thessections, resulting from the PDFs, have
been calculated using the LHAPDF interface [85]. For the BEIETS PDF, the uncertainty reaches
~ 50% at central pseudo-rapidities, for the highest jet trarsvenergies shown. The prediction using
the HERA-II projected PDF shows a marked improvement at f@gtranverse energy.

3.7.4 Impact of a future HERA measurementgfon the gluon PDF

The longitudinal structure functiotk, is directly related to the gluon density in the proton. Imgpiple,

F;, can be extracted by measuring the NC DIS cross section atfixedlQ?, for different values of

(see Eqn. 4). A precision measurement could be achievedgingathe centre-of-mass energy, since
s = Q?/zy ~ 4E.E,, where E. and E, are the electron and proton beam energies, respectively.
Studies [67] (Sec. 3.5) have shown that this would be mostiefiily achieved by changing the proton
beam energy. However, such a measurement has not yet béemess at HERA.

There are several reasons why a measuremetit; odt low-r could be important. The gluon
density is not well known at lowand so different PDF parameterisations can give quiterdifitepre-
dictions for F7, at low-. Therefore, a precise measurement of the longitudinattsig function could
both pin down the gluon PDF and reduce its uncertaintiesthEtmore, predictions of;, also depend
upon the nature of the underlying theory (e.g. order in Q@3ummed calculation etc). Therefore, a
measurement af;, could also help to discriminate between different theoattinodels.

Impact on the gluon PDF uncertainties The impact of a possible future HERA measurement’pf
on the gluon PDF uncertainties has been investigated, asseg of simulated’;, data-points [67]. (see
Sec. 3.5). The simulation was performed using the GRV94 |j86jon PDF for the central values, and
assumingE, = 27.6 GeV andE, = 920,575,465 and400 GeV, with luminosities of 10, 5, 3 and 2
pb~!, respectively. Assuming that the luminosity scales sinqﬁ;E]%, this scenario would nominally
cost35 pb~! of luminosity under standard HERA conditions. Howevers tBstimate takes no account
of time taken for optimisation of the machine with each cleimg,,, which could be considerable. The
systematic uncertainties on the simulated data-pointe weculated assuming~a 2% precision on the
inclusive NC cross section measurement. A more comprelegscription of the simulated data is
given in contribution for this proceedings, see Sec. 3.5.

The simulated data were included in the ZEUS-JETS fit. Fig2rehows the gluon distribution
and fractional uncertainties for fits with and without irgilbn of the simulated ;, data. The results
indicate that the gluon uncertainties are reduced atadowut the improvement is only significant at
relatively lowQ? < 20 GeV?2.
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Fig. 52: The gluon PDFs, showing also the fractional unaastafor fits with and without inclusion of the simulatdd, data,
for Q2 = 1.5, 5, 10 and 2@eV?. The red shaded bands show the results of the ZEUS-JETS fthangtllow shaded band
show the results of the ZEUS-JETB;fit.

PDF QCD order of coefficient functions
MaximumF;, MRSG95 NNLO
Middle F7, GRV94 NLO

Minimum £, MRST2003 NLO

Table 12: Summary of the PDFs used to generate the simultedata-points. The extreme maximuf}, points were
generated using the MRSG95 PDF, and convoluted with NNLGficant functions. The middle points were generated using
the GRV94 PDF, and the extreme minimum points were genetaieg the MRST2003 PDF, which has a negative gluon at
low-z.

Discrimination between theoretical models In order to assess whether a HERA measurement of
Fr, could discriminate between theoretical models, two mots e&F;, data-points have been simu-
lated [87], using different theoretical assumptions. Thst ©f the two sets was generated using the
MRSG95 [88] proton PDF, which has a large gluon density. Thb&$were then convoluted with the
NNLO order coefficient functions, which are large and pwsiti This gives the “maximum” set dfy,
data-points. In contrast, the second set has been genesatgdthe MRST2003 [89] proton PDF, which
has a negative gluon at low-and low<)?, thus providing a “minimum” set of’;, data. The original
set of /7, points described in the previous subsection lies betweesettwo extremes. The details of all
three sets are summarised in Tab. 12.

Figure 53 shows the results of including, individually, keaet of simulated;, data into the ZEUS
NLO QCD fit. The results show that the NLO fit is relatively dtato the inclusion of the extreme sets
of data. This indicates that a measuremenk’pfcould discriminate between certain theoretical models.
However, it should be noted that the maximum and minimum nscstedied here were chosen specifi-
cally to give the widest possible variation iz . There are many other alternatives that would lie between
these extremes and the ability of &h measurement to discriminate between them would depend both
on the experimental precision of the measurement itseliyedisas the theoretical uncertainties on the
models being tested.
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3.8 A Method to Include Final State Cross-sections Measureth Proton-Proton Collisions to
Global NLO QCD Analysis #°

The Large Hadron Collider (LHC), currently under constimctat CERN, will collide protons on pro-
tons with an energy of TeV. Together with its high collision rate the high avaikldentre-of-mass
energy will make it possible to test new interactions at \&grt distances that might be revealed in the
production cross-sections of Standard Model (SM) padielievery high transverse momentui-j as
deviation from the SM theory.

The sensitivity to new physics crucially depends on expenital uncertainties in the measure-
ments and on theoretical uncertainties in the SM predistiolt is therefore important to work out a
strategy to minimize both the experimental and theoreticgkertainties from LHC data. For instance,
one could use single inclusive jet or Drell-Yan cross-sediat lowPr to constrain the PDF uncertain-
ties at highPp. Typical residual renormalisation and factorisation saaicertainties in next-to-leading
order (NLO) calculations for single inclusive jet-crossson are abous — 10% and should hopefully
be reduced as NNLO calculations become available. The ingfd&DF uncertainties on the other hand
can be substantially larger in some regions, especiallsrgelPr, and for example aPr = 2000 GeV
dominate the overall uncertainty 26%. If a suitable combination of data measured at the Tevatndn a
LHC can be included in global NLO QCD analyses, the PDF uagdrés can be constrained.

The aim of this contribution is to propose a method for cdesity including final-state observ-
ables in global QCD analyses.

For inclusive data like the proton structure functiBsin deep-inelastic scattering (DIS) the per-
turbative coefficients are known analytically. During thetlie cross-section can therefore be quickly
calculated from the strong couplingd) and the PDFs and can be compared to the measurements. How-
ever, final state observables, where detector acceptanfsatmorithms are involved in the definition of
the perturbative coefficients (called “weights” in the dolling), have to be calculated using NLO Monte
Carlo programs. Typically such programs need about one ti&P time to calculate accurately the
cross-section. It is therefore necessary to find a way tatzke the perturbative coefficients with high
precision in a long run and to include and the PDFs “a posteriori”.

To solve this problem many methods have been proposed irastd4d, 45, 90-93]. In principle
the highest efficiencies can be obtained by taking momerttsrespect to Bjorken-[90, 91], because
this converts convolutions into multiplications. This ¢ave notable advantages with respect to memory
consumption, especially in cases with two incoming hadr@rsthe other hand, there are complications
such as the need for PDFs in moment space and the associaeskiMellin transforms.

Methods inz-space have traditionally been somewhat less efficienty lmoterms of speed (in
the ‘a posteriori’ steps — not a major issue here) and in tesmsmemory consumption. They are,
however, somewhat more transparent since they providetdim®rmation on ther values of relevance.
Furthermore they can be used with any PDF. The use-gfface methods can be further improved by
using methods developed originally for PDF evolution [%], 9

3.8.1 PDF-independent representation of cross-sections

Representing the PDF on a grid We make the assumption that PDFs can be accurately repedsent
by storing their values on a two-dimensional grid of poims asingn®-order interpolations between
those points. Instead of using the parton momentum fraatiand the factorisation scal@?, we use a
variable transformation that provides good coverage ofuler and Q? range with uniformly spaced

“SContributing authors: T. Carli, G. Salam, F. Siegert.
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grid points#®

y(x) = ln% and 7(Q*) =Inln % 7

The parameteA is to be chosen of the order &fycp, but not necessarily identical. The PREr, Q?)
is then represented by its values ;. at the 2-dimensional grid poirit, éy, i, 07), wheredy anddr
denote the grid spacings, and obtained elsewhere by irdtigra

n n 2
3 S wn () () o
1=0 ¢t=0 5y or

wheren, n’ are the interpolation orders. The interpolation functﬁf&?‘? (u) is 1 foru = ¢ and otherwise
is given by:

m, v D" u(u—1)... (u—n)
L) =4 = u—i ' (19)
Definingint(u) to be the largest integer such that(u) < u, k andx are defined as:
_ it (¥ ne o (T@) w1
k(x) = 1t (W — T) s :‘i(x) = 1nt <5—T — B . (20)

Given finite grids whose vertex indices range from. N, — 1 for they grid and0 ... N — 1 for ther
grid, one should additionally require that eq. (18) onlysuaeailable grid points. This can be achieved
by remapping: — max(0, min(N, — 1 — n, k)) andk — max(0, min(N, — 1 —n’, )).

Representing the final state cross-section weights on a gri@IS case) Suppose that we have an
NLO Monte Carlo program that produces events= 1... N. Each evenin has anc value,z,,, aQ?
value,Q?,, as well as a weighty,,, and a corresponding order i, p,,,. Normally one would obtain
the final resul@? of the Monte Carlo integration fror:

Qg 2
W= Z ( (O )> (2, Q2,). (21)
Instead one introduces a weight gmi(y% and then for each event updates a portion of the grid
with:
1=0...mn,t=0...n:
(pm) (pm) (n) ((Y(@m) oy (T(Qm)
Wkiz K+t - Wki)—z K+t + wm [Z (T - k) IL( ) <T —kK), (22)

where k= k(zm), k= r(Q2).

The final result fod/, for an arbitrary PDF, can then be obtairmdsequento the Monte Carlo run:

szzzzw(Of”)@www, -

where the sums index with), andi, run over the number of grid points and we have have explicitly
introducedz () andQ2""") such that:

y(z®)) =i, 6y and T(QW*’) - (24)

“8An alternative for the: grid is to usey = In 1/z + a(1 — z) with a a parameter that serves to increase the density of points
in the larger region.
4Here, and in the following, renormalisation and factoimascales have been set equal for simplicity.

76



Including renormalisation and factorisation scale depenénce If one has the weight matriWi(yp,)iT
determined separately order by orderdp it is straightforward to vary the renormalisatigrn; and
factorisationu  scales a posteriori (we assume that they were kept equag oritpinal calculation).

It is helpful to introduce some notation relating to the DG2Avolution equation:

dg(z,Q*) _ as(Q?)
dln@Q? 2«

as(@*))
<Po®q><x,cz2>+( o ) (P& q)(@,Q%) + ..., (25)
where theP, and P, are the LO and NLO matrices of DGLAP splitting functions tbhperate on vectors
(in flavour spacey of PDFs. Let us now restrict our attention to the NLO case wineg have just two
values ofp, pr,o andpnro. Introducingér and{r corresponding to the factors by which one vayigs
and.p respectively, for arbitrarngr and¢r we may then write:

(ir) LO
W (R, &F) = ZZ (as (gRQZ > ) Wz’%f)Q(w(iy),f%QzuT)) +

(as (k™) )p (W) + 2mupro m g W) o (2, 63Q2)  (28)

2t Ty, Ty,ir
—In fzzr Wi(yp,IZ?)(Po ® q) (w(iy)7 f%«“@?(iT))] )

wherefy = (11N.—2ny¢)/(127) and N, (n;) is the number of colours (flavours). Though this formula is
given forz-space based approach, a similar formula applies for mospate approaches. Furthermore
it is straightforward to extend it to higher perturbativelers.

Representing the weights in the case of two incoming hadronsin hadron-hadron scattering one
can use analogous procedures with one more dimension. 83t the weight grid depends on the
momentum fraction of the first:{) and secondafz) hadron.

In the case of jet production in proton-proton collisions teights generated by the Monte Carlo
program as well as the PDFs can be organised in seven poissitalestate combinations of partons:

gg: FO(z1,22,Q%) = Gi(21)Ga(z2) (27)
ag: FW(x1,2:Q%) = (Qi(x1) + Qy(x1)) Ga(2) (28)
gq: FO(z1,20;Q%) = Gi(z1) (Q2(z2) + Qa(z2)) (29)
ar: FO(e,22:Q%) = Qu(21)Qa(w2) + Q1 (21)Q(w2) — D(w1, 2) (30)
qq: FW(z1,22;Q%) = D(z1,2) (31)
qd: FO(z1,22;Q%) = D(z1,2) (32)
qr: FO(21,22:Q%) = Q1(21)Qy(x2) + Q1 (21)Q2(w2) — D(w1, 22), (33)

whereg denotes gluong; quarks and quarks of different flavoug £ r and we have used the generalized
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PDFs defined as:

Gu(r) = fo/H(UCan% Zfz/H (z,Q%), Z fiyu(z ,Q?),
i=1 i=—6
D(z1,22) = Z Firm (@1, Q%) fiyam, (22, Q), (34)
i=—6
i;éO

E(Zﬂl,ﬂj‘g,ﬂ%) = Z fz/H1 r1,Q f—z/Hg (:L'27 Q2)7
i=—6
i#0
where f; 1 is the PDF of flavouri = —6...6 for hadronH and H; () denotes the first or second
hadror®.

The analogue of eq. 23 is then given by:

Qs <Q2(i7)) 8 . . ,
W = ZZZZZ 2y172y2’2" (27’1’) F(l) (xglm)’xélm)’Q?(l-r)) ) (35)

P 1=0 iy; iy, ir

Including scale depedence in the case of two incoming hadren It is again possible to choose arbi-
trary renormalisation and factorisation scales, spediitar NLO accuracy:

2(ir
W(&r, &r) = ZZZZ <(£RQ>) Wi(ypll:ioyl(,li)TF(l) (“giyl),wg“)af%QQ(iT)> +

=0 iy, iy, ir

2 Ty slygstr Gyq lyg sir

o (52 QZ(ZT > PNLO
<R> (W0 4 ampopro g W) ) O (a2 6:Q7) (36)

! ! (4, ir l (iyy) | (iyy) (ir)
1n§2 pLO)() (Fq(l)—>P0®q1 (1’1 y1 y L y1 762 Q2 ) (2)—>P0®q2 (xl o y Lo o aS%Q2 >>] )

Zyl ,Zy2 ,ZT

whereF( )

o Pyeq, 1S calculated a8, but withq, replaced wtihPy©¢1, and analogously fap !

q2—Po®qz”

3.8.2 Technical implementation

To test the scheme discussed above we use the NLO Monte Gadoapn NLOJET++ [96] and the
CTEQ®6 PDFs [18]. The grld’[/(”)(l)ﬂ of eq. 35 is filled in a NLOJET++ user module. This module

has access to the event welght and parton momenta and iteagharone specifies and calculates the
physical observables that are being studied (e.g. jetighgoy.

Having filled the grid we construct the cross-section in alkstandalone program which reads
the weights from the grid and multiplies them with an arbitra, and PDF according to eq. 35. This
program runs very fast (in the order of seconds) and can teddala PDF fit.

The connection between these two programs is accomplisiaed €++ class, which provides
methods e.g. for creating and optimising the grid, fillinggid events and saving it to disk. The classes
are general enough to be extendable for the use with other ddll€Dlations.

The complete code for the NLOJET++ module, the C++ class lamdtandalone job is available

from the authors. It is still in a development, testing andinig stage, but help and more ideas are
welcome.

“®n the above equation we follow the standard PDG Monte Cartabrering scheme [47] where gluons are denoted, as
quarks have values froft6 and anti-quarks have the corresponding negative values.
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The C++ class The main data members of this class are the grids implemegetdrays of three-
dimensional ROOT histograms, with each grid point at theceinteré®:

TH3D[p][l][iobs] (x1, x2, Q?), (37)

where thed andp are explained in eq. 35 aridbs denotes the observable bin, e.g. a givanrangé®.

The C++ class initialises, stores and fills the grid usingfttiewing main methods:

e Default constructor:Given the pre-defined kinematic regions of interest, ifatizes the grid.

e Optimizing methodSince in some bins the weights will be zero over a large kiriennagion in
x1, 2, Q?, the optimising method implements an automated proceduaglapt the grid bound-
aries for each observable bin. These boundaries are dadutaa first (short) run. In the present
implementation, the optimised grid has a fixed number of gdihts. Other choices, like a fixed
grid spacing, might be implemented in the future.

e Loading methodReads the saved weight grid from a ROOT file

e Saving methodSaves the complete grid to a ROOT file, which will be autonadlifaccompressed.

The user module for NLOJET++ The user module has to be adapted specifically to the exaet defi
nition of the cross-section calculation. If a grid file allgeexists in the directory where NLOJET++ is
started, the grid is not started with the default constmdtiot with the optimizing method (see 3.8.2). In
this way the grid boundaries are optimised for each obséx\@b. This is necessary to get very fine grid
spacings without exceeding the computer memory. The dfillied at the same place where the standard
NLOJET++ histograms are filled. After a certain number ofrésethe grid is saved in a root-file and
the calculation is continued.

The standalone program for constructing the cross-section The standalone program calculates the
cross-section in the following way:

1. Load the weight grid from the ROOT file

2. Initialize the PDF interface, loadq(z, Q?) on a helper PDF-grid (to increase the performance)

3. For each observable bin, loop ovgr, iy, , i, 1, p and calculate”! (x1, 22, Q?) from the appropri-
ate PDFs;(z, Q?), multiply o and the weights from the grid and sum over the initial statéopa
configuration/, according to eq. 35.

3.8.3 Results

We calculate the single inclusive jet cross-section as atim of the jet transverse momenturf?;()

for jets within a rapidity ofly| < 0.5. To define the jets we use the seedless cone jet algorithm-as im
plemented in NLOJET++ using the four-vector recombinasoheme and the midpoint algorithm. The
cone radius has been putk= 0.7, the overlap fraction was set o= 0.5. We set the renormalisation
and factorization scale t@Q? = P2 where Pr .. is the Pr of the highestPr jet in the required

T, max?
rapidity regior??.

“ROOT histograms are easy to implement, to represent andripuaiate. They are therefore ideal in an early development
phase. An additional advantage is the automatic file corsjmedo save space. The overhead of storing some empty bins
is largely reduced by optimizing the;, 2> andQ? grid boundaries using the NLOJET++ program before finahfilli To
avoid this residual overhead and to exploit certain symieein the grid, a special data class (e.g. a sparse matrghtrbe
constructed in the future.

50For the moment we construct a grid for each initial statequaconfiguration. It will be easy to merge the and thegq
initial state parton configurations in one grid. In addititime weights for some of the initial state parton configoradiare
symmetric inz; andzs. This could be exploited in future applications to furtheduce the grid size.

lWe use the C++ wrapper of the LHAPDF interface [85].

2Note that beyond LO thér ... will in general differ from thePr of the other jets, so when binning an inclusive jet
cross section, th&r of a given jet may not correspond to the renormalisationeschbsen for the event as a whole. For this
reason we shall need separate grid dimensions for théjetnd for the renormalisation scale. Only in certain momeatcs
approaches [91] has this requirement so far been efficiemtymvented.
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In our test runs, to be independent from statistical fluobnat (which can be large in particular
in the NLO case), we fill in addition to the grid a referencedgsam in the standard way according to
eq. 21.

The choice of the grid architecture depends on the requicedracy, on the exact cross-section
definition and on the available computer resources. Hereyilgust sketch the influence of the grid
architecture and the interpolation method on the final tesWe will investigate an example where
we calculate the inclusive jet cross-sectionNp,s = 100 bins in the kinematic range€00 < Pr <
5000 GeV. In future applications this can serve as guideline for a tseadapt the grid method to
his/her specific problem. We believe that the code is traresppand flexible enough to adapt to many
applications.

As reference for comparisons of different grid architeesuand interpolation methods we use the
following:

e Grid spacing iny(z): 107> < 1,z < 1.0 with N, = 30
e Grid spacing inT(Q?): 100 GeV < @Q < 5000 GeV with N, = 30
e Order of interpolation:n, = 3, n, =3
The grid boundaries correspond to the user setting for thierfin which determines the grid boundaries

for each observable bin. In the following we call this grititecture30?x30x100(3, 3). Such a grid
takes abouB00 Mbyte of computer memory. The root-file where the grid isetbinas aboui0 Mbyte.

The result is shown in Fig. 54a). The reference cross-sedioeproduced everywhere to within
0.05%. The typical precision is abowt01%. At low and high Pr there is a positive bias of about
0.04%. Also shown in Fig. 54a) are the results obtained with d#fergrid architectures. For a finer
x grid (50%x30x100(3, 3)) the accuracy is further improved (within005%) and there is no bias. A
finer (302x60x100(3,3)) as well as a coarseBx10x100(3, 3)) binning in Q? does not improve the
precision.

Fig. 54b) and Fig. 54c) show for the grid0¢x30x100) different interpolation methods. With an
interpolation of ordem = 5 the precision i9).01% and the bias at low and high; observed for the
n = 3 interpolation disappears. The result is similar to the obiioed with finerz-points. Thus by
increasing the interpolation order the grid can be kept EmaRAn ordern = 1 interpolation gives a
systematic negative bias of abddt becoming even larger towards hidh-.

Depending on the available computer resources and thefispgblem, the user will have to
choose a proper grid architecture. In this context, it isriesting that a very small grid)?x10x100(5, 5)
that takes only about0 Mbyte computer memory reaches still a precisiof.6f%, if an interpolation of
ordern = 5 is used (see Fig. 54d)).

We have developed a technique to store the perturbativéicesfs calculated by an NLO Monte
Carlo program on a grid allowing for a-posteriori inclusioian arbitrary parton density function (PDF)
set. We extended a technique that was already successidly to analyse HERA data to the more
demanding case of proton-proton collisions at LHC energies

The technique can be used to constrain PDF uncertaintgesatehigh momentum transfers, from
data that will be measured at LHC and allows the consistetision of final state observables in global
QCD analyses. This will help increase the sensitivity of Ltd@ind new physics as deviations from the
Standard Model predictions.

Even for the large kinematic range for the parton momentactionsz; andx, and of the squared
momentum transfe€)? accessible at LHC, grids of moderate size seem to be sufficiEhe single
inclusive jet cross-section in the central regigh < 0.5 can be calculated with a precision @H1%
in a realistic example with00 bins in the transverse jet energy ran@® < Pr < 5000 GeV. In this
example, the grid occupies abait0 Mbyte computer memory. With smaller grids of ordeér Mbyte
the reachable accuracy is sfilb%. This is probably sufficient for all practical applications
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Fig. 54: Ratio between the single inclusive jet cross-sectiith 100 Pr bins calculated with the grid technique and the
reference cross-section calculated in the standard wagwiShre the standard grid, grids with finerand Q* sampling (a)
with interpolation of ordeil, 3 and5 (b) (and on a finer scale in c)) and a small grid (d).
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4 GLAP evolution and parton fits 53
4.1 Introduction

The high-precision data from HERA and the anticipated datafLHC open the possibility for a precise
determination of parton distributions. This, howeveruiegs an improvement in the theoretical descrip-
tion of DIS and hard hadronic scattering processes, as walhamprovement of the techniques used to
extract parton distributions from the data.

The determination of perturbative QCD corrections has rgatee substantial progress recently.
The key ingredient of a complete next-to-next-to-leadindeo (NNLO) prediction in perturbative QCD
are the recently calculated three-loop splitting fundievhich govern the scale dependence of PDFs.
Extensions in the accuracy of the perturbative predictimideyond NNLO are given by the three-loop
coefficient functions forF,, while the coefficient functions faF;, at this order are actually required to
complete the NNLO predictions. Section 4.2 briefly discagbe recent results and their phenomenolog-
ical implications. Certain mathematical aspects, whighiarportant in the calculation of higher order
corrections in massless QCD are presented in section 4.Bartrcular, algebraic relations in Mellin-
N space are pointed out, which are of importance for harmamiass harmonic polylogarithms and
multiple ¢-values.

These calculation of the PDF evolution to NNLO in pertunoatQCD are used in section 4.4 to
provide an update and extension of a set of benchmark tadidisef evolution of parton distributions of
hadrons. These benchmark tables were first presented iagb#g of the QCD/SM working group at the
2001 Les Houches workshop, but based on approximate NNLtbrepfunctions, which are superseded
by the exact results which are now available. In additiontise 4.4 now includes also reference tables
for the case of polarized PDF evolution.

Whereas in principle the-shapes of PDFs at low scales can be determined from firstiples
using non-perturbative methods, in practice at presesighunly possible using models (briefly touched
in in section 4.5). Therefore, an accurate determinatioR[Fs requires a global QCD fit to the data,
which is the subject of sections 4.6-4.8.

Section 4.6 discusses in particular the impact on partonffiNLO corrections on the one hand,
and of the inclusion of Drell-Yan data and future LHC data lo@ dther hand. It then presents values
for a benchmark fit together with a table of correlation caedfits for the parameter obtained in the
fit. This benchmark fit is then re-examined in sec. 4.7, aloith & comparison between PDFs and the
associated uncertainty obtained using the approachess&hil and the MRST group. The differences
between these benchmark partons and the actual globaltbingaare also discussed, and used to explore
complications inherent in extracting PDFs with unceriastFinally, in section 4.8 the stability of PDF
determinations in NLO global analyses is re-investigatadithe results of the CTEQ PDF group on this
issue are summarized.

An alternative approach to a completely bias-free paramzateon of PDFs is presented in sec-
tion 4.9. There, a neural network approach to global fits ofgpadistribution functions is introduced
and work on unbiased parameterizations of deep-inelastictare functions with faithful estimation of
their uncertainties is reviewed together with a summaryhefdurrent status of neural network parton
distribution fits.

53Subsection coordinators: A. Glazov, S. Moch
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4.2 Precision Predictions for Deep-Inelastic Scattering*

With high-precision data from HERA and in view of the outstany importance of hard scattering pro-
cesses at the LHC, a quantitative understanding of dedgsiieeprocesses is indispensable, necessitating
calculations beyond the standard next-to-leading ordeedfirbative QCD.

In this contribution we review recent results for the conpleext-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO,
N2LO) approximation of massless perturbative QCD for thecstme functionsF';, o, F3 and Fy, in
DIS. These are based on the second-order coefficient funscfiy—101], the three-loop splitting func-
tions which govern the evolution of unpolarized partonriistions of hadrons [102,103] and the three-
loop coefficient functions fo;, = F5 — 22 F} in electromagnetic (photon-exchange) DIS [62, 104].
Moreover we discuss partial ™NO results forF», based on the corresponding three-loop coefficient
functions also presented in Ref. [104]. For the splittingctions P and coefficient functiong' we
employ the convention

Plag) = Y (Z‘—;)”H P Clag) = Y (%)"(ﬂ") (38)

for the expansion in the running coupling constagt For the longitudinal structure functiohy, the
third-order corrections are required to complete the NNL€ltions, since the leading contribution to
the coefficient functiorC, is of first order in the strong coupling constant

In the following we briefly display selected results to deistoate the quality of precision pre-
dictions for DIS and their effect on the evolution. The ex@utalytical) results to third order for the
quantities in Eq. (38) are too lengthy, aba{100) pages in normalsize fonts and will not be repro-
duced here. Also the method of calculation is well docuntimtehe literature [101-106]. In particular,
it proceeds via the Mellin transforms of the functions of Byerken variabler,

1
A(N) = /dmmN_lA(x). (39)
0

Selected mathematical aspects of Mellin transforms arugéed in section 4.3.

4.2.1 Parton evolution
The well-known2n ; — 1 scalar non-singlet angi x 2 singlet evolution equations far; flavors read

quris:Prfs®qr§s7 i:iava (40)
dln,uf

for the quark flavor asymmetrieg, and the valence distributiog,, and

(5) - (2 72)e (5)
S ) = ®( ™ 41
dln,u?(g Pyq Py g (1)
for the singlet quark distributiog, and the gluon distributior, respectively. Egs. (40) and (41) are
governed by three independent types of non-singlet sgitiinctions, and by th2 x 2 matrix of sin-
glet splitting functions. Herey stands for the Mellin convolution. We note that benchmarknerical
solutions to NNLO accuracy of Egs. (40) and (41) for a spesgioof input distributions are given in sec-

tion 4.4. Phenomenological QCD fits of parton distributiamslata analyses are extensively discussed
in sections 4.6—4.8. An approach based on neural netwodesizibed in section 4.9.

Let us start the illustration of the precision predictionysltoking at the parton evolution and at
large Mellin-N (large Bjorkensz) behavior. Fig. 55 shows the stability of the perturbatixpasmsion

S4Contributing authors: S. Moch, J.A.M. Vermaseren, A. Vogt
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Fig. 55: On the left we show the perturbative expansiof §f(V), and on the right the resulting perturbative expansionef th
logarithmic scale derivativel In ¢ s/d In uf is displayed for a model input. See the text for details.

which is very benign and indicates, fat < 0.2, corrections of less than 1% beyond NNLO. On the left
we show the results for the perturbative expansioR,gfin Mellin space, cf. Egs. (38), (39). We employ
four active flavorsn; = 4, and an order-independent value for the strong couplingteot,

Oés(#oz) = 0.2 ) (42)

which corresponds tpd ~ 25...50 GeV? for as(M2) = 0.114...0.120 beyond the leading order.
On the right of Fig. 55 the perturbative expansion of the tilganic derivative, cf. Egs. (38), (40),

is illustrated at the standard choipg = 1 of the renormalization scale. We use the schematic, but
characteristic model distribution,

vqus(z,pg) = x%(1— )’ (43)

The normalization of . is irrelevant at this point, as we consider the logarithneiles derivative only.

6 I T ||'|.||.|I. ||||||||I ||||||||I ||||||||I |||||||-| 5 | T |||||||I ||||||||I ||||||||I ||||||||I |||||||-
- (2) T L (2
S XPag’(X) | [ XPyg’(X)
ar 710 ]
.| 1t :
of 10 F .
P In x part I N;=4 ]
- I 1 IIIIIIII IIIIIIIII IIIIIIIII IIIIIIIII ol _15 L 1 IIIIIIII .‘I'IIIIIIII IIIIIIIII IIIIIIIII IIIIIII-I
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Fig. 56: The three-loop gluon-quark (left) and gluon-glydght) splitting functions together with the leading siralcontri-
bution (dotted line).

Next, let us focus on the three-loop splitting functionsrabi momentum fractions, where the
splitting functionsP;, in the lower row of the2 x 2 matrix in Eq. (41), representing — i splittings,

are most important. In Fig. 56 we show, again fgr = 4, the three-loop splitting function@ffg) and
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ng) together with the leading smallterm indicated separately far < 0.01. In the present singlet
case the leading logarithmic smalllimits ~ x ~! In = of Refs. [107, 108] are confirmed together with
the general structure of the BFKL limit [29, 30,109]. The sanolds for the leading smatitermsin®

in the non-singlet sector [110, 111], with the qualificatihiat a new, unpredicted leading logarithmic
contribution is found for the color facta**°d,;. entering at three loops for the first time.

It is obvious from Fig. 56 (see also Refs. [101-103, 106]j tha leadingz — 0-terms alone are
insufficient for collider phenomenology at HERA or the LHQtlasy do not provide good approximations
of the full results at experimentally relevant small valeés:. Resummation of the smatli4terms and
various phenomenological improvements are discussedail desection 5.

0.4 ||||||||I ||||||||I ||||||||I ||||||||I T TTTTTm L T |||||||I ||||||||I ||||||||I ||||||||I |||||||_|
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Fig. 57: The perturbative expansion of the scale derivat{dd) of the singlet distributions (44).

In the same limit of smalt, it is instructive to look at the evolution of parton distitions. Again,
we choose the reference scale of Eq. (42)= 4 and the sufficiently realistic model distributions

0.6 2 93(1 —2)>° (1 +5.0x2°%)
= 162731 —2)* (1 -0.62°3)

2qs(z, 1)

zg(x, 1d) (44)

irrespective of the order of the expansion to facilitateecircomparisons of the various contributions.
Of course, this order-independence does not hold for adatatitted parton distributions like those in
sections 4.6—4.8. In Fig. 57 we display the perturbativeaegn of the scale derivative for the singlet
qguark and gluon densities at]? pé for the initial conditions specified in Egs. (42) and (44)r B
singlet quark distribution the total NNLO corrections, \ehieaching 10% at = 10—, remain smaller
than the NLO results by a factor of eight or more over thedtiange. For the gluon distribution already
the NLO corrections are small and the NNLO contribution antsuo only 3% forz as low as10 .
Thus, we see in Fig. 57 that the perturbative expansion igstable. It appears to converge rapidly at
x > 1073, while relatively large third-order corrections are foundvery small momentar < 10%.

4.2.2 Coefficient functions

While the previous considerations were addressing thaigeal of parton distributions, we now turn to
the further improvements of precision predictions due #&fthl third-order coefficient functions for the
structure functiong, and F, in electromagnetic DIS [62,104]. The results #6r complete the NNLO
description of unpolarized electromagnetic DIS, and tlveltbrder coefficient functions faF's form, at
not too small values of the Bjorken variabtethe dominant part of the next-to-next-to-next-to-legdin
order (N'LO) corrections. Thus, they facilitate improved deterntimas of the strong coupling, from
scaling violations.
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Fig. 58: The three-loop non-singlet coefficient functbﬁ{s (z) in the largez (left) and the smalle (right) region, multiplied
by (1—z) for display purposes.

Let us start with the three-loop coefficient functions férin the non-singlet case. In Fig. 58 we
display the three-loop non-singlet coefficient functiﬂﬁ)‘s(x) for ny = 4 flavors. We also show the
soft-gluon enhanced terni®, dominating the large:limit,

1 2k—1 1—
D, = ™ (1 — =) : (45)
(I —x)4
and the small: approximations obtained by successively including enédrogarithmsin® z. How-
ever the latter are insufficient for an accurate descripdioiiie exact result. The dashed band in Fig. 58
shows the uncertainty of previous estimates [112] maingedaon the calculation of fixed Mellin mo-
ments [113-115]. For a detailed discussion of the softigh@summation of the th®;, terms, we refer
to section 5.
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Fig. 59: The perturbative expansion of the logarithmic ecidrivative of the non-singlet structure functibh,s. The results
up to NNLO are exact, while those atNO are very good approximations. Thé'IND corrections have been estimated by
various methods.

Building on the coefficient functions, it is interesting timdy the perturbative expansion of the
logarithmic scale derivative for the non-singlet struetfmnction F; ;. To that end we use in Fig. 59
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again the input shape Eq. (43) (this time B s itself) irrespective of the order of the expansion,
ny = 4 flavors and the reference scale of Eq. (42). THe® approximation based on Padé summations
of the perturbation series can be expected to correcthcateiat least the rough size of the four-loop
corrections, see Ref. [104] for details. From Fig. 59 we $e¢ the three-loop results fdr, can be
employed to effectively extend the main part of DIS analytsehie N'LO atz > 10~2 where the effect

of the unknown fourth-order splitting functions is expette be very small. This has, for example, the
potential for a ‘gold-plated’ determination ef (1) with an error of less than 1% from the truncation
of the perturbation series. On the right hand side of Figh&%tale uncertainty which is conventionally
estimated by

1

af = 5 (max[fw, ) minlf(e,u2)]) | (46)

is plotted, where the scale varigs € [Q/2,2Q)].
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Fig. 60: The perturbative expansion up to three loopsL@®) of the quark (left) and gluon (right) contributions taglet
structure functiont.

In the singlet case, we can study the quark and gluon cotitiiisito the structure functiofy. In
Fig. 60 we plot the perturbative expansion up L of the quark and gluon contributions to structure
function F;, ¢ at the scale (42) using the distributions (44). All curveseheen normalized to the
leading-order resulﬂ?gjso = (e?) q5. Fig. 60 nicely illustrates the perturbative stability bétstructure
function F.

Finally, we address the longitudinal structure functignat three loops. In the left part of Fig. 61
we plot the singlet-quark and gluon coefficient functiefg, andc;, , for Fy, up to the third order for
four flavors and theys-value of Eq. (42). The curves have been dividedaby= o /(47) to account
for the leading contribution being actually of first ordertire strong coupling constant,. Both the
second-order and the third-order contributions are raémge over almost the whole-range. Most
striking, however, is the behavior at very small values oivhere the anomalously small one-loop parts
are negligible against the (negative) constant two-loamsewhich in turn are completely overwhelmed

by the (positive) new three-loop correctians(;zl ~ In x + const, which we have indicated in Fig. 61.

To assess the effect for longitudinal structure functign we convolute in Fig. 61 on the right
the coefficient functions with the input shapes Eq. (44):fer= 4 flavors and the reference scale of
Eq. (42). A comparison of the left and right plots in Fig. 6&anlly reveals the smoothening effect of
the Mellin convolutions. For the chosen input conditiomg ¢mostly positive) NNLO corrections to the
flavor-singletF;, amount to less than 20% fér- 107> < x < 0.3. In data fits we expect that the parton
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Fig. 61: The perturbative expansion t&IND of the longitudinal singlet-quark and gluon coefficienhétions to third order
multiplied by x for display purposes (left) and of the quark and gluon cbntions to singlet structure functidf, (right).

distributions, in particular the gluon distribution, wfllirther stabilize the overall NNLO/NLO ratio.
Thus, at not too small scaleB}, is a quantity of good perturbative stability, for tlrevalues accessible
at HERA, see Ref. [62] for more details.
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4.3 Mathematical Structure of Higher Order Corrections °°

The QCD anomalous dimensions and Wilson coefficients foicgire functions are single scale quan-
tities and may be expressed in simple form in Mellin spacesims of polynomials of harmonic sums
and ration functions of the Mellin variable. Unlike the casearious calculations using representations
in momentum-fraction A-) space the use of multiple nested harmonic sums leads tochmniza-
tion in language. Furthermore, significant simplificatiemst. the number of functions needed can be
achieved. This is due to algebraic [116, 117] relations betwthese quantities, which in a similar way
are also present between harmonic polylogarithms [118]ranltiple ¢-values [119]. These relations
result from the the specific index pattern of the objects ictemed and their multiplication relation and
do not refer to further more specific properties. In Table E3ilustrate the level of complexity which
one meets in case of harmonic sums. To three—loop order tweigh harmonic sums occur. The alge-
braic relations for the whole class of harmonic sums leadrexdaction by a factor of 4 (column 3).
As it turns out, physical pseudo-observables, as anomaimosnsions and Wilson-coefficients in the
MS scheme, to 2— resp. 3-loop order depend on harmonic sumsioniich the index{ —1} never
occurs. The algebraic reduction for this class is illustléih column 5. We also compare the complexity
of only non-alternating harmonic sums and their algebradtuction, which is much lower. This class of
sums is, however, not wide enough to describe the aboveqgahygiantities. In addition to the algebraic
relations of harmonic sums structural relations exist,clvlieduces the basis further [120].

Number of
Weight || Sums | a-basic sums H Sums —{—1} ‘ a-basic sums H Sums ¢ >0 ‘ a-basic sums
1 2 2 1 1 1 1
2 6 3 3 2 2 1
3 18 8 7 4 4 2
4 54 18 17 7 8 3
5 162 48 41 16 16 6
6 || 486 116 99 30 32 9
7| 1458 312 239 68 64 18

Table 13: Number of alternating and non-alternating haimsams in dependence of their weight, [120].

Using all these relations one finds that 5 basic functionssaficient to describe all 2—loop Wilson
coefficients for deep—inelastic scattering [121] and fer#[122] for the 3—loop anomalous dimensions.
Their analytic continuations to complex values of the Mellariable are given in [123, 124]. These
functions are the (regularized) Mellin transforms of :

In(1 +z) Lis(z) Si,2(z) Liy(z)
142 1+a’ 1+a’ 1’
Sl,g(fﬂ) 5272(1') Li%(l’) SQQ(-I‘) — Li%(—w)/Q

77 77 —7 - (47)
1+ r+t1 1+ r+1

Itis remarkable, that the numerator—functions in (47) aeddén integrals [125] and polynomials thereof,
although one might expect harmonic polylogarithms [118kmie this class in general. The represen-
tation of the Wilson coefficients and anomalous dimensionthé way described allows for compact
expressions and very fast and precise numerical evaluatgdinsuited for fitting procedures to experi-
mental data.

5Contributing authors: J. Bliimlein, H. Bottcher, A. Gufta V. Ravindran
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4.3.1 Two—-loop Processes at LHC in Mellin Space

Similar to the case of the Wilson coefficients in section 418 may consider the Wilson coefficients
for inclusive hard processes at hadron colliders, as thé-IYan process ta@)(a?) [126-128], scalar
or pseudoscalar Higgs—boson productiorOi@?) in the heavy—mass limit [129-134], and the 2—loop
time—like Wilson coefficients for fragmentation [135-13These quantities have been analyzed in [138,
139] w.r.t. their general structure in Mellin space. Thessrsection for the Drell-Yan process and Higgs
production is given by

d d . Q°
< Q2> / ‘Tl //x1 ﬂfa '1'17 2)fb(£271u2)0- (.Z'f%’g, ﬁ) ) (448)

with x = §/s. Here, f.(z, u?) are the initial state parton densities arrddenotes the factorization scale.
The Wilson coefficient of the process dsand Q? is the time—like virtuality of thes—channel boson.
Likewise, for the fragmentation process of final state pwtioto hadrons ipp—scattering one considers
the double differential final state distribution

dj;fse - 2(1“0529)%* ; 29%- (4.49)
Here,
doy! 1dZ(O) L3 2\ S 2 /772 H (% ;2\ ~S 2 /772
% = /m P [ Otot {DS (;>M )Ck,q(z>Q /M )+Dg <;7M >Ck:,q(z>Q /M )}
Ny
+Y oD, (5. M%) CN3 e, Q2/M2)] : (4.50)
p=1

In the subsystem cross-sectionshe initial state parton distributions are includdm,f denote the non—
perturbative fragmentation functions a ’ZNS(z, Q?/M?) the respective time—like Wilson coefficients
describing the fragmentaion process for a paitorio the hadron.

Although these Wilson coefficients are not directly relatedhe 2—loop Wilson coefficients for
deeply inelastic scattering, one finds for these functiamaast the same set of basic functions as given
above. Again one obtains very fast and concise numericgiranos also for these processes working in
Mellin space, which will be well suited for inclusive anadgsof experimental collider data at LHC in
the future.

4.3.2 Non-Singlet Parton Densities@{(a?)

The precision determination of the QCD—scalg-p and of the idividual parton densities is an important
issue for the whole physics programme at LHC since all measents rely on the detailed knwoledge
of this parameter and distribution functions. In Ref. [14i@t results were reported of a world data
analysis for charged leptgm«) scattering w.r.t. the flavor non-singlet sectoiCit:?) accuracy. The
flavor non—singlet distributionsu, (=, Q%) andzd, (z, Q%) were determined along with fully correlated
error bands giving parameterizations both for the valuesesrors of these distributions for a wide range
in z andQ?. In Figure 62 these distributions including their error ah@wn. The value of the strong
coupling constantys(M2) was determined a8.1135 + 0.0023 — 0.0026 (exp.) The full analysis is
given in [141], including the determination of higher twegintributions in the large: region both for
F¥(x,Q?) and F¥(z, Q?).

4.3.3 Scheme-invariant evolution for unpolarzed DIS stmecfunctions

The final HERA-II data on unpolarized DIS structure funciponombined with the present world data
from other experiments, will allow to reduce the experina¢mrror on the strong coupling constant,
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as(M2), to the level ofl % [143]. On the theoretical side the NLO analyzes have irtitisitations
which allow no better thaf% accuracy in the determination @f [144]. In order to match the expected
experimental accuracy, analyzes of DIS structure funstio@ed then to be carried out at the NNLO-
level. To perform a full NNLO analysis the knowledge of théo®p S-function coefficient,5s, the 2—
resp. 3—-loop Wilson coefficients and the 3-loop anomaloosedsions is required. With the calcula-
tion of the latter [102, 103], the whole scheme—independehbf quantities is known, thus allowing a
complete NNLO study of DIS structure functions.

Besides the standard approach solving the QCD evolutioatims for parton densities in théS
scheme it appears appealing to study scheme—invarianitenokequations [145]. Within this approach
the input distributions at a scalg? aremeasured experimentally. The only parameter to be determined
by a fit to data is the QCD—scalegcp. To perform an analysis in the whole kinematic region the
non-singlet [140] contribution has to be separated fronsthglet terms of two measured observables.
In practice these can be chosen toféxr, Q?) andoF(z,Q?)/0In(Q?) or Fy(x, Q%) and F(z, Q?)
if the latter structure function is measured well enoughth&idFs(z,Q?)/0n(Q?) or Fr(z,Q?)
play a role synonymous to the gluon distribution while(x, Q%) takes the role of the singlet-quark
distribution compared to the standard analysis. Thesetieggado no longer describe the evolution of
universal quantities depending on the choice of a scheme but of predependent quantities which
are observables and thus factorization scheme—indedepen&ince the respective evolution kernels
are calculated in perturbation theory the dependence oretttgmalization scale remains and becomes
smaller with the order in the coupling constant included.

Physical evolution kernels have been studied before in4148]. The 3—loop scheme—invariant
evolution equations were solved in the massless case if).[T4#s analysis is extended including the
heavy flavor contributions at present [141]. The large ceaxipl of the evolution kernels can only
be handeled in Mellin space since 4rspace various inverse and direct Mellin convolutions wdaé
required numerically, causing significant accuracy and-tiome problems. The inclusion of the heavy
flavor contributions is possible using the parameteripatid 49].

In Fig. 62 we present the scheme invariant evolution for thecture functionsfs anddF; /ot
to NNLO with t = —2/8p In(as(Q?)/as(Q2)). The input distribution at the reference scale are not
extracted from data, but rather built up as a convolution d$t coefficients and PDFs, the latter being
parametrised according to [150].

Scheme—invariant evolution equations allow a widely uaséid approach to determine the initial
conditions for QCD evolution, which in general is a sourcesydtematic effects which are difficult to
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Fig. 63: NNLO scheme invariant evolution for the singlettpairthe structure functiorf> and its slopedF» /ot for four
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massless flavours, [145].

control. On the other hand, their use requires to consideoalelations of the input measurements in
a detailed manner experimentally. At any sc@f& mappings are available to project the observables
evolved onto the quark—singlet and the gluon density in ef&atscheme. In this way the question
whether sign changes in the unpolarized gluon distributictne MS scheme do occur or do not occur
in the smallz region can be answered uniquely. As in foregoing analys48, [i51] correlated error
propagation throughout the evolution is being performed.

dF,Sdt(x)
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4.4 Updated reference results for the evolution of parton ditributions °6

In this contribution we update and extend our benchmarketatirst presented in the report of the
QCD/SM working group at the 2001 Les Houches workshop [1f0]the evolution of parton distri-
butions of hadrons in perturbative QCD. Since then the cetapiext-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO)
splitting functions have been computed [102, 103], see s#®stion 4.2. Thus we can now replace the
NNLO results of 2001 which were based on the approximatétisiglifunctions of Ref. [152]. Further-
more we now include reference tables for the polarized cas¢ed in neither Ref. [150] nor the earlier
study during the 1995/6 HERA workshop [153]. Since the sfgpendent NNLO splitting functions are
still unknown, we have to restrict ourselves to the polatisading-order (LO) and next-to-leading-order
(NLO) evolution.

As in Ref. [150], we employ two entirely independent and @pigally different ®RTRAN pro-
grams. At this point, the-space code of G.S. is available from the author upon reguége the Mellin-
space program of A.V. has been published in Ref. [154]. Thelte presented below correspond to a di-
rect iterative solution of the RLO evolution equations for the parton distributiofigz, 11?) = p(z, u?),
wherep = ¢;, ¢;,gwithi =1, ..., N,

dfp o lu’f % l 1 dy T :“’f
dln 2 ; o’ / Z o ( ) For(y, 1i7) (4.51)

with the strong coupling, normalized as= «;/(47), given in terms of

dag

m = BN"‘LO CLS = Z CLSl+2 ,8[ (452)

=0

with By = 11 —2/3 N¢ etc. u, andp, represent the renormalization and mass-factorizatiolesaathe
MS scheme. The reader is referred to Refs. [150, 154] fordake slependence of the splitting functions
P and a further discussion of our solutions of Egs. (4.51) dns).

For the unpolarized case we retain the initial conditionsedsip at the Les Houches meeting: The
evolution is started at
iy = 2GeV? . (4.53)

Roughly along the lines of the CTEQ5M parametrization [18% input distributions are chosen as

= 5.107200 2% (1 — z)3

= 3.064320 %% (1 — z)*

= 1.700000 2% (1 — z)° (4.54)
= 19398752 %1 (1 — z)8

= (1—=)zd(z,pi,)

= a5 (x,pfg) = 022(a +d) (2, 1f )

=

°

°

8
<
TR R R aE
=T =T =T =T =T E
=

— — — ~— ~— ~~—

laal RNl SRRl SRR R ] )
o

=

where, as usual; , = ¢; — ¢;. The running couplings are specified by Eqg. (4.52) and
as(p?=2GeV?) = 0.35 . (4.55)

For simplicity initial conditions (4.54) and (4.55) are eloyed regardless of the order of the evolution
and the (fixed) ratio of the renormalization and factorimatscales.

For the evolution with a fixed numbéy; > 3 of quark flavours the quark distributions not spec-
ified in Eq. (4.54) are assumed to vanish/léb, and Eq. (4.55) is understood to refer to the chosen

6Contributing authors: G.P. Salam, A. Vogt
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value of N;. For the evolution with a variabl&/; = 3...6, Egs. (4.53) and (4.54) always refer to three
flavours. V¢ is then increased by one unit at the heavy-quark pole masisess as

me = pro, mp = 45GeV?, my = 175 GeV? | (4.56)

i.e., Egs. (4.51) and (4.52) are solved for a fixed humber gbfles between these thresholds, and the
respective matching conditions are invokecp%t: mﬁ h = ¢, b, t. The matching conditions for the
unpolarized parton distributions have been derived at NWLRef. [156], and were firstimplemented in
an evolution program in Ref. [157]. Note that, while the partistributions are continuous up to NLO
due to our choice of the matching scales,is discontinuous at these flavour thresholds already at this
order foru, # s, see Refs. [158,159]. Again the reader is referred to R&$),[154] for more details.

Since the exact NNLO splitting functionB(?) are rather lengthy and not directly suitable for
use in a Mellin-space program (see, however, Ref. [1244) réfference tables shown below have been
computed using the parametrizations (4.22) — (4.24) of Hé&R] and (4.32) — (4.35) of Ref. [103].
Likewise, the operator matrix elemeﬁﬁ’g2 entering the NNLO flavour matching is taken from Eq. (3.5)
of Ref. [154]. The relative error made by using the pararmettisplitting functions is illustrated in
Fig. 64. Itis generally well below0~*, except for the very small sea quark distributions at venyda.

Egs. (4.53), (4.55) and (4.56) are used for the (longitulyipgoolarized case as well, where
EqQ. (4.54) replaced by the sufficiently realistic toy inplf4]

zuy, = +1.32%7 (1 —2) (14 3z)

xdy = —0.52%7 (1 —2)* (1 +42)

rg = +1.52°° (1 —2)°

xd = zu = —0.052°3 (1 —x)7

rs = x5 = +0.5zd . (4.57)

As Eq. (4.54) in the unpolarized case, this input is emplagg@rdless of the order of the evolution.

As in Ref. [150], we have compared the results of our two di@iprograms, under the conditions
specified above, at 508-:? points covering the rang) =8 < z < 0.9 and2 GeV* < ;2 < 10° Ge\~ .
A representative subset of our resultsu%t: 10* GeV*, a scale relevant to high jets and close to
miy, my and, possiblymiy,,., is presented in Tables 14—18. These results are givenristef the
valence distributions, defined below Eq. (4.58), = d + u, and the quark-antiquark sums. = ¢—¢
for ¢ = s, cand, for the variableV; casep.

For compactness an abbreviated notation is employed thoatighe tables, i.e., all numbersl 0°
are written as:®. In the vast majority of the-u2 points our results are found to agree to all five figures
displayed, except for the tiny NLO and NNLO sea-quark disttions atr = 0.9, in the tables. Entries
where the residual offsets between our programs lead tdemait fifth digit after rounding are indicated
by the subscript#’. In these cases the number with the smaller modulus is divéme tables.

The approximate splitting functions [152], as mentionedvabemployed in the previous version
[150] of our reference tables, have been used in (global) Qffils of the unpolarized parton distributions
[39, 40], which in turn have been widely employed for obtaghNNLO cross sections, in particular for
W and Higgs production. The effect of replacing the approxéwasults by the full splitting functions
[102, 103] is illustrated in Figure 65. Especially at scalelevant to the above-mentioned processes,
the previous approximations introduce an error of less thao forz > 1072, and less than 1% even
down toxz ~ 10~°. Consequently the splitting-function approximationscLfee the evolution the parton
distributions of Refs. [39,40] are confirmed to a sufficiecdwacy for high-scale processes at the LHC.

The unchanged unpolarized LO and NLO reference tables of [Re®] are not repeated here.
Note that the one digit of the first (FFN), value was mistyped in the header of Table 1 in that refort

S"We thank H. Bottcher and J. Bliimlein for pointing this coitis.
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Fig. 64: Relative effects of using the parametrized thoeglsplitting functions of Refs. [102, 103], instead of tha&
expressions from the same source, on the NNLO evolutionh®iirtput (4.53) — (4.55) at two representative valueg G

Hr = [hg-
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the correct value can be found in Table 3 below.
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Table 14: Reference results for thg = 4 next-next-to-leading-order evolution for the initial abtions (4.53) — (4.55). The
corresponding value of the strong couplingig 12 = 10* GeV?) = 0.110141. The valence distributions, andc, are equal
for the input (4.54). The notation is explained below Egs44.and in the paragraph below Eq. (4.57).

NNLO, N; =4, u? = 10* Ge\V?

T Ty xdy xzL_ 2zL TSy TS TCt xg

pr = pf

1077 || 1.5287% | 1.0244~* | 5.7018 6 | 1.3190"2 | 3.14377° | 6.4877+! | 6.41611! | 9.976312
1076 6.91767* | 4.42847% | 2.54107° | 6.84991! | 9.427975 | 3.3397+! | 3.2828*! | 4.912412
1075 || 3.098173 | 1.897473 | 1.07197* | 3.3471H1 | 2.2790~* | 1.60591! | 1.5607*! | 2.2297+2
1074 || 1.372272 | 8.101973 | 4.2558 4 | 1.5204T! | 3.6644~* | 7.06701° | 6.7097° | 9.0668 "
1073 || 5.916072 | 3.405072 | 1.6008 3 | 6.323010 | 1.4479~* | 2.747410 | 2.470410 | 3.1349"!
1072 |1 2.3078 71 | 1.291971 | 5.568873 | 2.275210 | —5.7311~* | 8.55027! | 6.6623~! | 8.1381 10
0.1 |[5.517771]2.71657! | 1.002372 | 3.90197! | —3.0627~* | 1.1386" | 5.977372 | 9.0563 "
0.3 |[3.507171 | 1.30257! | 3.009873 | 3.5358 2 | —3.1891° | 9.04803 | 3.3061 3 | 8.41862
0.5 || 1.211771 | 3.152872 | 3.774274 | 2.38673 | —2.721576 | 5.7965~* | 1.7170~* | 8.1126~3
0.7 |/ 2.007772{3.088673 | 1.34347° | 5.424475 | —1.0106~7 | 1.29367° | 3.53046 | 3.8948*
0.9 |[3.511174]1.77837° | 8.65177| 2.6957 % | —1.476719| 7.13279| 2.99079 | 1.2136~6

e =23

1077 || 1.3416™% | 8.74977° | 4.975176 | 1.3020"2 | 2.15247° | 6.4025%! | 6.3308*! | 1.021073
1079 || 6.2804% | 3.9406~* | 2.24437° | 6.6914F1 | 6.51497° | 3.26021! | 3.2032*! | 4.962672
1075 |1 2.903273 | 1.757572 | 9.62057° | 3.2497+1 | 1.5858~* | 1.55701! | 1.5118*! | 2.230712
1074 1.320672 | 7.767372 | 3.9093~* | 1.4751F! | 2.5665"* | 6.838870 | 6.4807Y | 9.0162F"
1073 || 5.80472 | 3.343472 | 1.518072 | 6.1703%0 | 1.03887* | 2.66951° | 2.3917*Y | 3.1114+!
1072 |1 2.2930~1 | 1.285771 | 5.462673 | 2.249210 | —3.9979~* | 8.4058! | 6.50871 | 8.0993 10
0.1 |[5.5428112.7326~! | 1.007272 | 3.9297~! | —2.1594=% | 1.1439~1 | 5.971372 | 9.0851 "
0.3 |13.550171 | 1.320571 | 3.055773 | 3.6008 2 | —2.26327° | 9.22273 | 3.377173 | 8.50222
0.5 |[1.2340~! | 3.216672 | 3.8590™% | 2.445973 | —1.942076 | 5.9487* | 1.7699~* | 8.2293 3
0.7 |12.059772{3.175173 | 1.38497° | 5.572275 | —7.26167%8 | 1.324475 | 3.53616 | 3.9687*
0.9 |/3.652774]1.85447° | 9.0507° | 2.6637%| —1.075719| 6.71379| 2.37779|1.2489~6

pr=1/2pf

1077 1.791274 [ 1.252174 | 6.4933,6 | 1.271472 |  4.96497° | 6.2498"1 | 6.1784F! | 9.2473+2
1076 || 7.73777% | 5.12227% | 2.87197° | 6.7701F! | 1.47437* | 3.29991! | 3.2432%! | 4.686312
1075 || 3.318473 | 2.076073 | 1.19777% | 3.3644F1 | 3.54457% | 1.6147+! | 1.56961! | 2.1747+2
1074 || 1.418472 | 8.445573 | 4.6630~% | 1.5408T! | 5.6829* | 7.17057° | 6.81391° | 8.9820;!
1073 || 5.979372 | 3.441872 | 1.699673 | 6.404210 | 2.227874 | 2.789210 | 2.5128*0 | 3.1336""
1072/ 2.310671 | 1.2914~1 | 5.70163 | 2.287610 | —8.9125~* | 8.6205~! | 6.7377~! | 8.15891°
0.1 |[5.5039~"]2.7075~! | 1.003172 | 3.8850~! | —4.7466=* | 1.13327! | 5.948972 | 9.0795~*
0.3 |/ 3.48907! | 1.29497! | 2.994373 | 3.509072 | —4.9304° | 8.96673 | 3.2670~2 | 8.43092
0.5 |[1.20267" | 3.126972 | 3.7428 4 | 2.372973 | —4.198176 | 5.7783=* | 1.7390~* | 8.1099; 3
0.7 |/ 1.986772|3.053472 | 1.32737° | 5.46357° | —1.5541~7 | 1.3275=° | 3.9930~6 | 3.8824~*
0.9 |[3.45247% ] 1.74667° | 8.4897°| 3.0307% | —2.2557 10| 8.86379| 4.803791.2026~°
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Table 15: As Table 14, but for the variahM- evolution using the flavour matching conditions of Ref. [1568, 159]. The

corresponding values for the strong couplinguZ = 10* GeV?) are given by).115818, 0.115605 and0.115410 for p2 /uf

0.5, 1 and2, respectively. For brevity the small, but non-vanishintemae distributions.,, ¢, andb,, are not displayed.

NNLO, Ny =3 ...5, u? = 10* Ge\V?

LUy,

xd,

L _

21‘L+

TS

TCq

ZL'b+

rg

pr = pf

1.597874
7.178774
3.190773
1.402372
6.0019~2
2.324471
5.499371
3.462271
1.1868~1
1.948672
3.35224

1.06997°
4.5929—4
1.953273
8.274973
3.45192
1.3000~*
2.703571
1.2833~1
3.081172
2.990173
1693375

6.0090~6
2.65697°
1.11167*
4.37444
1.629673
5.610073
9.9596 3
2.957273
3.6760~4
1.29577°

8.2097

1.391612
7.1710"1
3.4732+1
1.5617+1
6.417310
2.27787%0
3.8526!
3.4600~2
2.319873
5.23527°

2.57478

6.85091!
3.5003 1!
1.6690T1
7.2747%0
2.795410
8.57491
1.1230~*
8.841073
5.6309~4
1.25047°

6.8567°

6.692911
3.3849+1
1.587511
6.724410
2.449410
6.674671
6.4466~2
4.013473
2.375274
5.6038 6

4.3377°

5.7438 11
2.8332F1
1.289611
5.259710
1.813910
4.507371
3.728072
2.104773
1.2004~4
2.8888 6

2.67979

9.969413
4.881712
2.201212
8.8804 !
3.0404H1
7.7912+0
8.5266~!
7.88982
7.639873
3.7080~%
1.172176

2

py =24

2
f

1.3950%
6.4865~4
2.977773
1.345272
5.874672
2.306371
5.5279~1
3.514171
1.214071
2.0120~2
3.52304

9.09547°
4.06914
1.802073
7.907873
3.381572
1.29231
2.722271
1.30511
3.1590~2
3.0955 3
1.78497°

5.211376
2.334475
9.93297°
4.0036~*
1.541173
5.49543
1.002172
3.013473
3.7799~4
1.34627°

8.6877Y

1.354912
6.921411
3.33851!
1.5035F1
6.232110
2.249010
3.88971
3.5398 2
2.391973
5.41947°

2.56878

6.667211
3.3753+1
1.6015T1
6.981810
2.7012+9
8.414171
1.13121
9.0559~3
5.81484
1.28967°

6.5137°

6.534811
3.2772+1
1.530611
6.488010
2.374710
6.508371
6.29172
3.872773
2.237674
5.0329~6

3.390~

5.6851F1
2.7818*1
1.26011!
5.132710
1.774210
4.4354~1
3.70482
2.099373
1.1918~4
2.815376

2.4077°

1.0084 13
4.881612
2.1838+2
8.75501!
3.0060*1
7.749510
8.58971
8.02262
7.8098 3
3.8099~*
1.21886

pr=1/2pf

1.89064
8.1001~*
3.44283
1.4580~2
6.09122
2.332771
5.4798 1
3.4291~1
1.16941
1.90762
3.2404~4

1.3200%
5.3574~4
2.152473
8.674473
3.5030~2
1.302271
2.6905~1
1.2693~1
3.0310~2
2.921773
1.63337°

6.9268 6
3.03457°
1.25317%
4.82767%
1.739373
5.7588 73
9.94703
2.923973
3.611274
1.26357°

7.9007?

1.373912
7.2374 11
3.552911
1.6042+1
6.554410
2.294910
3.81921
3.4069~2
2.282873
5.2061°

2.85078

6.762711
3.5337+1
1.7091+1
7.488610
2.865670
8.67237!
1.11241
8.68673
5.55374
1.26777°

8.40779

6.5548 1
3.384611
1.60651!
6.827610
2.480210
6.76881
6.70912
4.392473
2.77444
7.208376

6.7959

5.529511
2.7870+1
1.2883+1
5.304410
1.836210
4.5597~1
3.7698 2
2.143573
1.241674
3.0908 6

3.20577

9.440312
4.744412
2.180212
8.90131!
3.0617+1
7.8243}0
8.4908~!
7.810972
7.537173
3.6441~4
1.141176
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Table 16: Reference results for th¢ = 4 (FFN) and the variabléV; (VFN) polarized leading-order evolution of the initial
distributions (4.57), shown together with these boundanyditions. The respective values for(u?2 = uf = 10* GeV?) read
0.117574 (FFN) and0.122306 (VFN). The notation is the same as for the unpolarized case.

x H Ty —xd, —xL_ —2zL TS TCt xby xg
Pol. input, u? = 2 Ge\?
1077]| 1.63667° | 6.294676 | 7.94337° | 1.5887 3 | —3.9716~* 0.010 0.010 | 4.7434~4
1079 8.20247° | 3.1548 75 | 1.5849~* | 3.1698 3 | —7.9244—* 0.010 0.010 | 1.5000~3
107°|| 4.11107* | 1.5811% [ 3.16217* | 6.324173 | —1.581073 0.010 0.010 | 4.743273
107%] 2.060472 | 7.9245* | 6.3052~* | 1.261072 | —3.1526~3 0.010 0.010 | 1.49932
10731 1.032672 | 3.97163 | 1.25013 | 2.500372 | —6.25073 0.010 0.010 | 4.71972
1072] 5.172372 | 1.988672 [ 2.341273 | 4.682572| —1.17062 0.010 0.010 | 1.42651
0.1 || 2.458271 19.163672 | 2.397273 | 4.794372 | —1.1986 2 0.010 0.010 | 2.8009~1
0.3 |[3.647371 | 1.1370~1 | 5.7388~% | 1.1478 2| —2.869473 0.010 0.010 | 1.3808~1
0.5 |[ 2.50081 | 5.771072 | 6.34577° | 1.269173 | —3.1729~* 0.010 0.010 | 3.31462
0.7 || 8.476972 | 1.19902 | 1.965176 | 3.93017° | —9.8254~6 0.010 0.070 | 3.04963
0.9 || 4.468073 [2.1365~* | 9.689~10 | 1.93788 | —4.84449 0.010 0.01t0 | 1.4230°
LO, N¢ =4, u? = 10* GeV?
1077 4.8350,° | 1.85567° | 1.0385~4 | 3.512473 | —1.237073 | —7.17744 0.070 | 1.411672
10761 2.3504=% [ 9.0090° | 2.0700~* | 7.771673 | —2.8508 3 | —1.8158 3 0.010 | 4.21632
1075 1.122073 | 4.2916™4 | 4.1147* | 1.600772 | —5.94633 | —3.888973 0.010 | 1.0922-1
1074 5.199073 | 1.981873 | 8.0948* | 2.875772| —1.03312 | —6.2836~3 0.010 | 2.4069~1
10731 2.290072 | 8.676373 | 1.530973 | 4.016672 | —1.24282 |—4.7739~3 0.0t0 | 4.2181~1
1072]1 9.148972 | 3.420072 | 2.450273 | 3.3928 2 | —4.712673 | 7.538573 0.010 | 4.9485~1
0.1 |[2.649471 |9.189872 | 1.530973 | 8.542773| 3.383073 | 1.10372 0.010 | 2.0503~1
0.3 |[2.266871 | 6.294672 | 2.1104~% | 6.66987*| 7.21737*| 1.776973 0.010 | 3.39802
0.5 |[9.764772 | 1.965272 | 1.47897° | —1.88507° | 8.33717°| 1.5732~* 0.010 | 4.380273
0.7 || 1.954572 | 2.380973 | 2.7279~7 | —4.1807 5 | 3.454376| 4.81836 0.010 | 2.63554
0.9 |[4.17687% [ 1.70597° | 5.494~1 | —7.671279 | 4.110379 | 4.3850~° 0.010 | 9.8421~7
LO, Ny =3...5, u? = 10* GeV?

1077 4.90267° | 1.881575 [ 1.0422~% | 3.531573 | —1.244773 | —7.2356~* | —6.2276~* | 1.37262
10791 2.381874 [ 9.12867° | 2.0774~* | 7.810873 | —2.8667 3 | —1.828073 | —1.530173 | 4.1011~2
1075 1.135973 | 4.3445* [ 4.1289* | 1.607072 | —5.970573 [—3.90603 | —3.119673 | 1.0615!
1074 5.256773 | 2.003573 [ 8.1206~% | 2.881172| —1.0345"2 | —6.284973 | —4.587173 | 2.3343~1
10731 2.310972 | 8.753773 | 1.534573 | 4.012572 | —1.239072 |—4.717473 | —2.482273 | 4.0743~1
1072]19.203572 | 3.439172 | 2.450173 | 3.380472 | —4.651273 | 7.599473 | 6.466573 | 4.744571
0.1 |[2.64787119.176272 | 1.5206—3 | 8.51813 | 3.343873| 1.0947-2| 6.522373 |1.9402!
0.3 |[2.249571 | 6.237672 | 2.08117* | 6.6195~*| 7.0957~4| 1.750173| 9.2045~%|3.19602
0.5 || 9.631872[1.935372 | 1.4496° | —1.85495 | 8.17567° | 1.5424=*| 7.85777° |4.12263
0.7 |/ 1.914772 1 2.328173 | 2.6556~7 | —4.09366 | 3.374676| 4.702476| 2.490176 | 2.4888*
0.9 || 4.04307*]1.64807° | 5.285~ 11 | —7.435179 | 3.98187?| 4.24607°| 2.631979 |9.29397
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Table 17: Reference results for the polarized next-tottgadrder polarized evolution of the initial distributi®4.57) with
Nt = 4 quark flavours. The corresponding value of the strong cogpits as (7 = 10* GeV?) = 0.110902. As in the

leading-order case, the valence distributiengndc, vanish for the input (4.57).

Pol. NLO, N; = 4, p? = 10? GeV?

x Ty xd, xL_ 2xLy TSy rCq xg

pE = pf
1077 || 6.73367° | —2.57477° | —1.1434~* | —=5.200273 | —2.0528 3 | —1.503473 | 2.69552
1076 || 3.1280~% | —=1.1938 % | —2.34974 | —1.072572 | —4.277473 | —3.184573 | 6.5928 2
1075 || 1.418073 | —=5.39827% | —4.8579~4 | —1.99942 | —7.859473 | —5.69703 | 1.4414~!
1074 || 6.208573 | —2.354673 | —9.84734 | —3.178872 | —1.174972 | —=7.537673 | 2.7537!
1073 || 2.574172 | —9.700473 | —1.827673 | —3.822272 | —1.14272 | —3.6138 3 | 4.3388~!
1072 | 9.628872 | —3.5778 2 | —2.642773 | —2.643772 | —1.232873 | 1.08692 | 4.8281 !
0.1 || 2.584371| —8.909372 | —1.459373 | —7.55463 | 3.4258 3| 1.0639~2 |2.0096"!
0.3 (2124871 | —5.864172 | —1.9269~* | —1.221073 | 3.5155~%| 1.313873 | 3.41262
0.5 || 8.918072 | —1.781772 | —1.31257° | —9.157375 | 1.98237°| 8.543575 | 4.580373
0.7 1/ 1.730072 | —2.0885"3 | —2.33887 | —1.96916 | 1.8480~7| 1.354176|2.9526~4
0.9 | 3.4726% | —1.40287° | —4.407" 11 | —4.2477°| —1.90379 | —1.68379|1.252076

pi =2
1077 {1 6.178175 | —2.36417° | —=1.1137* | —4.694773 | —1.809273 | —1.26952 | 2.2530~2
1076 {1 2.89744 | —1.1068~% | —2.2755"% | —9.8528 3 | —3.858073 | —2.783873 | 5.7272;2
1075 || 1.328173 | —=5.06127* | —4.6740~* | —1.879972 | —7.2908 3 | —5.16293 | 1.2975~!
1074 || 5.889173 | —2.236173 | —9.4412~% | —3.078772 | —1.129272 | —7.13633 | 2.5644 !
1073 || 2477772 | —9.350273 | —1.763273 | —3.861072 | —1.16582 | —3.90833 | 4.1725~1
1072 (] 9.437172 | —3.512972 | —2.6087 3 | —2.876772 | —2.3430;3 | 9.7922.3 | 4.7804~!
0.1 [/ 2.6008!|—8.991572 | —1.492373 | —8.3806™3 | 3.193273| 1.05852|2.0495"!
0.3 |/2.183771 | —6.049772 | —2.01437* | —1.215773 | 3.9810~*| 1.404273 | 3.5366 2
0.5 [/9.316972 | —1.869972 | —1.3954~° | —=7.93317° | 3.00917° | 9.98497° | 4.7690~3
0.7 || 1.842372 | —2.235773 | —2.5360~7 | —1.006276 | 7.6483~7| 2.032876 |3.0796~*
0.9 [/ 3.82937% | —1.55597° | —4.952711 | —1.95579 | —7.298710 | —4.822710 | 1.3247-6

pr=1/2pf
1077 || 7.444375 | —2.84357° | —1.1815% | —5.782973 | —2.334173 | —1.773973 | 3.2071 2
1076 || 3.41437% | —1.3016* | —2.4482~* | —1.1668 2 | —4.7305 3 | —3.6168 3 | 7.512372
1072 || 1.525673 | —5.80027% | —5.1085~4 | —2.119372 | —8.429573 | —6.2295,3 | 1.5788 !
1074 || 6.572673 | —2.489173 | —1.040973 | —3.26972 | —1.2166~2 | —7.895273 | 2.9079~*
1073 || 2.676672 | —1.007072 | —=1.917173 | —=3.773072 | —1.11602 | —3.2890; 3 | 4.4380~"
1072/ 9.807372 | —3.637072 | —2.694273 | —2.405672 | —1.2354;% | 1.192972 | 4.82727!
0.1 (] 2.562871 | —8.813372 | —1.430473 | —6.957273 | 3.556173 | 1.06042|1.9831!
0.3 ||2.07097! | —5.698872 | —1.85417* | —1.330873 | 2.5993~*| 1.185573 | 3.35242
0.5 || 8.583572 | —1.708972 | —1.24637° | —1.1920~% | 2.6972;°| 6.49957° | 4.5044~3
0.7 || 1.640572 | —1.972373 | —2.1859; 7 | —3.68176 | —7.4795.7 | 3.44967 | 2.9100~*
0.9 [ 3.20117% | —-1.28707° | —4.000~ ' | —8.17379| —3.886"Y| —3.6867°|1.2230°6
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Table 18: As Table 17, but for the variahlé- evolution using Egs. (4.53), (4.54) and (4.57). The coweding values for the
strong couplingys (u2 = 10* GeV?) are given by0.116461, 0.116032 and0.115663 for u? /uf = 0.5, 1 and2, respectively.

Pol. NLO, Ny =3 ... 5, u? = 10* Ge\?

x Ty —xd, —xL_ | —2xL4 TSy rCq xby xg

i = g
1077 (] 6.8787,° | 2.62977° [ 1.1496* | 5.217673 | —2.059273 | —1.507673 | —1.241173 | 2.5681 2
10761 3.188174 | 1.2165* | 2.3638 % | 1.077072 | —4.295373 | —3.197973 | —2.495173 | 6.30212
10751 1.441373 | 5.4856~* | 4.8893~4 | 2.00772 | —7.89343 | —5.7228 3 | —4.1488 3 | 1.3809~*
10741 6.290272 | 2.384973 | 9.9100~* | 3.18837% | —1.1785"2 | —7.5596 % | —4.8420% | 2.6411~"
10731 2.598072 | 9.78727% | 1.8364 73 | 3.822472 | —1.1416™2 | —3.5879% | —1.172373 | 4.1601 !
1072{] 9.67507% | 3.593572 | 2.64527% | 2.6306> | —1.17747% | 1.09177* | 8.11967% | 4.6178~"
0.1 || 2.5807~" | 8.89052 | 1.4509~% | 7.47787% | 3.42077%| 1.05917% | 6.1480° | 1.9143~*
0.3 ||2.11047" | 5.81867> | 1.9054~* | 1.20267° | 3.4999~* | 1.30157° | 7.27957"|3.26217>
0.5 || 8.819972 | 1760172 | 1.29247° | 8.9668 > | 1.97717° | 8437877 | 5.21257° | 4.4207 3
0.7 || 1.702772 | 2.05317% | 2.292177 | 1.924376 | 1.838477 | 1.329876| 1215776 |2.8887~*
0.9 ||3.38987*|1.3676° | 4.2847 " | 42607 | —1.9167 | —1.7019 | —7.492~ " | 1.2435~6

p=2pf
1077 6.2819;° | 2.40357° | 1.1180* | 4.6896~3 | —1.805073 | —1.26373 | —1.0544~3 | 2.13052
10791 2.94087%4 | 1.12324 | 2.28557% | 9.853873 | —3.855473 | —2.778073 | —2.20773 | 5.441172
1075 1.345073 | 5.1245* | 4.6965* | 1.881572 | —7.293673 | —5.15973 | —3.835973 | 1.2368 !
1074 5.948573 | 2.258273 | 9.4866* | 3.081672 | —1.129772 | —7.132373 | —4.740473 | 2.4503 "
10731 2.495172 [ 9.413473 | 1.7698 3 | 3.8618 2 | —1.165472 | —3.892573 | —1.5608 3 | 3.9912~!
1072/ 9.470672 | 3.524372 [ 2.6108 3 | 2.876172 | —2.347173 | 9.7827~2| 7.518873 | 4.5698 1
0.1 ||2.598271 |8.978072 | 1.486273 | 8.3807 3 | 3.161572| 1.052272| 6.197372|1.9561!
0.3 ||2.173271 | 6.016572 | 1.998474 | 1.208673 | 3.93717*| 1.391973 | 7.6929~* | 3.39062
0.5 ||9.244572 | 1.853972 | 1.3804° | 7.84117° | 2.97997°| 9.88057° | 5.73337°|4.6166°3
0.7 || 1.821972 1 2.209073 | 2.5004;7 | 9.8927,7 | 7.555277 | 2.005776| 1.443876]3.02317*
0.9 |[3.765374 | 1.52857° | 4.855~ 1 | 2.0057° | —7.599710 | —5.171710 | 3.809710 | 1.323276

pr=1/2
1077 7.66997° | 2.928975 | 1.19127* | 5.8548 3 | —2.3667 3 | —1.803072 | —1.452173 | 3.10092
107%]| 3.50677% | 1.3364* | 2.4707~* | 1.180672 | —4.793473 | —3.673173 | —2.784673 | 7.26902
1075 1.561173 | 5.9329* | 5.1593% | 2.140672 | —8.5248 3 | —6.312573 | —4.407273 | 1.5274~!
10741 6.695773 | 2.534673 | 1.050973 | 3.290372 | —1.225272 | —7.9608 3 | —4.840273 | 2.8097!
10731 2.712572 [ 1.020072 | 1.931073 | 3.7698 2 | —1.112772 | —3.233473 | —7.5827* | 4.2756~"
10721/ 9.875872 | 3.66022 [ 2.698073 | 2.367572 | 5.13867° | 1.209272| 8.605373 | 4.6241~!
0.1 ||2.557271 | 8.784772 | 1.417973 | 6.752373 | 3.594473| 1.057872| 6.090473 | 1.88387!
0.3 || 2.049771 [ 5.631872 | 1.8228 74 1.29653 | 2.6142=%| 1.171373| 6.8941*|3.18842
0.5 || 8.44042 | 1.677572 | 1.21747° | 1.1604~% | 2.830976| 6.36827° | 4.70097° | 4.322173
0.7 || 1.601372 | 1.921573 | 2.1196; 7 | 3.604776 | —7.4260~7 | 3.171477| 9.641977 | 2.8268~*
0.9 || 3.084874|1.23777°|3.82971 | 812979 | —3.87379| —3.68177 | —6.81610 | 1.20096
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Fig. 65: Relative errors made by using the previous averpgeoaimations [152] for the three-loop splitting functio(used,
e.g., in Refs. [39,40]) instead of the full results [102,]1@3 the NNLO evolution of the input (4.53) — (4.55) at = .
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Fig. 66: Probing (a) a valence parton in the proton and (b)agpseton in a hadronic fluctuation (letters are four-mompenta
resulting in (c) parton distributions at the starting sa@fe

4.5 Non-perturbative z-shape of PDFs*®

The z-shape of parton density functions at a low so@fis due to the dynamics of the bound state
proton and is hence an unsolved problem of non-perturb&®8. Usually this is described by parame-

terizations of data using more or less arbitrary functidoahs. More understanding can be obtained by
a recently developed physical model [160], which is phenutagically successful in describing data.

The model gives the four-momentuknof a single probed valence parton (Fig. 66a) by assuming
that, in the nucleon rest frame, the shape of the momentutmibdison for a parton of typeé and mass
m; can be taken as a Gaussigiik) = N (o;, m;) exp {— [(ko —m;)? + k2 + k2 + k2] /207 }, which
may be motivated as a result of the many interactions bintliegparton in the nucleon. The width of
the distribution should be of order hundred MeV from the ldelzerg uncertainty relation applied to the
nucleon sizej.e.o; = 1/dy. The momentum fractiom of the parton is then defined as the light-cone
fractionz = k. /p, and is therefore invariant under longitudinal boosts (®ghe infinite momentum
frame). Constraints are imposed on the final-state momerthtain a kinematically allowed final state,
which also ensures that< x < 1 andf;(x) — 0 for z — 1.

The sea partons are obtained using a hadronic basis for thperturbative dynamics of the bound
state proton and considering hadronic fluctuations

p) = a0lpo) + prolp°) + At [nT )+ aak|AKT) + . (4.58)

Probing a partoni in a hadronH of a baryon-meson fluctuatiofB M) (Fig. 66b) gives a sea parton

with light-cone fractionz = xy x; of the target proton. The momentum of the probed hadron Engiv
by a similar Gaussian, but with a separate width parameterAlso here, kinematic constraints ensure
physically allowed final states.

Using a Monte Carlo method the resulting valence and searmpartistributions are obtained
without approximations. These apply at a low sa@feand the distributions at high&p? are obtained
using perturbative QCD evolution at next-to-leading orderdescribe all parton distributions (Fig. 66c),
the model has only four shape parameters and three norti@iizarameters, plus the starting scale:

oy =230 MeV 04 =170 MeV o, =77 MeV oy = 100 MeV

02 =045 a2 =014 o}, =005 Qy=075GeV (4.59)

These are determined from fits to data as detailed in [160]larstrated in Fig. 67. The model repro-
duces the inclusive proton structure function and givesarabexplanation of observed quark asymme-
tries, such as the difference between the up and down vatsicdutions and between the anti-up and

8Contributing author: G. Ingelman
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Fig. 67: F>(x, Q%) from H1 compared to the model with50% variation of the width parameter, of the gluon distribution.

anti-down sea quark distributions. Moreover, its asymynietthe momentum distribution of strange and
anti-strange quarks in the nucleon is large enough to rethec®luTeV anomaly to a level which does
not give a significant indication of physics beyong the Séaddviodel.

Recent fits of PDF’s at very low andQ? have revealed problems with the gluon density, which
in some cases even becomes negative. The reason for this therDGLAP evolution, driven primarily
by the gluon at smalk, otherwise gives too large parton densities and therebyoa fitadto F5 in the
genuine DIS region at larg€p?. It has been argued [161] that the root of the problem is tidicgtion
of the formalism for DIS also in the low}? region, where the momentum transfer is not large enough
that the parton structure of the proton is clearly resolv&étle smallest distance that can be resolved
is basically given by the momentum transfer of the exchargeston throughi = 0.2/\/@, where
d is in Fermi if Q% is in Ge\2. This indicates that partons are resolved only @r > 1 GeV2. For
Q? < 1GeV?, there is no hard scale involved and a parton basis for therigéen is not justified.
Instead, the interaction is here of a soft kind between tlalye®n-shell photon and the proton. The
cross section is then dominated by the process where therpfattuates into a virtual vector meson
state which then interacts with the proton in a strong imtevsa. The quantum state of the photon can
be expressed ds) = Colvo) + >y 7 [V) + [,,, dm(--+). The sum is ovel” = P w,é...asin
the original vector meson dominance model (VDM), whereasgineralised vector meson dominance
model (GVDM) also includes the integral over a continuoussnspectrum (not written out explicitly
here).

Applied toep at low Q? this leads to the expression [161]

_ 2 2 2 2
Fy(,Q%) = % Z v <anj—7v;ng,> <+5VQ>

V=pw,s My

0 Q2 QQe
Q2 + §c—— o In(1+ —0)] } A, - (4.60)
where the hadronic cross-sectioftip — X) = A;5¢ + B;s™ " ~ A;s¢ ~ A;(Q?/x)¢ has been used
for the smallz region of interest. The parameters involved are all essgniknown from GVDM phe-
nomenology. Withe = 0.091, { = 0.34, mp = 1.5 GeV andA, = 71 ub, this GVDM model gives a
good fit ((?/d.o.f. = 87/66 = 1.3) as illustrated in Fig. 68. Using this model at very l6y¢ in com-
bination with the normal parton density approach at largeit is possible to obtain a good description
of data over the fullp? range [161]. This involves, however, a phenomenologicathiag of these two
approaches, since a theoretically well justified combamais an unsolved problem.

Neglecting the GVDM component when fitting PDF’s to data aa$®? may thus lead to an
improper gluon distribution, which is not fully universaté@therefore may give incorrect results when

+ro [(1 —&0)———
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Fig. 68: F, data at low@? from ZEUS compared to the full GVDM in eq. (4.60) (full curyewhen excluding the longitudinal
contribution of the continuum¢g: = 0) and excluding the continuous contribution altogethettifggrc = 0) giving VDM.
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4.6 Towards precise determination of the nucleon PDF¥

The nucleon parton distribution functions (PDFs) ava#atol the moment are extracted from the rather
limited set of experimental distributions (the deep-iséta scattering (DIS) structure functions, the
Drell-Yan (DY) and jet production cross sections). Otheghhénergy processes potentially could pro-
vide additional constraints on PDFs, however insufficibabtetical understanding does not allow to use
those data without risk of having uncontrolled theoretioalccuracies. Even for the case of the exist-
ing global fits of the PDFs performed by the MRST and CTEQ gsomissing next-to-next-to-leading
(NNLO) order QCD corrections to the Drell-Yan and jet protilic cross sections are not small as com-
pared to the accuracy of the corresponding data used arefahemight give non-negligible effect. In
this section we outline progress in the QCD fits with consiséecount of the NNLO corrections.

4.6.1 Impact of the NNLO evolution kernel fixation on PDFs

In order to allow account of the NNLO corrections in the fit @ one needs analytical expressions
for the 3-loop corrections to the QCD evolution kernel. Urgtent times these expressions were known
only in the approximate form of Ref. [152] derived from thetd information about the kernel, includ-
ing the set of its Mellin moments and the lawasymptotics [107, 114, 115] However with the refined
calculations of Ref. [102, 103] the exact expression forNIzNLO kernel has been available. These im-
provement is of particular importance for analysis of the-lo data including the HERA ones due to
general rise of the high-order QCD correction at lowWe illustrate impact of the NNLO evolution
kernel validation on PDFs using the case of fit to the glob& Bdta [41,53,162—165]. The exact NNLO
corrections to the DIS coefficient functions are know [1085]lthat allowed to perform approximate
NNLO fit of PDFs to these data [40] using the approximate NNId@rections to the evolution kernel
of Ref. [152]. Taking into account exact NNLO evolution kekthe analysis of Ref. [40] was updated
recently to the exact NNLO case [167].

The gluon distributions at smat obtained in these two variants of the fit are compared in Big.6
With the exact NNLO corrections the QCD evolution of gluostdbution at smallz gets weaker and
as a result at smalt/@ the gluon distribution obtained using the precise NNLO kéiis quite dif-
ferent from the approximate one. In particular, the apprate NNLO gluon distribution is negative
atQ? < 1.3 GeV?, while the precise one remains positive even bel@v= 1 GeV2. For the NLO
case the positivity of gluons at smalj/Q is even worse than for the approximate NNLO case due to
the approximate NNLO corrections dampen the gluon evalutiosmallz too, therefore account of the
NNLO corrections is crucial in this respect. (cf. discussaf Ref. [168]). Positivity of the PDFs is not
mandatory beyond the QCD leading order, however it allovebgbilistic interpretation of the parton
model and facilitates modeling of the soft processes, ssicimderlying events in the hadron-hadron col-
lisions at LHC. The change of gluon distribution at smalty as compared to the fit with approximate
NNLO evolution is rather due the change in evolution kerhaintdue to shift in the fitted parameters
of PDFs. This is clear from comparison of the exact NNLO gldatribution to one obtained from the
approximate NNLO fit and evolved to lo@ using the exact NNLO kernel (see Fig.69). In the vicinity
of crossover in the gluon distribution to the negative valite relative change due to variation of the
evolution kernel is quite big and therefore further fixatadrine kernel at smalt discussed in Ref. [169]
might be substantial for validation of the PDFs at lew. For the higher-mass kinematics at LHC
numerical impact of the NNLO kernel update is not dramatitia@e in the Higgs antd//Z bosons
production cross sections due to more precise definitiohe@NNLO PDFs is comparable to the errors
coming from the PDFs uncertainties, i.e. at the level of sevgercent.

SContributing author: S. 1. Alekhin
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Fig. 69: The gluon distributions obtained in the differeatiants of PDFs fit to the DIS data (solid: the fit with exact NDIL
evolution; dashes: the fit with approximate NNLO evolutialots: the approximate NNLO gluons evolved with the exact
NNLO kernel; dashed-dots: the NLO fit).

4.6.2 NNLO fit of PDFs to the combined DIS and Drell-Yan data

The DIS process provide very clean source of informationualtDFs both from experimental and
theoretical side, however very poorly constrains the gland sea distributions at = 0.3. The well
known way to improve precision of the sea distributions isdmbine DIS data with the Drell-Yan ones.
The cross section of procedsN — [~ reads

Opy X Z [gi(21)qi(z2) + qi(22)@i(21)] + higher-order terms,

7

whereq(q); are the quarks(antiquarks) distribution angd, give the momentum fractions carried by each
of the colliding partons. The quark distributions are deieed by the DIS data with the precision of
several percent in the wide regionofand therefore precision of the sea distribution extractechfthe
combined fit to the DIS and DY data is basically determinedh®y latter. The Fermilab fixed-target
experiments provide measurements of the DY cross sectmrité isoscalar target [170] and the ratio
of cross sections for the deuteron and proton targets [7h] the accuracy better than 20%aaf<S 0.6.
Fitting PDFs to these data combined with the global DIS daReb. [41,53, 162—-165] we can achieve
comparable precision in the sea distributions. Recenukslons of Ref. [171] allow to perform this
fit with full account of the NNLO correction. Using these adktions the DY data of Refs. [71, 170]
were included into the NNLO fit of Ref. [167] that leads to sfgrant improvement in the precision of
sea distributions (see Fig. 70). Due to the DY data on theedeunfproton ratio the isospin asymmetry
of sea is also improved. It is worth to note that the precisiohieved for the total sea distribution is
in good agreement to the rough estimates given above. The wél?/NDP obtained in the fitis 1.1
and the spread of?/NDP over separate experiments used in the fit is not dramatibidtgest value

is 1.4. We rescaled the errors in data for experiments wHiNDP > 1 in order to bringy?/NDP

for this experiments to 1 and found that overall impact of tigiscaling on the PDFs errors is marginal.
This proofs sufficient statistical consistency of the da&is sised in the fit and disfavors huge increase
in the value ofAy? criterion suggested by the CTEQ collaboration for estioratf errors in the global
fit of PDFs. A particular feature of the PDFs obtained is gotdbity with respect to the choice of
factorization/renormalization scale in the DY cross sectiVariation of this scale frond/,,+ ,- /2 to
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Fig. 70: Uncertainties in the non-strange sea distribstatained from NNLO QCD fit to the DIS data combined with thedix
target Drell-Yan data (solid curves). The same uncergsribtained in fit to the DIS data only [8] are given for comgami by
dashes.

2M,,+,- leads to variation of PDFs comparable to their uncertasrdige to errors in data.

4.6.3 LHC data and flavor separation of the sea at small

Combination of the existing DIS and fixed-target DY data jmevgood constraint on the total sea quarks
distribution and allows separation of the andd-quark distributions up to the values efsufficient for
most practical applications at the LHC. At smalthe total sea is also well constrained by the precise
HERA data on the inclusive structure functions, howewéf separation is poor in this region due to lack
of the deuteron target data at HERA. The problem of the searfleeparation is regularly masked due
to additional constraints imposed on PDFs. In particularsthoften the Regge-like behavior of the sea
isospin asymmetry:(d — @) oc 2% is assumed with,,; selected around value of 0.5 motivated by the
intercept of the meson trajectories. This assumption aatically provides constrainf = @ atz — 0

and therefore leads to suppression of the uncertainti¢sibat andd at smallz. If we do not assume
the Regge-like behavior af(d — ) its precision determined from the NNLO fit to the combined DIS
and DY data of Section 1.2 is about 0.04zat= 10~ furthermore this constraint is defined rather by
assumption about the shape of PDFs at smélan by data used in the fit. The strange sea distribution
is known much worse than the non-strange ones. It is esBgmtedined only by the CCFR experiment
from the cross section of dimuon production in the neutrinoleus collisions [172]. In this experiment
the strange sea distribution was probed:at 0.01 = 0.2 and the shape obtained is similar to one of
the non-strange sea with the strangeness suppressiondaotat 0.5. This is in clear disagreement with
the Regge-like constraint on(d — 3) or z(u — 5) and therefore we cannot use even this assumption to

predict the strange sea at small

The LHC data onu™ .~ production cross section can be used for further validaifche sea dis-
tributions at smalk. Study of this process at the lepton pair masses down to 15v@le&llow to probe
PDFs atr down to10~*, while with both leptons detected full kinematics can béi®y reconstructed.
In order to check impact of the foreseen LHC data on the searflseparation we generated sample
of pseudo-data for the procegp — ptpu~ X at/s = 14 TeV with integral luminosity of 10 1/fb
corresponding to the first stage of the LHC operation. In otdeneet typical limitations of the LHC
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Fig. 71: Thelo error band foe:(d — ) (upper panel) and(d — 5) (lower panel) expected for the fit of PDFs to the LHC data
combined with the global DIS ones. Dashed curves correspiite case of/vx-production, dots are for the combination
Z /~v*- with the W /W ~-production. Solid curves are for the central values oleiinom the reference fit to the global DIS
data

detectors only events with the lepton pair absolute rapigiss than 2.5 were accepted; other detector
effects were not taken into account. For generation of thesedo-data we used PDFs obtained in the
dedicated version of fit [167] with the sea distributionsgpaeterized assS,, 4.5 = 7y,q4,s2*(1 — m)bu’dvs

with the constraints), = 74 = ns andbs = (b, + bg)/2 imposed. These constraints are necessary for
stability of the fit in view of limited impact of the DIS data dhe flavor separation and, besides, the
former one guarantees SU(3) symmetry in the sea distrimizd smalle. The generated pseudo-data
were added to the basic DIS data sample and the errors in Pibaspters were re-estimated with no
constraints on the sea distributions imposed at this staigee dimuon data give extra information about
the PDFs products they allow to disentangle the strangdhdition, if an additional constraint on the
non-strange sea distributions is set. The dashed curvhs lower panel of Fig.71 give thier bands for
x(d — 5) as they are defined by the LHC simulated data combined witgltiel DIS ones givend — 1)

is fixed. One can see thd{/s (andu/5) separation at the level of several percents would be fieasib
down to x=10~* in this case. The supplementary constraint@n @) can be obtained from study of the
W-boson charge asymmetry. To estimate impact of this prosessimulated the singl®&/ *- andW —-
production data similarly to the case of theé~-production and took into account this sample too. In
this case one can achieve separation of all three flavorstiétprecision better than 0.01 (see Fig.71).
Note that strange sea separation is also improved due tirceensitivity of thel//-production cross
section to the strange sea contribution. The estimateinebitaefer to the ideal case of full kinematical
reconstruction of thé&/’-bosons events. For the case of using the charge asymmetryasfs produced
from the W-decays the precision of the PDFs would be worse. Accounhefiackgrounds and the
detector effects would also deteriorate it, however thessds can be at least partially compensated by
rise of the LHC luminosity at the second stage of operation.
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Valence ay, 0.718 £ 0.085

by 3.81 £0.16
€u —1.56 £ 0.46
Yu 3.30 +0.49
aq 1.71 £ 0.20
by 10.00 + 0.97
€d —3.83+£0.23
Yd 4.64 & 0.41
Sea Ag 0.211 + 0.016
as —0.048 £ 0.039
b 2.20 +0.20
Glue ac 0.356 =+ 0.095
be 109+ 1.4

as(Mz) 0.1132 £0.0015
Table 19: Values of the parameters obtained in the benchfitark

4.6.4 Benchmarking of the PDFs fit

For the available nucleon PDFs the accuracy at percent ievelched in some kinematical regions.
For this reason benchmarking of the codes used in these P@Hs fiecoming important issue. A
tool for calibration of the QCD evolution codes was providgd_es Houches workshop [150]. To allow
benchmarking of the PDFs errors calculation we performediHit suggested in Les Houches workshop
too. Thisfit reproduces basic features of the existing difitseof PDFs, but is simplified a lot to facilitate
its reproduction. We use for the analysis data on the prot@siructure functiongs, obtained by the
BCDMS, NM, H1, and ZEUS collaborations and ratio of the dewteand proton structure functios
obtained by the NMC. The data tables with full descriptioregperimental errors taken into account
are available onlirf®. Cuts for the momentum transferré > 9 GeV? and for invariant mass of the
hadronic systeniV? > 15 GeV? are imposed in order to avoid influence of the power corrastiand
simplify calculations. The contribution of th&-boson exchange at larggis not taken into account for
the same purpose. The PDFs are parameterized in the form

xpi(xz,1 GeV') = Nz (1 — x)bi(l + VT + i),

to meet choice common for many popular global fits of PDFs. &ofrithe parameters and-~; are set

to zero since they were found to be consistent to zero witigretrors. We assume isotopic symmetry
for sea distribution and the strange sea is the same as thstramge ones suppressed by factor of
0.5. Evolution of the PDFs is performed in the NLO QCD appnaaiion within theMS scheme. The
heavy quarks contribution is accounted in the masslessrsehgth the variable number of flavors (the
thresholds forc- and b-quarks are 1.5 GeV and 4.5 GeV correspondingly). All experital errors
including correlated ones are taken into account for catmr of the errors in PDFs using the covariance
matrix approach [173] and assuming linear propagation airer The results of the benchmark fit
obtained with the code used in analysis of Refs. [40,167¢aen in Tables 19 and 20. The total number
of the fitted PDF parameters left is 14. The normalizatiorapeatersN; for the gluon and valence
quark distributions are calculated from the momentum andifan number conservation. The remaining
normalization parametet s gives the total momentum carried by the sea distributiompoktant note is
that in view of many model assumptions made in the fit theadteesan be used mainly for the purposes
of benchmarking rather for the phenomenological studies.

https://mail.ihep.rulekhin/benchmark/TABLE
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aS(Mz)

1.000
0.728
-0.754
-0.708
0.763
0.696
-0.444
0.215
-0.216
-0.473
-0.686
0.593
0.777
-0.006

0.728
1.000
-0.956
-0.088
0.377
0.620
-0.420
0.387
0.175
-0.182
-0.713
0.067
0.505
-0.337

€y
-0.754
-0.956
1.000
0.105
-0.388
-0.662
0.503
-0.485
-0.229
0.059
0.600
-0.047
-0.503
0.276

Yu
-0.708

-0.088
0.105
1.000
-0.741
-0.390
0.219
0.107
0.597
0.591
0.310
-0.716
-0.675
-0.088

aq
0.763
0.377
-0.388
-0.741
1.000
0.805
-0.622
0.248
-0.367
-0.509
-0.528
0.652
0.664
0.101

by
0.696
0.620
-0.662
-0.390
0.805
1.000
-0.904
0.728
0.017
-0.193
-0.512
0.272
0.576
-0.136

€d
-0.444
-0.420
0.503
0.219
-0.622
-0.904
1.000
-0.896
-0.132
-0.019
0.245
-0.038
-0.362
0.173

Vd

Ag
0.215
0.387
-0.485
0.107
0.248
0.728
-0.896
1.000
0.346
0.240
-0.107
-0.241
0.120
-0.228

Qs bs
-0.2164730 -0.686
0.1751820. -0.713
-0.2P059  0.600
0.5975910. 0.310
-0.3675090 -0.528
0.0171920. -0.512
-0.132019 0.245
0.346 00.24€.107
1.0007080. 0.127
0.7080001 0.589
0.1275890 1.000
-0.3TB595 -0.508
-0.0262410 -0.402
0.040.011 -0.109

Table 20: Correlation coefficients for the parameters olethin the benchmark fit.

ag
0.593
0.067
-0.047
-0.716
0.652
0.272
-0.038
-0.241
-0.375
-0.595
-0.508
1.000
0.565
0.587

ba
0.777
0.505
-0.503
-0.675
0.664
0.576
-0.362
0.120
-0.026
-0.241
-0.402
0.565
1.000
-0.138

aS(Mz)
-0.006
-0.337
0.276
-0.088
0.101
-0.136
0.173
-0.228
0.047
-0.011
-0.109
0.587
-0.138
1.000



4.7 Benchmark Partons from DIS data and a Comparison with Gldal Fit Partons 61

In this article | consider the uncertainties on partonsragifrom the errors on the experimental data that
are used in a parton analysis. Various groups [174], [178)], [18], [41], [34], [44] have concentrated
on the experimental errors and have obtained estimateg ofitertainties on parton distributions within
a NLO QCD framework, using a variety of competing procedurdsre the two analyses, performed
by myself and S. Alekhin (see Sec. 4.6) minimise the diffeesnone obtains for the central values
of the partons and the size of the uncertainties by fittingxexctly the same data sets with the same
cuts, and using the same theoretical prescription. In calée conservative we use only DIS data —
BCDMS proton [163] and deuterium [164] fixed target data, NM&Ea on proton DIS and on the ratio
Fo(z,Q%)/FY (x,Q?) [165], and H1 [41] and ZEUS [53] DIS data. We also apply cut§df= 9GeV?>
andW? = 15GeV? in order to avoid the influence of higher twist. We each use Nie@urbative QCD

in theMS renormalization and factorization scheme, with the zeessrvariable flavour number scheme
and quark masses of,. = 1.5GeV andm; = 4.5GeV. There is a very minor difference between
as(p?) used in the two fitting programs due to the different methodanplementing heavy quark
thresholds (the differences being formally of higher oydas observed in the study by M. Whalley for
this workshop [176]. If the couplings in the two approachesehthe same value at = M2, then the
MRST value is~ 1% higher forQ? ~ 20GeV?2.

We each input our parton distributions@§ = 1GeV? with a parameterization of the form
zfi(z,Q3) = Ai(1 — )% (1 + €2°° + )z, (4.61)

The input sea is constrained to k&% up and anti-up quarksi0% down and anti-down quarks, and
20% strange and antistrange. No difference betweamdd is input. There is no negative term for the
gluon, as introduced in [34], since this restricted form atedshows no strong requirement for it in order
to obtain the best fit. Similarly we are able to sgt~,, s and~g all equal to zero.A, is set by the
momentum sum rule and,,, and A, are set by valence quark number. Hence, there are nominally
13 free parton parameters. However, the MRST fitting progeahibited instability in the error matrix
due to a very high correlation betweef parameters, se, was set at its best fit value ef = —1.56,
while 12 parameters were free to vary. The coupling was dlswed to vary in order to obtain the best
fit. The treatment of the errors on the data was exactly ahéoptiblished partons with uncertainties for
each group, i.e. as in [40] and [19]. This means that all Hetacorrelations between errors is included
for the Alekhin fit (see Sec. 4.6), assuming that these emm@slistributed in the Gaussian manner. The
errors in the MRST fit are treated as explained in the appeofdik9], and the correlated errors are not
allowed to move the central values of the data to as great @mtefor the HERA data, and cannot do
so at all for the fixed target data, where the data used arage®rover the different beam energies.
The Alekhin approach is more statistically rigorous. The $Rapproach is more pragmatic, reducing
the ability of the data to move relative to the theory cormgaariby use of correlated errors (other than
normalization), and is in some ways similar to the offsethmdt[44]. The danger of this movement of
data relative to theory has been suggested by the joint sisady H1 and ZEUS data at this workshop
(see Sec. 3.3), where letting the joint data sets deterrhimenovement due to correlated errors gives
different results from when the data sets are compared twdtieal results.

4.7.1 Comparison Between the Benchmark Parton Distribgtio

I compare the results of the two approaches to fitting theicesti data chosen for the benchmarking.
The input parameters for the Alekhin fit are presented in 8é&. Those for the MRST type fit are
similar, but there are some differences which are bestriitesd by comparing the partons at a typical
Q? for the data, e.gQ? = 20GeV?2. A comparison is shown for thé quarks and the gluon in Fig. 72.

From the plots it is clear that there is generally good agezgrhetween the parton distributions.
The central values are usually very close, and nearly alwatfsn the uncertainties. The difference

®1Contributing author: R.S. Thorne.
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Fig. 72: Left plot: zdyv (z,20) from the MRST benchmark partons compared to that from th&#hebenchmark partons.
Right plot: zg(x,20) from the MRST benchmark partons compared to that from th&hfebenchmark partons.

in the central values is mainly due to the different treatimarcorrelated errors, and partially due to
the difference in the coupling definition. The uncertaistige similar in the two sets, but are generally
about1.2 — 1.5 times larger for the Alekhin partons, due to the increaseédom in the use of the
correlated experimental errors. The valuesgf M%) are quite differentos (M%) = 0.1132 4 0.0015
compared td®.1110 £+ 0.0012. However, as mentioned earlier, one expect§adifference due to the
different threshold prescriptions — the MRSF would be larger at)? ~ 20GeV?, where the data are
concentrated, so correspondingly to fit the data it receavEs shift downwards folQ? = MZ%. Once
this systematic effect is taken into account, the vaIuesgﬁM%) are very compatible. Hence, there is
no surprising inconsistency between the two sets of parintwtions.

4.7.2 Comparison of the Benchmark Parton Distributions &hobal Fit Partons.

Itis also illuminating to show the comparison between thechenark partons and the published partons
from a global fit. This is done below for the MRSTO1 partonst &ampleuy (z, Q%) anda(z, Q?) are
shown in Fig. 73. Itis striking that the uncertainties in th® sets are rather similar. This is despite the
fact that the uncertainty on the benchmark partons is obdafrom allowingAx? = 1 in the fit while
that for the MRSTO1 partons is obtained fralvx? = 50.5% This illustrates the great improvement in
precision which is obtained due to the increase in data flemrélaxation of the cuts and the inclusion
of types of data other than DIS. For thg partons, which are those most directly constrained by the
DIS data in the benchmark fit, the comparison between the étgd partons is reasonable, but hardly
perfect — the central values differing by a few standard atewiis. This is particularly important given
that in this comparison the treatment of the data in the fitdeg exactly the same in both cases. There
is a minor difference in theoretical approach because okimplistic treatment of heavy flavours in
the benchmark fit. However, this would influence the gluon sea quarks rather than valence quarks.

%2Though it is meant to be interpreted as a one sigma error ifotheer case and 0% confidence limit in the latter.
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Fig. 73: Left plot: zuv (x, 20) from the MRST benchmark partons compared to that from the MRSartons. Right plot:
z(x,20) from the MRST benchmark partons compared to that from the MR$artons with emphasis on large

Moreover, the region sensitive to this simplification wobkQ? ~ m? (the lower charge weighting for
bottom quarks greatly reducing the effect né&r = m?) which is removed by th€)? cut of 9GeV2.
Indeed, introducing the variable flavour number schemellysused for the MRST partons modifies
the benchmark partons only very minimally. Hence, if thdistiaal analysis is correct, the benchmark
partons should agree with the global partons within theceutainties (or at most 1.5 times their un-
certainties, allowing for the effect of the correlated esjpwhich they do not. For the partons the
comparison is far worse, the benchmark partons being fgetat highe.

This disagreement in the high« partons can be understood better if one also looks at the high
x dy distribution shown in Fig. 74. Here the benchmark distitnutis very much smaller than for
MRSTOL. However, the increase in the sea distribution, Wwisccommon to protons and neutrons, at
high« has allowed a good fit to the highBCDMS deuterium data even with the very small higldy
distribution. In fact it is a better fit than in [19]. Howevdéie fit can be shown to break down with the
additional inclusion of highs SLAC data [162] on the deuterium structure function. Morandatically,
the shape of the is also completely incompatible with the Drell-Yan dataal§uincluded in the global
fit, e.g. [170,177]. Also in Fig. 74 we see that tthe distributions are very different at smaller The
benchmark set is markedly inconsistent with NMC datafgiiz, Q?)/F} (z, Q?) which is at smallr,
but below the cut 06)? = 9GeV?2.

The gluon from the benchmark set is also compared to the MRSL®n in Fig. 75. Again there
is an enormous difference at high Nominally the benchmark gluon has little to constrain ihigth .
However, the momentum sum rule determines it to be very smdiis region in order to get the best fit
to HERA data, similar to the gluon from [41]. As such, the gidtas a small uncertainty and is many
standard deviations from the MRSTO1 gluon. Indeed, thetigjuon at highz is so small that its value
at higherQ? is dominated by the evolution af, quarks to gluons, rather than by the input gluon. Hence,
the uncertainty is dominated by the quark parton input uag#y rather than its own, and since the up
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Fig. 74: Left plot: zdv (z, 20) from the MRST benchmark partons compared to that from the MR$artons. Right plot:
xdy (z,20) from the MRST benchmark partons compared to that from the MR.$artons with emphasis on small

qguark is well determined the uncertainty on the higlgtuon is small for the benchmark partons. The
smallness of the high-gluon results in the benchmark partons producing a very pgagiction indeed
for the Tevatron jet data [178,179], which are the usual tletaconstrain the high-gluon in global fits.

It is also illustrative to look at smalt. Here the benchmark gluon is only a couple of standard
deviations from the MRSTOL1 gluon, suggesting that its ssagot completely incompatible with a good
fit to the HERA smallx data aiQ? below the benchmark cut. However, the uncertainty in theberark
gluon is much smaller than in the MRSTO1 gluon, despite thelmamaller amount of low-data in the
fit for the benchmark partons. This comes about as a resuiedttificial choice made in the gluon input
atQ2. Since it does not have the term introduced in [19], allowtimgyfreedom for the input gluon to be
negative at very smailt, the gluon is required by the fit to be valence-like. Hencénpt it is simply
very small at smalk. At higher@? it becomes much larger, but in a manner driven entirely byugiom,
i.e. it is determined by the input gluon at moderatevhich is well constrained. In this framework the
small« gluon does not have any intrinsic uncertainty — its uncetyas a reflection of moderate This
is a feature of e.g. the CTEQG6 gluon uncertainty [18], whhesimput gluon is valence-like. In this case
the percentage gluon uncertainty does not get any largex .-omeaches aboui.001. The alternative
treatment in [19] gives the expected increase in the gluaeainty asc — 0, since in this case the
uncertainty is determined largely by that in the input glavsmallxz. The valence-like input form for a
gluon is an example of fine-tuning, the form being unstablkevtbution in either direction. The artificial
limit on the smalls uncertainty is a consequence of this.

4.7.3 Conclusions.

| have demonstrated that different approaches to fittingppadlistributions that use exactly the same
data and theoretical framework produce partons that aresiarilar and have comparable uncertain-
ties. There are certainly some differences due to the alti#enapproaches to dealing with experimental
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Fig. 75: Left plot: zg(x, 20) from the MRST benchmark partons compared to that from the WER81 partons. Right plot:
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errors, but these are relatively small. However, the par@xiracted using a very limited data set are
completely incompatible, even allowing for the uncertiaisit with those obtained from a global fit with
an identical treatment of errors and a minor difference eothtical procedure. This implies that the
inclusion of more data from a variety of different experirteemoves the central values of the partons in
a manner indicating either that the different experimed#dh are inconsistent with each other, or that
the theoretical framework is inadequate for correctly dbsrg the full range of data. To a certain extent
both explanations are probably true. Some data sets arentiglg consistent with each other (even
if they are seemingly equally reliable). Also, there are dewariety of reasons why NLO perturba-
tive QCD might require modification for some data sets, orams kinematic regions [89]. Whatever
the reason for the inconsistency between the MRST benchpatkns and the MRSTO1 partons, the
comparison exhibits the dangers in extracting partons samry limited set of data and taking them se-
riously. It also clearly illustrates the problems in detarimg the true uncertainty on parton distributions.
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4.8 Stability of PDF fits %3

One of the issues raised at the workshop is the reliabilitget&rminations of parton distribution func-
tions (PDFs), which might be compromised for example by tgdett of NNLO effects or non-DGLAP
evolution in the standard analysis, or hidden assumptiocamdenn parameterizing the PDFs at nonper-
turbative scales. We summarize the results of the CTEQ PDé&pgon this issue. For the full story
see [168].

4.8.1 Stability of PDF determinations

The stability of NLO global analysis was seriously challeddy an analysis [89] which found a 20%
variation in the cross section predicted forproduction at the LHC — a critical “standard candle” process
for hadron colliders — when certain cuts on input data aresdarlf this instability were confirmed, it
would significantly impact the phenomenology of a wide ran§ehysical processes for the Tevatron
Run Il and the LHC. The CTEQ PDF group therefore performecshdapendent study of this issue within
their global analysis framework. In addition, to explore thependence of the results on assumptions
about the parameterization of PDFs at the starting s@gle- 1.3 GeV, we also studied the effect of
allowing a negative gluon distribution at small— a possibility that is favored by the MRST NLO
analysis, and that is closely tied to the W cross sectionrovetsy.

The stability of the global analysis was investigated byway the inherent choices that must be
made to perform the analysis. These choices include thetmgleof experimental data points based on
kinematic cuts, the functional forms used to parametehediriitial nonperturbative parton distribution
functions, and the treatment of.

The stability of the results is most conveniently measurgdifferences in the globa}? for the
relevant fits. To quantitatively define a changeydfthat characterizes a significant change in the quality
of the PDF fit is a difficult issue in global QCD analysis. In ttentext of the current analysis, we have
argued that an increase dyy? ~ 100 (for ~ 2000 data points) represents roughly a 90% confidence
level uncertainty on PDFs due to the uncertainties of theeotiinput experimental data [18, 180—-182].
In other words, PDFs witly? — x3...r;; > 100 are regarded as not tolerated by current data.

The CTEQG6 and previous CTEQ global fits imposed “standard$ €U > 2GeV and W >
3.5GeV on the input data set, in order to suppress higher-orderstémnthe perturbative expansion
and the effects of resummation and power-law (“higher tivisbrrections. We examined the effect of
stronger cuts ol to see if the fits are stable. We also examined the effect obgimg cuts ornx, which
should serve to suppress any errors due to deviations fromAPGvolution, such as those predicted
by BFKL. The idea is that any inconsistency in the global fieda data points near the boundary of
the accepted region will be revealed by an improvement infithi® the data that remain after those
near-boundary points have been removed. In other wordsigitrease iry? for the subset of data that is
retained, when the PDF shape parameters are refitted tautbsgtsalone, measures the degree to which
the fit to that subset was distorted in the original fit by coompises imposed by the data at lavand/or
low Q.

The main results of this study are presented in Table 21.€Miieare shown, from three choices
of the cuts on input data as specified in the table. They asdddbstandard’, ‘intermediate’ and ‘strong’.
Nyis is the number of data points that pass the cuts in each cﬂg%@g is thex? value for that subset
of data. The fact that the changesyif in each column are insignificant compared to the uncertainty
tolerance is strong evidence that our NLO global fit resules\eery stable with respect to choices of
kinematic cuts.

We extended the analysis to a series of fits in which the glustnilaltion g(x) is allowed to be
negative at smalt, at the scal&), = 1.3 GeV where we begin the DGLAP evolution. The purpose of
this additional study is to determine whether the featura iégative gluon PDF is a key element in the

8Contributing authors: J. Huston, J. Pumplin.
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Cuts Qmin | Zmin | Npts || XTo26 | XTr70 | Xisss | o1 X Bey [mb]
standard 2GeV 0| 1926 || 2023 | 1850 | 1583 20.02
intermediate 2.5GeV | 0.001 | 1770 - 1849 | 1579 20.10
strong | 3.162 GeV | 0.005 | 1588 - - 1573 20.34

Table 21: Comparisons of three fits with different choiceshef cuts on input data at t@ andz values indicated. In these
fits, a conventional positive-definite gluon parameteiiratvas used.

Cuts Qmin | Zmin | Npts || Xiozs | Xizro | XFsss | o' X Bey [nb]
standard 2GeV 0| 1926 2011 | 1845 | 1579 19.94
intermediate 2.5GeV | 0.001 | 1770 - 1838 | 1574 19.80
strong | 3.162 GeV | 0.005 | 1588 - - 1570 19.15

Table 22: Same as Table 21 except that the gluon parameienizeextended to allow negative values.

stability puzzle, as suggested by the findings of [89]. Tiselte are presented in Table 22. Even in this
extended case, we find no evidence of instability. For examlfor the subset of 1588 points that pass
thestrongcuts increases only from 1570 to 1579 when the fit is extenalé@tttude the full standard data
set.

Comparing the elements of Table 21 and Table 22 shows thditewith g(z) < 0 have slightly
smaller values of?: e.g.,2011 versus2023 for the standard cuts. However, the differensg? = 12
between these values is again not significant accordingrttoarance criterion.

4.8.2 W cross sections at the LHC

The last columns of Tables 21 and 22 show the predicted cextios for W+ + W~ production at
the LHC. This prediction is also very stable: it changes bly dn6% for the positive-definite gluon
parameterization, which is substantially less than theadM@DF uncertainty ofyy estimated previously
with the standard cuts. For the negative gluon parametenizahe change id%—larger, but still less
than the overall PDF uncertainty. These results are edglidisplayed, and compared to the MRST
results in Fig. 76. We see that this physical prediction deed insensitive to the kinematic cuts used for

24
[ MRST @ (- gluon prefered) ]
[ CTEQ <+ (+gluon only) W@ LHC ]
22 - X (- gluon allowed) .
C NLO ]
g 20 ;:::::-}’*::::!::::-I-‘"7(7:::::::i:::::::::_
~ i X ]
= [ ]
o 18 | L .
= L ]
e} L i
16 - i o
L x,=0 0.0002 0.001 0.0025 0.005 0.01 ]
14 L i

Fig. 76: Predicted total cross sectionldf™ + W~ production at the LHC for the fits obtained in our stabilitydy, compared
to the NLO results of Ref. [89]. Th&-cut values associated with the CTEQ points are given inwloetables. The overall
PDF uncertainty of the prediction is 5%.
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the fits, and to the assumption on the positive definitenetizeajluon distribution.

We also studied the stability of the prediction tg§, using the Lagrange Multiplier (LM) method
of Refs. [180-182]. Specifically, we performed a series sttthe global data set that are constrained to
specific values ofryy close to the best-fit prediction. The resulting variationyéfversusoy, measures
the uncertainty of the prediction. We repeated the comstchfits for each case of fitting choices (param-
eterization and kinematic cuts). In this way we gain an ustdeding of the stability of the uncertainty,
in addition to the stability of the central prediction.

Figure 77 shows the results of the LM study for the three sktdnematic cuts described in
Table 21, all of which have a positive-definite gluon disitibn. They? shown along the vertical axis is

1.06 T L B L B UL L | R
\ \ T
\ \ [

Fig. 77: Lagrange multiplier results for tH& cross section (imb) at the LHC using a positive-definite gluon. The three
curves, in order of decreasing steepness, correspond threeesets of kinematic cuts labeled standard/intermediabng in
Table 21.

normalized to its value for the best fit in each series. Intatté seriesy? depends almost quadratically
onoy . We observe several features:

e The location of the minimum of each curve represents the-fiigstediction fora{;}{C for the
corresponding choice of cuts. The fact that the three miira&lose together displays the stability
of the predicted cross section already seen in Table 21.

e Although more restrictive cuts make the global fit less semsio possible contributions from
resummation, power-law and other nonperturbative effeébtsloss of constraints caused by the
removal of precision HERA data points at smalland low @ results directly in increased un-
certainties on the PDF parameters and their physical gredsc This is shown in Fig. 77 by
the increase of the width of the curves with stronger cutse @iincertainty of the predictegly
increases by more than a factor of 2 in going from the standatsito the strong cuts.

Figure 78 shows the results of the LM study for the three sktdnematic cuts described in
Table 22, all of which have a gluon distribution which is alid to go negative.
We observe:
e Removing the positive definiteness condition necessavilets the value of?, because more

possibilities are opened up in the¢ minimization procedure. But the decrease is insignificant
compared to other sources of uncertainty. Thus, a negdtiom ¢ DF is allowed, but not required.

e The minima of the two curves occur at approximately the sagpe Allowing a negative gluon
makes no significant change in the central prediction — merelecrease of about%, which is
small compared to the overall PDF uncertainty.
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Fig. 78: Lagrange multiplier results for th& cross section (imb) at the LHC using a functional form where the gluon is not
required to be positive-definite. The three curves, in ocdatecreasing steepness, correspond to the three setseofi&iic
cuts labeled standard/intermediate/strong in Table 22.

e For the standard set of cuts, allowing a negative gluon PDiHdvexpand the uncertainty range
only slightly. For the intermediate and strong cuts, allogva negative gluon PDF would signifi-
cantly expand the uncertainty range.

2.0 ||||||| T | T T | T T T T 2.0 |||||| T | T T | T T T

Gluon at u = 3.16 GeV | | Gluon at u = 3.16 GeV

Ratio to CTEQ6
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X X

Fig. 79: Left: mrst2002 NLO (solid) and NNLO (dotted); Rigintrst2004 NLO (solid) and NNLO (dotted); Shaded region is
uncertainty according to the 40 eigenvector sets of CTEQ6.1

We examined a number of aspects of our analysis that migbuatdor the difference in conclu-
sions between our stability study and that of [89]. A likejndidate seems to be that in order to obtain
stability, it is necessary to allow a rather free parametian of the input gluon distribution. This suspi-
cion is seconded by recent work by MRST [183], in which a défeé gluon parametrization appears to
lead to a best-fit gluon distribution that is close to that @B0Q6. In summary, we found that the NLO
PDFs and their physical predictions at the Tevatron and LHQjaite stable with respect to variations
of the kinematic cuts and the PDF parametrization after all.
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4.8.3 NLO and NNLO

In recent years, some preliminary next-to-next-leadirseo (NNLO) analyses for PDFs have been car-
ried out either for DIS alone [184], or in a global analysisitext [39] — even if all the necessary hard
cross sections, such as inclusive jet production, are n@vgdlable at this order. Determining the parton
distributions at NNLO is obviously desirable on theordtgeunds, and it is reasonable to plan for hav-
ing a full set of tools for a true NNLO global analysis in pldnethe time LHC data taking begins. At
the moment, however, NNLO fitting is not a matter of pressiegessity, since the difference between
NLO and NNLO appears to be very small compared to the othezrtainties in the PDF analysis. This
is demonstrated in Fig. 79, which shows the NLO and NNLO gldistributions extracted by the MRST
group. The difference between the two curves is much smihléer the other uncertainties measured by
the 40 eigenvector uncertainty sets of CTEQ6.1, which isvshioy the shaded region. The difference
is also much smaller than the difference between CTEQ and MBSt fits. Similar conclusions [185]
can be found using the NLO and NNLO fits by Alekhin.
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4.9 The neural network approach to parton distributions 64

The requirements of precision physics at hadron collidesshas been emphasized through this work-
shop, have recently led to a rapid improvement in the teclesdor the determination of parton distri-
bution functions (pdfs) of the nucleon. Specifically it issnmandatory to determine accurately the un-
certainty on these quantities, and the different collatimma performing global pdf analysis [39,40, 186]
have performed estimations of these uncertainties usiragiaty of techniques. The main difficulty is
that one is trying to determine the uncertainty on a functtbat is, a probability measure in a space
of functions, and to extract it from a finite set of experingmtata, a problem which is mathematically
ill-posed. Itis also known that the standard approach tbajlparton fits have several shortcomings: the
bias introduced by choosing fixed functional forms to paraizethe parton distributions (also known as
model dependengethe problems to assess faithfully the pdf uncertainties,combination of inconsis-
tent experiments, and the lack of general, process-indigmrerror propagation techniques. Although
the problem of quantifying the uncertainties in pdfs hasisebuge progress since its paramount impor-
tance was raised some years ago, until now no unambiguogtis@mns have been obtained.

In this contribution we present a novel strategy to addrbssptroblem of constructing unbi-
ased parametrizations of parton distributions with a faitestimation of their uncertainties, based on
a combination of two techniques: Monte Carlo methods andah@etworks. This strategy, introduced
in [187, 188], has been first implemented to address the malhgisimpler problem of parametrizing
deep-inelastic structure functiord(x, Q?), which we briefly summarize now. In a first step we con-
struct a Monte Carlo sampling of the experimental data (geimg artificial data replicas), and then we
train neural networks to each data replica, to construciobalility measure in the space of structure
functionsP [F(m, Qz)]. The probability measure constructed in this way contalinefarmation from
experimental data, including correlations, with the ordguamption of smoothness. Expectation val-
ues and moments over this probability measure are thenatedlas averages over the trained network
sample,

Nrep
(F[F(x,Q%)]) = / DFP [F(z,Q%)] F [F(z,Q?)] = N1 S F (PO @,QY) . (462)
TP =1

whereF [F] is an arbitrary function of(z, Q?).

The first step is the Monte Carlo sampling of experimentahdgéneratingV,.,, replicas of the
original N4, experimental data,

Nsys
F(a‘rt)(k) (1 _|_ ,r.g\l;)o.N) Z(Oxp) S (k StCLt _|_ Z r , SySl Z — 1’ o 7Ndat , (4_63)

2

wherer are gaussian random numbers with the same correlation agdpective uncertainties, and
oSt %Ys o are the statistical, systematic and normalization erfdh& number of replicadV,.., has

to be large enough so that the replica sample reproducesakealues, errors and correlations of the
experimental data.

The second step consists on training a neural nefRask each of the data replicas. Neural
networks are specially suitable to parametrize partorribligions since they are unbiased, robust ap-
proximants and interpolate between data points with thg essumption of smoothness. The neural
network training consist on the minimization for each replof they? defined with the inverse of the
experimental covariance matrix,

Ndat
2(k) o 1 (art) (k) . (net) (k) 1 (art) (k) . (net) (k)
= Zl (F, F®) covt () P (4.64)

),

84Contributing authors: L. Del Debbio, S. Forte, J. I. Lato#kePiccione, J. Rojo
%For a more throughly description of neural network, see [58i#l references therein
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Fig. 80: Preliminary results for the NNPDfvs fit at Q2 = 2 GeV?, and the prediction foFy"® (z, Q?) compared with the
CTEQ and MRST results.

Our minimization strategy is based on Genetic Algorithnmérdiduced in [189]), which are specially
suited for finding global minima in highly nonlinear mininaizon problems.

The set of trained nets, once is validated through suitatsigsscal estimators, becomes the
sought-for probability measuf® [F(z, @?)] in the space of structure functions. Now observables with
errors and correlations can be computed from averages lugeprobability measure, using eq. (4.62).
For example, the average and error of a structure fundfign Q?) at arbitrary(z, Q) can be computed
as

Nrcp

S VO, QY. o(r,QY) =\ (F(r.@2)) — (Fx.Q2)* . (4.65)

rep k=1

(Flr, QD)) = —

A more detailed account of the application of the neural pétwapproach to structure functions can
be found in [188], which describes the most recent NNPDF mpateézation of the proton structure
functiorf®.

Hence this strategy can be used also to parametrize padtibdiions, provided one now takes
into account perturbative QCD evolution. Therefore we niedefine a suitable evolution formalism.
Since complex neural networks are not allowed, we must wsedhvolution theorem to evolve parton
distributions inz—space using the inverg&x) of the Mellin space evolution factdt(/N), defined as

(N, Q%) = q(N, Q)T (N, s (Q%) s (Q7)) (4.66)

The only subtlety is that the x-space evolution fadigr) is a distribution, which must therefore be
regulated at = 1, yielding the final evolution equation,

0(0.Q%) = (. Q) [ Ly T) + / 1 Yr() (q (3@3) - yq(x,cz%>> . @)

where in the above equatiariz, Q3) is parametrized using a neural network. At higher ordersein p
turbation theory coefficient functior@(N) are introduced through a modified evolution faciefV) =
I'(N)C(N). We have benchmarked our evolution code with the Les Hougstieshmark tables [150] at
NNLO up to an accuracy df0—5. The evolution factof'(x) and its integral are computed and interpo-
lated before the neural network training in order to havesgefdfitting procedure.

®The source code, driver program and graphical web interfiace our structure function fits is available at
http://sophia.ecm.ub.es/f2neural.
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As afirst application of our method, we have extracted thesimgfet parton distributiony s (z, Q3) =
t(u+1u—d—d)(z,Q3) from the nonsinglet structure functidiy** (z, Q*) as measured by the NMC
[165] and BCDMS [163, 164] collaborations. The preliminaggults of a NLO fit with fully correlated
uncertainties [190] can be seen in fig. 80 compared to othisrgets. Our preliminary results appear
to point in the direction that the uncertainties at smatlo not allow, provided the current experimental
data, to determine ifs(z, Q%) grows at smallr, as supported by different theoretical arguments as
well as by other global parton fits. However, more work id siileded to confirm these results. Only
additional nonsinglet structure function data at smraibuld settle in a definitive way this isstfe

Summarizing, we have described a general technique to patiaenexperimental data in an bias-
free way with a faithful estimation of their uncertainti@giich has been successfully applied to structure
functions and that now is being implemented in the contextasfon distribution. The next step will be
to construct a full set of parton distributions from all dsbie hard-scattering data using the strategy
described in this contribution.

%7Like the experimental low: deuteron structure function which would be measured in aothetical electron-deuteron
run at HERA Il, as it was pointed out during the workshop by NeiK (section 3.6) and C. Gwenlan
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5 Resummatiorfs 6°
5.1 Introduction

An accurate perturbative determination of the hard pactenbss-sections (coefficient functions) and
of the anomalous dimensions which govern parton evolusoneicessary for the precise extraction of
parton densities. Recent progress in the determinatiorngbih order contributions to these quantities
has been reviewed in Sec. 4.2. As is well known, such higkfoperturbative calculations display
classes of terms containing large logarithms, which ultétyasignal the breakdown of perturbation
theory. Because these terms are scale—dependent and ralgereuniversal, lack of their inclusion can
lead to significant distortion of the parton densities in sddimematical regions, thereby leading to loss
of accuracy if parton distributions extracted from deeglastic scattering (DIS) or the Drell-Yan (DY)
processes are used at the LHC.

Logarithimic enhancement of higher order perturbativetidontion may take place when more
than one large scale ratio is present. In DIS and DY this hajpehe two opposite limits when the
center-of-mass energy of the partonic collision is mucléighan the characteristic scale of the process,
or close to the threshold for the production of the final st@iteese correspond respectively to the small
x and larger kinematical regions, whei@ < = < 1 is defined in terms of the invariant masg> of the

non-leptonic final state a&/? = % The corresponding perturbative contributions are resyg
enhanced by powers tf % andin(1—z), or, equivalently, in the space of Mellin moments, by powars
+ andln N, whereN — 0 moments dominate as— 0 while N — co moments dominate as— 1.

The theoretical status of smatland larger resummation is somewhat different. Largdogs
are well understood and the corresponding perturbativeections have been determined to all orders
with very high accuracy. Indeed, the coefficients that deilee their resummation can be extracted
from fixed-order perturbative computations. Their resurtionafor DY and DIS was originally derived
in [191,192] and extended on very general grounds in [198¢ doefficients of the resulting exponenti-
ation have now been determined so that resummation can nperfiemed exactly av?LL [102,194],
and to a very good approximationlst L1 [195-197], including even some non-logarithmic terms [198
On the other hand, smatllogs are due to the fact that at high energies, due to the ngehphase space,
both collinear [24, 25, 27] and high-energy [28-30, 199Hdyms contribute, and thus the coefficients
required for their resummation can only be extracted fronmmaulsaneous resolution of the DGLAP
equation, which resums collinear logarithms, and the BF#liation, which resum the high-energy log-
arithms. Although the determination of the kernels of thiege equations has dramatically progressed
in the last several years, thanks to the computation of tHeONDGLAP kernel [102, 103] and of the
NLO BFKL kernel [28—-30, 199—-201], the formalism which is ded to combine these two equations,
as required for sucessful phenomenology, has only recpmigressed to the point of being usable for
realistic applications [169, 202—-210].

In practice, however, neither smallnor largex resummation is systematically incorporated in
current parton fits, so data points for which such effects l@ymportant must be discarded. This
is especially unsatisfactory in the case of laigeesummation, where resummed results (albeit with a
varying degree of logarithmic accuracy) are available gzeatially all processes of interest for a global
parton fit, in particular, besides DIS and DY, prompt photoodpiction [211, 212], jet production [213,
214] and heavy quark electroproduction [215, 216]. Evem# wvere to conclude that resummation is
not needed, either because (at smaliit is affected by theoretical uncertainties or becausda(ate
x) its effects are small, this conclusion could only be adiat after a careful study of the impact of
resummation on the determination of parton distributievisich is not available so far.

The purpose of this section is to provide a first assessmehegfotential impact of the inclusion

%8Subsection coordinator: S. Forte
8Contributing authors: G. Altarelli, J. Andersen, R. D. Ball. Ciafaloni, D. Colferai, G. Corcella, S. Forte, L. Magnea
A. Sabio Vera, G. P. Salam, A. Stasto
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of small xz and largexr resummation on the determination of parton distributiolmsthe case of large
x, this will be done by determining resummation effects origradistributions extracted from structure
functions within a simplified parton fit. In the case of smallthis will be done through a study of the
impact of smallk: resummation on splitting functions, as well as the thecaktincertainty involved in the
resummation process, in particular by comparing the resldtained within the approach of ref. [202—
204] and that of ref. [169, 205-210]. We will also discuss Buoal approaches to the solution of the
small« (BFKL) evolution equation.

5.2 Soft gluons

With the current level of theoretical control of soft glusgsummations, available calculations for DIS
or DY should be fully reliable over most of the available phapace. Specifically, one expects current
(resummed) predictions for DIS structure functions to gzal long as the leading power correction can
be neglectedi.e. so long asW? ~ (1 — z)Q? >> A?, withz = z;. Similarly, for the inclusive
DY cross section, one would expect the same to be true so Isiiy a 2)2Q? >> A2, where now

z = Q%/3, with 3§ = 212, S the partonic center of mass energy squared. Indeed, ag\almeentioned, a
consistent inclusion of resummation effects in parton &teasible with present knowledge: on the one
hand, recent fits show that consistent parton sets can bmeththy making use of data from a single
process (DIS) (see Sec. 3.3,4.6 and Ref. [167]), on the bdued, even if one adopts the philosophy of
global fits, resummed calculations are available for altpsses of interest.

In practice, however, currently available global partosidite based oNLO, or N?LO fixed-order
perturbative calculations, so data points which would lithin the expected reach of resummed calcu-
lations cannot be fit consistently and must be discarded. effieet is that large: quark distributions
become less constrained, which has consequences on thedjkiobution, as well as on medium-
quark distributions, through sum rules and evolution. Thelwf untapped information is growing,
as more data at large valuesxohave become available from, say, the NuTeV collaboratioReaini-
lab [217,218]. Arelated issue is the fact that a growing nendd QCD predictions for various processes
of interest at the LHC are now computed including resummagitfects in the hard partonic cross sec-
tions, which must be convoluted with parton densities ireotd make predictions at hadron level. Such
predictions are not fully consistent, since higher ordézat$é are taken into account at parton level, but
disregarded in defining the parton content of the collidiagrons.

It is therefore worthwile to provide an assessment of theemal impact of resummation on
parton distributions. Here, we will do this by computinguesnation effects on quark distributions in
the context of a simplified parton fit.

5.2.1 General Formalism in DIS

Deep Inelastic Scattering structure functidigz, Q) are given by the convolution of perturbative co-
efficient functions, typically given in theIS factorization scheme, and parton densities. The coefficien
functionsC{ for quark-initiated DIS present terms that become largenathe Bjorken variabler for

the partonic process is closedo= 1, which forces gluon radiation from the incoming quark to b& s
or collinear. AtO(«), for example, the coefficient functions can be written inftiren

C? (m, Q—;, as(,u2)> =0(l—x)+ QS(MQ)HZQ (m, —22> +0(a2) . (5.68)
2 27 U

Treating all quarks as massless, the partigfwhich contains terms that are logarithmically enhanced
asr — 1 reads

Q*\ _ In(1— z) 1 nQ® 3
szft(”“"ﬁ)‘?%{[ I~z L+<1—x>+<u% ‘1>}' (5.69)
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In moment space, where soft resummation is naturally paedr the contributions proportional to
as[In(1 — z)/(1 — z)]4 and toa,[1/(1 — z)]; correspond to doublén, In? N) and single(a, In N)
logarithms of the Mellin variabléV. The Mellin transform of Eq. (5.69) in fact reads, at lafge

N 2 1 1 2
it (VL) =20 N g e 2 -8 (5.70)
’ HE 2 4 pg

All terms growing logarithmically withV, as well as allV-independent terms corresponding to contri-
butions proportional té(1 — x) in z-space, have been shown to exponentiate. In particulapéttern
of exponentiation of logarithmic singularities is nontailv one finds that the coefficient functions can be

written as ) ) )
o <N, Q_z,%(,ﬁ)) _® (N, %,asof)) A (N, Q—Q,asof)) , (5.71)
M HE HE

whereR(N, Q?/u%, as(p?)) is a finite remainder, nonsingular 85— oo, while [193]

2 I N-1_ (1-2)Q% 71.2
e (8% o) = [Lat =2 { [, A+ Bl (@ o)
%

F -z 2
(5.72)
In Eq. (5.72) the leading logarithms (LL), of the foraf In"** N, are generated at each order by the
function A. Next-to-leading logarithms (NLL), on the other hand, o florm o In" N, require the
knowledge of the functiorB. In general, resumminy*LL to all orders requires the knowledge of the
function A to k + 1 loops, and of the functiof to & loops. In the following, we will adopt the common
standard of NLL resummation, therefore we need the expassio

NS (0 ) N~ ()" )
A(as)—z_:(ﬂ> A 7B(as)—z_:(ﬂ> B (5.73)
to second order for and to first order fo3. The relevant coefficients are
AL = op,
1 67 7w 5
2 - = LN
A SCr {CA (18 6> gnf} : (5.74)
3
L - _2
B 4CF.

Notice that in Eq. (5.72) the term A(a,(k?))/k? resums the contributions of gluons that are both soft
and collinear, and in fact the anomalous dimensiboan be extracted order by order from the residue
of the singularity of the nonsinglet splitting function @as— 1. The functionB, on the other hand, is
related to collinear emission from the final state currefit je

In [215, 216] soft resummation was extended to the case ofyhgaark production in DIS. In
the case of heavy quarks, the functiBiia,) needs to be replaced by a different function, caltéd.)
in [216], which is characteristic of processes with massjuarks, and includes effects of large-angle
soft radiation. In the following, we shall consider valués@y much larger than the quark masses and
employ the resummation results in the massless approximads given in Eq. (5.72).

5.2.2 Simplified parton fit

We would like to use large-resummation in the DIS coefficient functions to extract resed parton
densities from DIS structure function data. Largdata typically come from fixed-target experiments: in
the following, we shall consider recent charged-currei)@ata from neutrino-iron scattering, collected
by the NuTeV collaboration [217,218], and neutral-cur@hC) data from the NMC [165] and BCDMS
[163, 164] collaborations.
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Fig. 81: NuTeV data on the structure functioi’s, at Q% = 12.59 GeV? (a) and atR? = 31.62 GeV? (b), along with the
best fit curve parametrized by Eg. (5.76).

Our strategy will be to make use of data at different, fixedigalof@?. We will extract from
these data moments of the corresponding structure fursgtiith errors; since such moments factor into
a product of moments of parton densities times moments dficieat functions, computing parton mo-
ments with errors is straightforward. We then compare NL@summed partons in Mellin space, and
subsequently provide a translation backrtspace by means of simple parametrization. Clearly, given
the limited data set we are working with, our results will iiieeted by comparatively large errors, and
we will have to make simplifying assumptions in order to &elspecific quark densities. Resummation
effects are, however, clearly visible, and we believe thatfib provides a rough quantitative estimate of
their size. A more precise quantitative analysis would Hevge performed in the context of a global fit.

The first step is to construct a parametrization of the chatna. An efficient and faithful
parametrization of the NMC and BCDMS neutral-current gtriresfunctions was provided in [187,188],
where a large sample of Monte Carlo copies of the originah deds generated, taking properly into
account errors and correlations, and a neural network \&aeett on each copy of the data. One can then
use the ensemble of networks as a faithful and unbiasedseqedion of the probability distribution in
the space of structure functions. We shall make use of theimglet structure functiody(z, Q?) ex-
tracted from these data, as it is unaffected by gluon carttdbs, and provides a combination of up and
down quark densities which is independent of the ones wa&Xitom charged current data (specifically,
F3s(z, Q%) givesu — d).

As far as the NuTeV data are concerned, we shall consideratiaeoth the CC structure functions
F, and F3. The structure functio’s can be written as a convolution of the coefficient funct([bjwith
quark and antiquark distributions, with no gluon contribnf as

aFy = = (zFY +2F)) == Z Vg2 (¢ —q) @ C1| . (5.75)

1

2 ;
q,9

We consider data faF; atQ? = 12.59 and31.62 GeV?2, and, in order to compute moments, we fit them

using the functional form

xF3(x) = Cx™P(1 —x)7 (1 + kx) . (5.76)

The best-fit values of’, p andé, along with thex? per degree of freedom, are given in [219]. Here we
show the relevant NuTeV data a3, along with our best-fit curves, in Fig. 81.

The analysis of NuTeV data of; is slightly complicated by the fact that gluon-initiated DI
gives a contribution, which, however, is not enhanced bppsessed at large. We proceed therefore
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Fig. 82: NuTeV data on the quark-initiated contributilf to the structure functiors, for Q* = 12.59 GeV? (a), and
Q? = 31.62 GeV? (b). The solid lines are the best-fit predictions.

by taking the gluon density from a global fit, such as the NLOZEEQ6M [18], and subtract froniy
the gluon contribution point by point. We then wrikg as

1 _
F=o(F+F)=x) [Vylllg+teCi+geCfl=F+F, (5.77)
a9’

and fit only the quark-initiated pafty, using the same parametrization as in Eq. (5.76). Fig. 8&sho
the data onty and the best fit curves, as determined in Ref. [219]. Afterstligtraction of the gluon
contribution fromFy, the structure functions we are consideridg)( «F3 and F3*) are all given in
factorized form as
2 ! d§ 2 x Q2 2
E(x7Q ):x/ - i (fa/J’F) Czq <_7_27a8(u )) > (5.78)
z & § M
whereC is the relevant coefficient function agglis a combination of quark and antiquark distributions
only. Hereafter, we shall take = ur = @ for the factorization and renormalization scales. At this
point, to identify individual quark distributions from #hiimited set of data, we need to make some
simplifying assumptions. Following [219], we assume isosymmetry of the sea; = d, s = 5 and we
further impose a simple proportionality relation expregsihe antistrange density in terms of the other
antiquarks,s = ku. As in [219], we shall present results fer= % With these assumptions, we can
explicit solve for the remaining three independent quanksi&s (up, down, and, say, strange), using
the three data sets we are considering.

Taking the Mellin moments of Eq. (5.78), the convolution @m@es an ordinary product and we can
extract NLO or NLL-resummed parton densities, according/hether we use NLO or NLL coefficient
functions. More precisely,

R Fy(N —1,Q? . Ey(N —1,Q?
i O (N, Q%) = ANLZ)( )2 g, Q%) = Am:( )2 .
Cz' (N,I,OZS(Q )) Cz (N,l,()és(Q ))
After extracting the combinationg, one can derive the individual quark densities, at NLO artliging
NLL large-x resummation. We concentrate our analysis on the up quarkodison, since experimental
errors on the structure functions are too large to see antaifehe resummation on the other quark
densities, such asor s, with the limited data set we are using.

(5.79)

5.2.3 Impact of the resummation
We present results for moments of the up quark distributioRigs. 83 and 84. Resummation effects
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Fig. 83: NLO and resummed moments of the up quark distribwi@)? = 12.59 GeV?
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Fig. 84: As in Fig. 83, but af)? = 31.62 Ge\~.

become statistically significant around ~ 6 — 7 at both values o). Notice that high moments of the
resummed up density aseippressedavith respect to the NLO density, as a consequence of thelatt t
resummation in th&IS scheme enhances high moments of the coefficient functions.

In order to illustrate the effect in the more conventionatisg of x-space distributions, we fit our
results for the moments to a simple parametrization of thefo(z) = Dx~7(1 — 2)°. Our best fit
values for the parameters, with statistical errors, arergim Table (23), and the resulting distributions
are displayed in Fig. 85, with one standard deviation uag&st bands. Once again, the effect of soft
resummation is clearly visible at large it suppresses the quark densities extracted from the given
structure function data with respect to the NLO prediction.

In order to present the effect more clearly, we show in Figtf&normalized deviation of the
NLL-resummed prediction from the NLO one, i.\u(z) = (unpLo(x) — ures(z)) /unLo(x), at the
two chosen values ap? and for the central values of the best-fit parameters. We acteange in the
sign of Au in the neighborhhod of the point = 1/2: although our errors are too large for the effect
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Q> PDF D v )
12.59 NLO 3.0254+0.534 0.418+0.101 3.162£0.116
RES 4.64740.881 0.247 +0.109 3.614 +0.128
31.62 NLO 2.865+0.420 0.463 +0.086 3.301 4 0.098
RES 3.79440.583 0.351 £0.090 3.598 +0.104

Table 23: Best fit values and errors for the up-quaspace parametrization, at the chosen valueg-of
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Fig. 85: NLO and resummed up quark distributioiigt = 12.59 GeV? (a) and atQ? = 31.62 GeV?, using the parametrization
given in the text. The band corresponds to one standardtaevia parameter space.
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Fig. 86: Central value for the relative change in the up quaiskribution, Au(z) = (unno(x) — ures(x)) /unro(x), at
Q? = 12.59 (a) and 31.62 Ge¥(b).

to be statistically significant, it is natural that the siggmion of the quark distribution at largebe
compensated by an enhancement at smallem fact, the first moment of the coefficient function
unaffected by the resummation: thG$, being larger at large, must become smaller at small The
further sign change at ~ 0.1, on the other hand, should not be taken too seriously, sinceample
includes essentially no data at smalleand of course we are using arspace parametrization of limited
flexibility.

Finally, we wish to verify that the up-quark distributiongtracted by our fits af)? = 12.59 and

S
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31.62 GeV? are consistent with perturbative evolution. To achieve tipal, we evolve oulN-space
results atQ? = 31.62 GeV? down to 12.59 GeV, using NLO Altarelli-Parisi anomalous dimensions,
and compare the evolved moments with the direct fit at 12.58°G&igures 87 and 88 show that the
results of our fits at 12.59 Gé\are compatible with the NLO evolution within the confideneedl of
one standard deviation. Note however that the evolutioresfimmed moments appears to give less
consistent results, albeit within error bands: this carbabdy be ascribed to a contamination between
pertubative resummation and power corrections, which we hat disentangled in our analysis.
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Fig. 87: Comparison of fitted moments of the NLO up quark hstion, atQ? = 12.59 GeV?, with moments obtained via
NLO evolution fromQ? = 31.62 Ge\2,
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Fig. 88: As in Fig. 87, but comparing NLL-resummed momentthefup quark density.

Qualitatively, the observed effect on the up quark distrgsuis easily described, at least within the
limits of a simple parametrization like the one we are emiplgy resummation increases the exponent
0, responsible for the power-law decay of the distributiotaede =, by about10% to 15% at moderate
Q?. The exponent, governing the small- behavior, and the normalizatidn, are then tuned so that the
first finite moment (the momentum sum rule) may remain essgntinaffected.
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In conclusion, our results indicate that quark distribosi@re suppressed at largdy soft gluon
effects. Quantitatively, we observe an effect ranging leetwi0% and20% when0.6 < = < 0.8 at
moderate)?, where we expect power corrections not to play a significalet rClearly, a more detailed
guantitative understanding of the effect can be achievégiorihe context of a broader and fully con-
sistent fit. We would like however to notice two things: firte effect of resummations propagates
to smaller values of, through the fact that the momentum sum rule is essentialbffected by the
resummation; similarly, evolution to larger values@t will shift the Sudakov suppression to smaller
. A second point is that, in a fully consistent treatment afifeaic cross section, there might be a
partial compensation between the typical Sudakov enhaeeaf the partonic process and the Sudakov
suppression of the quark distribution: the compensationldydhowever, be channel-dependent, since
gluon-initiated partonic processes would be unaffectec bBélieve it would be interesting, and phe-
nomenologically relevant, to investigate these issuelsdrcontext of a more comprehensive parton fit.

5.3 Smallz

Smallz structure functions are dominated by the flavour singletrdmrtion, whose coefficient functions
and anomalous dimensions receive logarithmic enhancemghich make perturbation theory converge
more slowly. In the smalt, i.e. high energy limit, the cross section is quasi-cortsaad characterised by

the effective expansion parameter,(k?)) log < log 2‘251%", wherez = Q?/s, k? < Q2 is the transverse
momentum of the exchanged gluonjs the photon-proton centre of mass energy squared@nis

the hard scale. Such expansion parameter can be large, dBoéhtthe double-logs and to the fact that
(k?) may drift towards the non-perturbative region. Even asagnthat truly non-perturbative effects
are factored out — as is the case for structure functions —ptbblem remains of resumming the

perturbative series with both kinds of logarithms [24, 25;20, 199]

In the BFKL approach one tries to resum the high-energy Itigas first, by an evolution equation
in log 1/z, whosek-dependent evolution kernel is calculated perturbatirely,. However, the leading
kernel [28—-30, 199] overestimates the hard cross-sectiod,subleading ones [108, 200, 201] turn out
to be large and of alternating sign, pointing towards arainiity of the leadinglog « (Lx) hierarchy.
The problem is that, for any given value of the hard scgle®, < /s — think, for definiteness, of
7 (Q)-v*(Qo) collisions —, the contributing kernels contain collineahancements in ak-orderings
of the exchanged gluons of typgs > ---k; > ky---,0r\/s > ---ky > ky--- and so on, to all
orders ina,;. Such enhancements are only partly taken into account bygigey truncation of the L
hierarchy, and they make it unstable. In the DGLAP evoluégnation one resums collinear logarithms
first, but fixed order splitting functions do contain [10231Bigh-energy logarithms also, and a further
resummation is needed.

Two approaches to the simultaneous resummation of theseclagses of logs have recently
reached the stage where their phenomenological applicatim be envisaged. The renormalisation
group improved (CCSS) approach [202—-204, 220] is built upiwithe BFKL framework, by improving
the whole hierarchy of subleading kernels in the collinegyion, so as to take into account all the
orderings mentioned before, consistently with the RG. éndality (ABF) approach [169,205-210,221]
one concentrates on the problem of obtaining an improvethaluus dimension (splitting function) for
DIS which reduces to the ordinary perturbative result &jday (largex), thereby automatically satisfy-
ing renormalization group constraints, while includingummed BFKL corrections at small (small
x), determined through the renormalization-group improffed running coupling) version of the BFKL
kernel.

We will briefly review the theoretical underpinnings of teesvo approaches in turn, and then
compare phenomenological results obtained in both appesad\ote that we shall use the notation of
the CCSS or ABF papers in the corresponding sections, i todenable a simpler connection with the
original literature, at the price of some notational digaauity. In particular,ln% is calledY by CCSS
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and¢ by ABF; the Mellin variable conjugate o % is calledw by CCSS andV by ABF; and the Mellin
variable conjugated tm 2—; is calledy by CCSS andv/ by ABF.

5.3.1 The renormalisation group improved approach

The basic problem which is tackled in the CCSS approach [202220] is the calculation of the (az-
imuthally averaged) gluon Green functidi{Y’; &, ko) as a function of the magnitudes of the external
gluon transverse momenta= |k|, ko = |ko| and of the rapidityt” = log kiko This is not yet a hard
cross section, because one needs to incorporate the inguéots of the probes [222—-229]. Neverthe-
less, the Green function exhibits most of the physical festof the hard process, if we think bf, k2

as external (hard) scales. The limits > k2 (k3 > k?) correspond conventionally to the ordered
(anti-ordered) collinear limit. By definition, in the-space conjugate t6 (so thatv = dy’) one sets

gw(k7 k?(]) = [(U - ’Cw]_l(kv kO) ’ (580)
wG,, (k, ko) = 0% (k — ko) + /d2k’ Ko(k, k)G, (K ko) , (5.81)

whereK, (k, k') is a kernel to be defined, whose= 0 limit is related to the BFKLY -evolution kernel
discussed before.

In order to understand the RG constraints, it is useful tackwirom k-space toy-space, where the
variabley is conjugated te = log k?/k? at fixedY’, and to make the following kinematical remark: the
ordered (anti-ordered) region builds up scaling violaionthe Bjorken variable = k?/s (g = k:%/s)
and, if z (z¢) is fixed instead ofkky/s = =Y, the variable conjugated tois shifted [230] by anv-
dependent amount, and becomes § ~ 9,2 (1 =7+ 5 ~ 9y, 2). Therefore, the characteristic
function y,,(v) of K, (with a factora, factored out) must be singular when either one of the vaggbl
is small, as shown (in the frozen, limit) by

1 1 1
- N (1) 5.82

wherefyé_},) is the one-loop gluon anomalous dimension, and furtherrerd@y be added. Eq. (5.82)
ensures the correct DGLAP evolution in either one of theiredir limits (because, e.g¢+ % ~ 0., 52)
and isw-dependent, because of the shifts. Since higher powersacé related to higher subleading pow-
ers ofa, [231], thisw-dependence of the constraint (5.82) means that the whelarbhy of subleading
kernels is affected.

To sum up, the kernel,, is constructed so as to satisfy the RG constraint (5.82) @neduce to
the exact lr + NLx BFKL kernels in thev — 0 limit; it is otherwise interpolated on the basis of various
criteria (e.g., momentum conservation), which involve ehtsme” choice.

The resulting integral equation has been solved in [202H2pAumerical matrix evolution meth-
ods ink- andx-space. Furthermore, introducing the integrated gluorsiten, the resummed splitting
function P.g (z, Q?) is defined by the evolution equation

2
%;?22) 2/% Peff('z»Oés(Qz))g(%»Cf) : (5.83)

and has been extracted [202—-204] by a numerical deconwolutiethod [232]. Note that in the RGI
approach the running of the coupling is treated by adoptinpi81) the off-shell dependence of
suggested by the BFKL and DGLAP limits, and then solving theuéng integral equation numerically.

It should be noted that the RGI approach has the somewhat gidé of calculating the off-shell
gluon density (5.80), not only its splitting function. Tkésre, a comparison with the ABF approach, to
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be discussed below, is possible in the “on-shell” limit, ihigh the homogeneous (eigenvalue) equation
of RGI holds. In the frozen coupling limit we have simply

Xolas,y— %) =w, (xw IS at scalekky) . (5.84)

Solving Eq. (5.84) for eithew or v, we are able to identify the effective characteristic fimrttand its
dual anomalous dimension

W = chf(a&’}/) 5 Y= ’Yoﬁ(a& O.)) ) (585)
in the same spirit as the ABF approach [169,205-210, 221].

5.3.2 The duality approach

As already mentioned, in the ABF approach one constructsmproved anomalous dimension (splitting
function) for DIS which reduces to the ordinary perturbatiesult at largeV (largez) given by:

Y(N,as) = asyo(N) + agyl(N) + Oég’}/g(N) (5.86)

while including resummed BFKL corrections at small(small x) which are determined by the afore-
mentioned BFKL kernek (M, a):

X(M7as) :asXO(M) + O‘?Xl(M) + (587)

which is the Mellin transform of the — 0, angular averaged kernkleq. 5.81 with respect to= In ’Iz—z

The main theoretical tool which enables this construct®the duality relation between the kernqgls
and~y
X(’Y(N7 045),048) = N7 (588)

[compare eq. (5.85)] which is a consequence of the fact tietsoblutions of the BFKL and DGLAP
equations coincide at leading twist [205, 221, 233]. Furihgrovements are obtained exploiting the
symmetry under gluon interchange of the BFKL gluon-gluomkéand through the inclusion of running
coupling effecs.

By using duality, one can construct a more balanced exparisioboth~ and y, the "double
leading” (DL) expansion, where the information fropis used to include iry all powers ofa; /N and,
converselyy is used to improvey by all powers ofa, /M. A great advantage of the DL expansion is
that it resums the collinear poles gfat M = 0, enabling the imposition of the physical requirement of
momentum conservation(1, «s) = 0, whence, by duality:

x(0,a5) = 1. (5.89)

This procedure eliminates in a model independent way tkeerating sign poles-1/M, —1/M?2, .....
that appear irxo, x1,.... These poles make the perturbative expansionwifreliable even in the central
region of M: e.g.,asxo has a minimum ab/ = 1/2, while, at realistic values af;, asxo + a?x1 has
a maximum.

At this stage, while the poles &7 = 0 are eliminated, those &/ = 1 remain, so that the DL
expansion is still not finite neav/ = 1. The resummation of th&/ = 1 poles can be accomplished by
exploiting the collinear-anticollinear symmetry, as sestgd in the CCSS approach discussed above. In
Mellin space, this symmetry implies that at the fixed-cauplievel the kernek for evolution inin %O
must satisfyx(M) = x(1 — M). This symmetry is however broken by the DIS choice of vagabl
ln% =In 535 and by the running of the coupling. In the fixed coupling lithié kernelyp;s, dual to the
DIS anomalous dimension, is related to the symmetricygnthrough the implicit equation [108]

xpis(M +1/2x5(M)) = xo (M), (5.90)
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to be compared to eq. (5.84) of the CCSS approach.

Hence, theM = 1 poles can be resummed by performing the double-leadingmestion of
M = 0 poles ofyprs, determining the associatgd through eq. (5.90), then symmetrizing it, and finally
going back to DIS variables by using eq. (5.90) again in m¥etsing the momentum conservation eq.
(5.89) and eq. (5.90), it is easy to show that()) is an entire function of M, withy,(—1/2) =
X-(3/2) = 1 and has a minimum & = 1/2. Through this procedure one obtains order by order from
the DL expansion a symmetrized DL kernghis, and its corresponding dual anomalous dimension
~. The kernelypis has to all orders a minimum and satisfies a momentum consmrvabnstraint
xois(0) = xpis(2) = 1.

The final ingredient of the ABF approach is a treatment of tining coupling corrections to
the resummed terms. Indeed, their inclusion in the resumemedhalous dimension greatly softens the
asymptotic behavior near = 0. Hence, the dramatic rise of structure functions at smalvhich char-
acterized resummations based on leading—order BFKL ewgaoludnd is ruled out phenomenologically,
is replaced by a much milder rise. This requires a runningliog generalization of the duality equa-
tion (5.88), which is possible noting that M space the running coupling;(t) becomes a differential
operator, since — d/dM. Hence, the BFKL evolution equation for double momeitsv, A1), which
is an algebraic equation at fixed coupling, becomes a diffexleequation in}/ for running coupling.

In the ABF approach, one solves this differential equatioalgically when the kernel is replaced by its
guadratic approximation near the minimum. The solutionxjressed in terms of an Airy function if
the kernel is linear iny,, for example in the case of;x(, or of a Bateman function in the more general
case of a non linear dependencecqras is the case for the DL kernels. The final result for the imgao
anomalous dimension is given in terms of the DL expansios tile “Airy” or “Bateman” anomalous
dimension, with the terms already included in the DL expamsiubtracted away.

For example, at leading DL order, i.e. only using V) and xo(M), the improved anomalous
dimension is

Qg NeQ

s 1
e ) = [as20(N) + 022 (M) +20(50) ~ 220 4 e, ) 3 4

[N — ascol.

(5.91)
The terms within square brackets give the LO DL approxinmgtice. they contain the fixed—coupling
information fronry, and (throughys) from xo. The “Airy” anomalous dimension (co, s, V) contains
the running coupling resummation, i.e. it is the exact sofubf the running coupling BFKL equation
which corresponds to a quadratic approximatiornyganearM = 1/2. The last two terms subtract the
contributions toy(co, s, N) which are already included s and~y. In the limit oy — 0 with vV
fixed, v7(as, N) reduces tavsyo(N) + O(a?). Foras — 0 with ag/N fixed, v7(as, N) reduces to
75(%) + O(a?/N), i.e. the leading term of the smallexpansion. Thus the Airy term is subleading
in both limits. However, iftN — 0 at fixedas, the Airy term replaces the leading singularity of the DL
anomalous dimension, which is a square root branch cut,adimple pole, located on the real axis at
rather smalletrV, thereby softening the smaill behaviour. The quadratic approximation is sufficient to
give the correct asymptotic behaviour up to terms which &sibleading order in comparison to those
included in the DL expression in eq. (5.91).

The running coupling resummation procedure can be apptiea $ymmetrized kernel, which
possesses a minimum to all orders, and then extended tdaiedding order [209, 210]. This entails
various technical complications, specifically related e honlinear dependence of the symmetrized
kernel onag, to the need to include interference between running cogpdiffects and the smait
resummation, and to the consistent treatment of nextadibg logQ? terms, in particular those related
to the running of the coupling. It should be noted that eveugfn the ABF appraoch is limited to the
description of leading-twist evolution at zero-momentuansfer, it leads to a pair of systematic dual
perturbative expansions for theand~ kernels. Hence, comparison with the CCSS approach is pessib
for instance by comparing the NLO ABF kernel to the RG imprblize+NLx CCSS kernel.

2 KoQLg
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Fig. 89: The kernek (BFKL characteristic function) for fixed couplingg¢ = 0) as = 0.2 andny = 0. The BFKL curves are
the LO and NLO truncations of eq. (5.87), the DGLAP curve &dhbal eq. (5.88) of the NLO anomalous dimension eq. (5.86),
while the CCSS and ABF curves are respectively the solutiofheq. (5.84) and the solutiogps of eq. (5.90).

5.3.3 Comparison of results

Even though the basic underlying physical principles of@@&SS and ABF approaches are close, there
are technical differences in the construction of the resethRG-improved (CCSS) or symmetrized DL
(ABF) kernel, in the derivation from it of an anomalous dimiem and associated splitting function,
and in the inclusion of running coupling effects. Therefawe will compare results for the resummed
fixed-couplingx kernel (BFKL characteristic function), then the corresgiog fixed-coupling splitting
functions, and finally the running coupling splitting fuioects which provide the final result in both
approaches. In order to assess the phenomenological impaeirton evolution we will finally compare
the convolution of the splitting function with a “typicallgpn distribution.

In fig. 89 we compare the solutions, to the on-shell constraint, eq. (5.84) for the RGI CCSS
result, and the solutiogprg of eq. (5.90) for the symmetrized NLO DL ABF result. The pure &nd
NLz (BFKL) and next-to-leadingn Q? (DGLAP) are also shown. All curves are determined with froze
coupling (3 = 0), and withn; = 0, in order to avoid complications related to the diagonéiraof the
DGLAP anomalous dimension matrix and to the choice of schiemihe quark parton distribution. The
resummed CCSS and ABF results are very close, in that thegidel by construction at the momentum
conservation pointd/ = % and M = 2, and differ only in the treatment of NLO DGLAP terms. In
comparison to DGLAP, the resummed kernels have a minimuateeto the fact that both collinear and
anticollinear logs are resummed. In comparison to BFKL cltiias a minimum at LO but not NLO, the
resummed kernels always have a perturbatively stable mimincharacterized by a lower intercept than
leading—order BFKL: specifically, wheam, = 0.2, A ~ 0.3 instead of\ ~ 0.5. This corresponds to a
softer smallr rise of the associated splitting function.

The fixed—coupling resummed splitting functions up to NL@®sttown in figure 90, along with the
unresummed DGLAP splitting functions up to NNL'©In the CCSS approach the splitting function is

"’starting from NLO one needs also to specify a factorisatidreme. Smalls results are most straightforwardly obtained
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Fig. 90: The fixed couplingdy = 0) zP,,(z) splitting function, evaluated with, = 0.2 andny = 0. The dashed curves
are LO for DGLAP, NLz+LO for CCSS and symmetrized LO DL for ABF, while the solid ves are NLO and NNLO for
DGLAP, NLz+NLO for CCSS and symmetrized NLO DL for ABF.

determined by explicitly solving eq. (5.81) with the kernetresponding to figure 89, and then applying
the numerical deconvolution procedure of [232]. Fgr= 0 the NLO DGLAP splitting function has
the property that it vanishes at smal— this makes it relatively straightforward to combine naitjuO
DGLAP but also NLO DGLAP with the NLLx resummation. Both th€68S NLz+LO and NLx+NLO
curves are shown in figure 90. On the other hand, in the ABFogmprthe splitting function is the inverse
Mellin transform of the anomalous dimension obtained usinglity eq. (5.88) from the symmetrized
DL y kernel. Hence, the LO and NLO resummed result respectieggoduce all information contained
in the LO and NLOy and~ kernel with the additional constraint of collinear-anticar symmetry.
Both the ABF LO and NLO results are shown in figure 90.

In comparison to unresummed results, the resummed sglitiimctions display the characteristic
rise at smallz of fixed-coupling leading-order BFKL resummation, thoudle smallx rise is rather
milder (~ =93 instead of~ 2705 for oy, = 0.2). At large = there is good agreement between the
resummed results and the corresponding LO (dashed) or Na@©GLAP curves. At small the
difference between the ABF LO and CCSS MLO (dashed) curves is mostly due to the inclusion
in CCSS of BFKL NLx terms, as well as to differences in the symmetrization gore When com-
paring CCSS NEk+NLO with ABF NLO this difference is reduced, and , being odlye the way the
symmetrization is implemented, it might be taken as an edérof the intrinsic ambiguity of the fixed—
coupling resummation procedure. At intermediatee NLO resummed splitting functions is of a similar
order of magnitude as the NLO DGLAP result even down to quitalkz, but with a somewhat differ-
ent shape, characterized by a shallow dip:at 1072, until the smallz rise sets in forr ~ 1073, It
has been suggested [235] that in the smallimit this dip can be explained as a consequence of the

in the Qo scheme, while fixed-order splitting functions are quotetheMS scheme (for discussions of the relations between
different schemes see [107, 206, 220, 234]).
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Fig. 91: The running coupling P, (x) splitting function, evaluated with; = 0.2 andn; = 0. The various curves correspond
to the same cases as in figure 90.

interplay between the a,® In 2 NNLO term ofz P, (also present in the resummation) and the first pos-
itive resummation effects which start with ag* In® 1/ term. The unstable smatldrop of the NNLO

DGLAP result appears to be a consequence of the unresur%éndduble pole in the NNLO anomalous
dimension.

The running-coupling resummed splitting functions ar@ldiged in figure 91. Note that the unre-
summed curves are the same as in the fixed coupling case B&icdeépendence am is just through a
prefactor ofa”, whereas in the resummed case there is an interplay betieeartning of the coupling
and the structure of the smaliliogs. All the resummed curves display a considerable soffeof the
smallx behaviour in comparison to their fixed-coupling counteipatue to the softening of the leading
small z singularity in the running-coupling case [202, 207]. As aseguence, the various resummed
results are closer to each other than in the fixed-couplisg,@nd also closer to the unresummed LO and
NLO DGLAP results. The resummed perturbative expansioreaqgpto be stable, subject to moderate
theoretical ambiguity, and qualitatively close to NLO DGRA

Finally, to appreciate the impact of resummation it is usgflinvestigate not only the properties
of the splitting function, but also its convolution with aysically reasonable gluon distribution. We take
the following toy gluon

zg(x) = 70181 — )7, (5.92)

and show in fig. 92 the result of its convolution with variogditing functions of fig. 91. The differ-
ences between resummed and unresummed results, and béhwe@@SS and ABF resummations are
partly washed out by the convolution, even though the difiee between the unresummed LO and NLO
DGLAP results is clearly visible. In particular, differesgbetween the fixed-order and resummed con-
volution start to become significant only for< 10~2 — 102, even though resummation effects started
to be visible in the splitting functions at somewhat larger

139



I I I I I
0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

R

109 101 102 103 10¢ 100 108
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It should be kept in mind that it is only thgy entry of the singlet splitting function matrix that has
so far been investigated at this level of detail and that theraentries may yet reserve surprises.

5.3.4 Explicit solution of the BFKL equation by Regge exptiagon

The CCSS approach of section 5.3.1 exploits a numericatisonlof the BFKL equation in which the
gluon Green’s function is represented on a gridciand k. This method provides an efficient determi-
nation of the azimuthally averaged Green’s function andtspg functions — for percent accuracy, up
to Y = 30, it runs in a few seconds — for a wide range of physics choieasg, pure Nlz, various
NLz+NLO schemes. Here we will discuss an alternative framevgaitable to solve numerically the
NLL BFKL integral equation [236], based on Monte Carlo gextien of events, which can also be ap-
plied to the study of different resummation schemes and BUSso far has been investigated for simpler
NLL BFKL kernels and Regge-like configurations. This methed the advantage that it automatically
provides information about azimuthal decorrelations al agthe pattern of final-state emissions.

This appproach relies on the fact that, as shown in Ref. [286]possible to trade the simple and
double poles i, present inD = 4 + 2e dimensional regularisation, by a logarithmic dependencaro
effective gluon masa. This A dependence numerically cancels out when the full NLL BFKaletion is
taken into account for a given center—of—-mass energy, a&goesice of the infrared finiteness of the full
kernel. The introduction of this mass scale, differentlyite original work of Ref. [108] was performed
without angular averaging the NLL kernel.

With such reguralisation of the infrared divergencies ihisn convenient to iterate the NLL BFKL
equation for theé—channel partial wave, generating, in this way, multipleepan the complexv—plane.
The positions of these singularities are set at differehtesof the gluon Regge trajectory depending
on the transverse momenta of the Reggeized gluons entéengniission vertices. At this point it is
possible to Mellin transform back to energy space and olaailterated form for the solution of the
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evolution in rapidity of the gluon Green’s function at LL ahdLL for fixed k, = 25 GeV andk, = 30 GeV. The plot on the
right hand side shows the dependencé:pffior fixed k, = 30 GeV andY =

NLL BFKL equation:

Fka, Ky, Y) = e*0 &)Y 5@ (k, — k) (5.93)
Vi )\2) _ i—1 i
d*k — T Je(k; - | ke k. k, k
ST [ [ o [P+ (e Sk r 3w

w e@0 (katXi21 ki) Wi-1-9i) oop (Ka D212y ka)ym 5(2 (Zkl+k _kb>

where the strong ordering in longitudinal components ofghgon emission is encoded in the nested
integrals in rapidity with an upper limit set by the loganittof the total energy in the process, = Y
The first term in the expansion corresponds to two Reggeiligahg propagating in the-channel with
no additional emissions. The exponentials carry the dem®ralon the Regge gluon trajectarg,

q’ Bo qz)\2 ™ 4 55
+—{2N A21 +<?—§—§N>1)\2+6C()],(5.94)

A2 4
corresponding to no—emission probabilities between twseoutive effective vertices. Meanwhile, the
real emission is built out of two parts, the first one:

a2<4 W2+§@—@1n§>,

wy (q) = —agln —

£(X) = as+f

33 3N, N. 2 (5.95)

which cancels the singularities present in the trajectodeoby order in perturbation theory, and the
second onek’,., which, although more complicated in structure, does noegsee singularities when
integrated over the full phase space of the emissions, tailsisee Ref. [236].

The numerical implementation and analysis of the solutisrinakEq. (5.93) was performed in

Ref. [237]. As in previous studies the intercept at NLL wasved to be lower than at leading—
logarithmic (LL) accuracy. In this approach the kernel i¢ egpanded on a set of functions derived
from the LL eigenfunctions, and there are no instabilitreemergy associated with a choice of functions
breaking they < 1 — ~ symmetry, with being the variable Mellin—conjugate of the transverse mo-
menta. This is explicitly shown at the left hand side of Fig.véhere the coloured bands correspond to
uncertainties from the choice of renormalisation scalec&ithe exponential growth at NLL is slower
than at LL, there is little overlap between the two preditsioand furthermore these move apart for
increasing rapidities. The NLL corrections to the intetcamount to roughly 50% and are stable with
increasing rapidities.
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In transverse momentum space the NLL corrections are steldm the two transverse scales
entering the forward gluon Green'’s function are of similagnitude. However, when the ratio between
these scales departs largely from unity, the perturbatimeergence is poor, driving, as it is well-known,
the gluon Green'’s function into an oscillatory behavioutrwegions of negative values along the period
of oscillation. This behaviour is demonstrated in the sdqalot of Fig 93.

The way the perturbative expansion of the BFKL kernel is iovpd by simultaneous resummation
of energy and collinear logs has been discussed in secti8ris®3.2. In particular, the original approach
based on the introduction in the NLL BFKL kernel of an all ardesummation of terms compatible
with renormalisation group evolution described in ref.QR@nd incorporated in the CCSS approach of
section 5.3.1) can be implemented in the iterative methoe &eplained [238] (the method of ref. [230]
was combined with the imposition of a veto in rapidities ifsrg239—241]). The main idea is that the
solution to thev—shift proposed in ref. [230]

w = as <1+ <a+%2> as> (21/1(1) —w<’y+g—b0’zs) —w(l—w%—b@s))
@ (a0 + (o0 -b) @osva-) - s+ ) em). 699)

can be very accurately approximated by the sum of the appiirid solutions to the shift at each of the
poles iny of the LL eigenvalue of the BFKL kernel. This provides an effiee “solution” of Eq. (5.96)
of the form [238]

: . (& (—yren)! (ac+aad)"
w = asxo(y) +aixi(y) + {mZ::O (;Z:O T (7(+ — bo?s)2"+1
Qs _9 a b 1
T oytm <’v+m+ (v+m)? 2(’y—|—m)3>] +{’Y—>1—’Y}}, (5.97)

wherey, andy; are, respectively, the LL and NLL scale invariant composetitthe kernel iny repre-
sentation with the collinear limit

a n b 1 5 6y 13ny 55 1 5 ng 11

X1 (7) ~ (5.98)

Ty T Ty YT RN, 36N 367 8N. 6N 12
The numerical solution to Eq. (5.96) and the value of exjpoest.97) are compared in Fig. 94. The
stability of the perturbative expansion is recovered imegions of transverse momenta with a prediction
for the intercept of 0.3 at NLL for, = 0.2, a result valid up to the introduction of scale invariance
breaking terms. The implementation of expression (5.9%gimsverse momentum space is simple given
that the transverse components decouple from the longaliéh this form of the collinear resumma-

tion [238]. The prescription is to remove the tem’i—z In? Z—z from the real emission kernef;, (tj, E)
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and replace it with

lk—ql
—q

2\ —bas = _ —5 2 2
q 2(as +aa?) \/ ~ 124 - Ly Llk—ql, q
(ﬁ) 711122_2 Jl( 2(as +aa2)ln 72 —as —aay +bag — lnﬁ(5.99)

with J; the Bessel function of the first kind. This prescription doesaffect angular dependences and
generates a well-behaved gluon Green’s function as candmeisd-ig. 95 where the oscillations in
the collinear and anticollinear regions of phase space @msistently removed. At present, work is in
progress to study the effect of the running of the couplinthis analysis when the Bessel resummation
is introduced in the iterative procedure of Ref. [236].

A great advantage of the iterative method here describduhistlhe solution to the NLL BFKL
equation is generated integrating the phase space usingieeMarlo sampling of the different parton
configurations. This allows for an investigation of the aiffon properties of the BFKL kernel as shown
in ref. [242], and provides a good handle on the average pfiglties and angular dependences of the
evolution. Multiplicities can be extracted from the Poisslike distribution in the number of iterations
of the kernel needed to reach a convergent solution, whichtaned numerically at the left hand side of
Fig. 96 for a fixed value of th& parameter. On the right hand side of the figure a study of timeudlal
angular correlation of the gluon Green’s function is présémtY” = 5. This decorrelation will directly
impact the prediction for the azimuthal angular decori@tadf two jets with a large rapidity separation,
in a fully inclusive jet sample (i.e. no rapidity gaps). Timerease of the angular correlation when the
NLL terms are included is a characteristic feature of theseections. This study is possible using this
approach because the NLL kernel is treated in full, withawfudar averaging, so there is no need to use
a Fourier expansion in angular variables.
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