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R E S U M É

La supersymétrie (SUSY), une des extensions les plus attractives du Modèle
Standard (MS), prédit l’existence d’un partenaire pour chaque particule du MS en
introduisant une symétrie fermion-boson. Cette théorie offre une réponse à plusieurs
des questions encore ouvertes de la physique, comme l’origine de la matière sombre,
le problème de la hiérarchie de masse du boson de Higgs et l’unification des forces
élémentaires à haute énergie. Les particules SUSY pourraient se manifester de
plusieurs façons dans les collisions proton-proton (p-p) du Large Hadron Collider
(LHC), ce qui permet la conception de plusieurs analyses de données visant à explorer
leurs signatures caractéristiques.

Ce travail se focalise sur l’analyse de données de la collaboration ATLAS qui
explore les longues cascades de désintégration des particules SUSY. Celles-ci résultent
en des états finaux avec zéro lepton, une large multiplicité de gerbes hadroniques
(8-12 gerbes) et une Quantité de Mouvement Transverse Manquante (Emiss

T ) modérée.
La stratégie de l’analyse ainsi que les résultats obtenus utilisant les 139 fb−1 de
données du détecteur ATLAS à

√
s = 13 TeV pendant la durée complète du Run 2 du

LHC sont présentés. Aucun excès par rapport à la prédiction du Modèle Standard n’a
été trouvé, et plusieurs limites d’exclusions à 95% CL ont été placées sur différents
modèles simplifiés de supersymétrie.

Cette analyse de données est la première analyse d’ATLAS à utiliser l’algorithme
de reconstruction “Particle Flow” pour les gerbes hadroniques et Emiss

T , une technique
qui combine l’information de plusieurs sous-détecteurs, ce qui permet d’améliorer
la précision de reconstruction et donc la sensibilité à de la nouvelle physique. Ce
travail décrit le développement de Particle Flow Emiss

T , une nouvelle technique de
reconstruction pour cette quantité qui a été commissionnée pendant le Run 2 du
LHC. Les améliorations fournies par cette quantité par rapport à la reconstruction
actuelle, basée sur la seule information du calorimètre, sont démontrées. Ce travail
présente également des nouvelles idées pour la suppression de la composante neutre
des interactions p-p multiples du LHC (pileup). Ces études ont été réalisées dans
le contexte de Particle Flow en utilisant des techniques d’analyse multivariée des
données. À l’avenir, ces idées pourraient améliorer encore davantage la stabilité de
l’algorithme Particle Flow d’ATLAS à ces effets.

En 2026, le LHC sera modernisé avec le High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC), qui
sera capable de délivrer une luminosité cinq fois plus élevée comparée à la valeur
de design du LHC. Ceci résultera en une augmentation du pileup et du taux des
données, dépassant les fonctionnalités actuelles du détecteur ATLAS. Une révision
du trigger et du système d’acquisition des données sera donc indispensable pour la
réalisation du programme de physique du HL-LHC. De plus, un nouveau système
de hardware tracking pour le trigger (HTT) sera inclus afin de réduire le taux de
données et d’augmenter la sensibilité à la nouvelle physique. Ce travail présente
aussi des études sur la suppression du pileup dans des sélections avec Emiss

T et avec
plusieurs gerbes hadroniques (multi-jet), grâce aux traces fournies par le système
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HTT. Ces études montrent une réduction significative du taux d’événements pour ces
signatures, ce qui permet d’augmenter l’efficacité de détection de signaux physiques
importants comme ZH→ bbνν et HH→ bbbb.



A B S T R A C T

Supersymmetry (SUSY) is one of the most appealing extensions of the Standard
Model (SM), predicting the existence of a partner for each particle of the SM introduc-
ing a fermion-boson symmetry. This theory offers an answer to many of the current
open questions of physics, such as the origin of Dark Matter, the Higgs boson mass
hierarchy problem and the unification of elementary forces at high energy. SUSY
particles could manifest themselves in different ways in the proton-proton (p-p)
collisions of the Large Hadron Collider (LHC), allowing the design of dedicated
searches that explore these characteristic signatures.

This work focuses on a search carried out by the ATLAS collaboration targeting
SUSY particles that decay via long cascades, leading to final states with zero leptons,
large jet multiplicities (8-12 jets) and moderate Missing Transverse Momentum
(Emiss
T ). The analysis strategy and results obtained using 139 fb−1 of

√
s = 13 TeV

data collected by the ATLAS experiment during the complete Run 2 of the LHC are
presented. No significant excess above the SM prediction was found, and 95% CL
exclusion limits were set on different simplified SUSY models.

This search is the first ATLAS analysis to use Particle Flow jet and Emiss
T re-

construction, a technique that combines information from different sub-detectors
in order to improve the reconstruction precision and thus the sensitivity to new
physics. This work describes the development of the ATLAS Particle Flow Emiss

T , a
novel Emiss

T reconstruction technique commissioned during the second Run of the
LHC. Improvements of this quantity with respect to standard calorimeter-based Emiss

T

reconstruction techniques are shown. This work also presents novel ideas for the
mitigation of the neutral component of the multiple p-p interactions of the LHC
(pileup). These studies were made in the context of Particle Flow using multivariate
analysis techniques. In future, these ideas might further improve the ATLAS Particle
Flow stability to pileup.

In 2026, the LHC will be upgraded to the High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC),
being able to deliver five times more luminosity than the original LHC design
value. This will result in much higher pileup and data rates, exceeding the current
design features of the ATLAS detector. The upgrade of the ATLAS Trigger and Data
Acquisition system will be essential to realise the HL-LHC physics program. In this
context, a novel Hardware Track Trigger (HTT) will be included for reducing the
trigger rates and increase the sensitivity to new physics. This work presents a set of
studies and techniques for the suppression of pileup using online HTT tracks in the
context of multi-jet and Emiss

T triggers. These studies show significant reductions in
the rates of these triggers, leading to better acceptance of important signals such as
ZH→ bbνν and HH→ bbbb.
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1
I N T R O D U C T I O N

“Mary Lou: Are you a seeker? A seeker after truth?

a beat.

Newt: I’m more of a chaser, really.”
– J.K. Rowling, Fantastic Beasts and Where to Find Them

What are we made of? How was the universe created and which features of
nature allowed stars, planets and life to exist today? These are only some of the
fundamental questions that have fascinated humans for centuries, and only partial
answers to these have been found. Particle Physics provides a remarkable description
of the atomic and subatomic world that, going back in time to the Big Bang, allows
to explain many features of the current cosmological observations. However, not all
features of our universe are currently understood and further investigations, based
on the scientific method, have to be performed.

A long time has passed since ancient civilizations introduced for the first time
the concept of symmetries inside art, music and mathematics. After many centuries,
passing through the pioneering work of E. Noether and E. Wigner [1], physicists
around the world started to understand that, similarly to how crystals are invariant
under certain sets of rotation groups, symmetries can give rise to an extremely
precise description of the atomic and subatomic world, also known as the Standard
Model of Particle Physics. But, how is it possible that symmetries, a human concept
expressed through mathematical laws, can describe the natural world in such a
precise way? Does nature know what symmetry really is? The remarkable precision
of the Standard Model suggests that this is the case, and that nature has induced in
our mathematics the power to describe the natural world. However, it is not clear
whether these symmetries can also describe nature at smaller and larger length scales
with respect to what has been currently tested and, in this work, we will address this
question.

One way to test the correctness of the Standard Model today is through dedi-
cated physics experiments. Collider experiments are a particular category of such
experiments, allowing to probe the existence of new phenomena at high energy. The
Large Hadron Collider (LHC) is the largest and most energetic particle collider ever
built for this scope. This machine collides protons at a center-of-mass energy of
13 TeV in the 27 km tunnel located one-hundred meters beneath the city of Geneva,
in Switzerland. The ATLAS experiment is one of the apparatus recording the results
of these proton-proton (p-p) collisions, chasing inconsistencies with the predictions
provided by the mathematical framework of the Standard Model.

This thesis focuses on searches for new phenomena in events with high jet
multiplicities produced during the Run 2 of the LHC between 2015 and 2018. Such
phenomena may be interpreted within Supersymmetry, a popular theoretical model
extending the Standard Model and aiming at solving many of its open questions such

1



2 introduction

as the origin of Dark Matter and the unification of elementary forces at high energies.
This work illustrates also the recently developed ATLAS Particle Flow algorithm for
jet and Missing Transverse Momentum (MET) reconstruction, a technique aiming at
improving the sensitivity of these searches to new physics and the overall precision
of the experiment.

This thesis is organized as follows. The first part of this work, including Chapter
2, 3, 4 and 5, is dedicated to the review of the Standard Model, Supersymmetry, the
Large Hadron Collider and the ATLAS detector. After these reviews, a second part
is dedicated to the performance of hadronic reconstruction in the ATLAS experiment.
In particular, Chapter 6 reviews the Missing Transverse Momentum reconstruction
and performance, Chapter 7 provides a description of Particle Flow jet and Emiss

T

reconstruction commissioned during the Run 2 of the LHC. Chapter 8 provides a set
of studies performed for further improvement of the current Particle Flow algorithm
in the context of neutral pileup mitigation. In Chapter 9, an overview of track-based
pileup mitigation techniques in multi-jet and MET triggers for High-Luminosity LHC
is presented. The third part of this thesis is dedicated to description of the ATLAS
search for new phenomena in events with large jet multiplicities, zero leptons and
moderate Emiss

T . Chapter 10 provides a description of the different analysis versions
performed during the second run of the LHC. Chapter 11 present the results obtained
using the complete Run 2 dataset collected by the ATLAS experiment between 2015

and 2018.



P E R S O N A L C O N T R I B U T I O N S

The ATLAS collaboration is composed of more than 3000 scientists and students
from all over the world working on the various operations of the experiment including
the maintenance and construction of the detector, the collection and analysis of the
data, the calibration of the detector, and many other tasks. The work presented in
this thesis could not be performed by a single individual and it relies on the work of
many people. The major contributions from the author of this thesis are listed below.

part ii − hadronic event reconstruction, performance and pileup

suppression

The author was one of the major contributors to the commissioning of the ATLAS
Particle Flow algorithm during the LHC Run 2. These contributions focused on
the Missing Transverse Momentum (MET) reconstruction through the performance
evaluation using early Run 2 data. This lead to the first publication documenting the
ATLAS Particle Flow MET reconstruction in Run 2 [2].

The author has also significantly contributed to the offline MET reconstruction
operations during the Run 2 of the LHC, studying the performance of this quantity
during the 2015-2016 data taking periods and developing the framework necessary
for the estimation of systematic uncertainties used by the ATLAS collaboration
in Run 2. The uncertainties estimation was provided also for Particle Flow MET
reconstruction.

The author is the principal designer and developer of the multivariate neutral
pileup suppression techniques described in Chapter 8. Studies and plots have been
made together with the CERN summer student (Melina Lüthi) and the master student
(Julien Songeon) that the author supervised for the development of these techniques
during 2018-2019.

The author has also made the studies, illustrated in Chapter 9, for the mitigation
of pileup jets in multi-jet and MET triggers for the ATLAS trigger upgrade for
High-Luminosity LHC. These studies document the features of the future ATLAS
online tracking system, known as Hardware Track Trigger (HTT). This work is
included in the Technical Design Report (TDR) of the upgraded ATLAS Phase-II
Trigger and Data Acquisition system [3].

part iii − the hunt for new phenomena in signatures with large jet

multiplicities

The author has been one of the main analyzers of the ATLAS zero-lepton search
for new phenomena in events with large jet multiplicities and Missing Transverse
Momentum using the complete Run 2 dataset. Contributions focused on the analysis
of the collected dataset, definition of analysis objects, optimization of the analysis
signal regions, estimation of Standard Model backgrounds and of experimental



4 introduction

systematic uncertainties. The author has also played the main role in the implemen-
tation of Particle Flow reconstruction in this analysis, leading to the first ATLAS
search exploiting this novel reconstruction technique using the LHC Run 2 dataset [4].
Contributions were also made to the previous versions of this search with reduced
Run 2 statistics [5, 6].

The author has also contributed to the derivation of the 95% CL exclusion limits
for the ATLAS R-parity violating (RPV) reinterpretation in the context of the SUSY
search mentioned above [7].
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T H E S TA N D A R D M O D E L O F PA RT I C L E P H Y S I C S

“After all this time? ’Always’ said Snape.”
– J.K. Rowling, Harry Potter and the Deathly Hallows

Contents
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2.5 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25

The Standard Model is a theoretical model that aims at describing the properties
and interactions of elementary particles composing the natural world at its most
fundamental level. This model makes many predictions, some of which are tested
experimentally at O(10−12) precision [8]. We can certainly say then that, among other
physical models describing the nature of the subatomic world, the Standard Model is
the most descriptive and complete subatomic physical model ever created. However,
it is far from being a complete model as several parameters take extremely precise
values to fit certain observations1 and it does not describe Nature in a complete way
since gravity can not be accounted in its mathematical framework and it does not
provide an explanation for the Dark Matter content of the universe.

The Standard Model is a Quantum Field Theory, a framework mixing quantum
mechanics and special relativity, and describes elementary particles as quantizations of
fields spread across the entire universe. Similarly to the classification developed by
Mendeleev for the Periodic Table of the Elements, elementary particles can be classified
through their interaction properties. In this context, as visually represented also in
Figure 2.1, elementary particles can be divided in four main categories:

• The gauge bosons, represented by four different spin-1 particles mediating
elementary forces such as the strong, electromagnetic and weak interactions.
The Standard Model’s gauge bosons include: the gluon mediating the strong
force, the photon mediating the electromagnetic interaction and the weak W, Z
bosons mediating the weak force.

1 Also referred to as the fine-tuning problems of the Standard Model.

7



8 the standard model of particle physics

Figure 2.1 – Overview of the particles composing the Standard Model [9].

• The quarks, represented by six spin one-half fermions grouped in three families,
being the only Standard Model fermions feeling the strong force. These particles
also carry an electric and weak charge, making them interacting also through
the electromagnetic and weak force. Among these particles we can find the
quark up (u), down (d), charm (c), strange (s), top (t) and bottom (b).

• The leptons interact through the weak and electromagnetic force and are
composed of electrons, muons and taus. Similarly to the quarks, leptons are
also grouped in three families where each one of the previous particles is
coupled to a neutrino. Neutrinos are a special type of lepton since they interact
only weakly and do not carry any electric charge.

• The Higgs boson is the only scalar spin-zero particle of the Standard Model.
Through the spontaneous symmetry breaking mechanism described in Section 2.3,
it provides masses to the weak W, Z bosons and also to quarks and leptons.
This boson differs from vector bosons as it couples only to particles carrying a
mass, and not a charge as for the vector (spin-1) gauge bosons.

With the only exception of the top quark, quarks are only observed inside bound
states known as hadrons. Many different types of hadrons have been observed in
nature, for example mesons composed of two valence quarks and baryons composed
of three valence quarks. However, hadrons also contain “sea quarks” represented by
quark-antiquark pairs bound together to the valence quarks through the strong force
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mediated by gluons. Typical examples of mesons are pions formed by combinations
of up and down quarks whereas baryons are generally represented by protons and
neutrons. Further states also exists, such as the recently discovered pentaquarks [10]
having spin 3/2 and 5/2. Due to its large mass, the top quark decays very quickly
(τ =  h/Γ ≈ 5× 10−25 s where Γt = 1.41GeV [11]) and it does not have the necessary
time to create a bound state together with other quarks.

This chapter illustrates the Standard Model using the quantum field theory
mathematical framework and it is largely based on the works of [12, 13, 14]. The
Standard Model is described by a non-abelian Yang-Mills theory based on the
invariance of the theory from the SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗U(1)Y group. From Noether’s
theorem [1], it is well known that for each of these symmetry groups corresponds
a conserved quantity, generally referred to as the charges of the symmetry group.
For the SU(3)C group describing the strong interaction (also known as Quantum
Chromodynamics) as illustrated in Section 2.1, three charges are present, and called
color charges (or simply colors). The SU(2)L ×U(1)Y group describes the electroweak
interaction, resulting from the unification of the weak and electromagnetic forces.
Two charges are associated to this symmetry group: the electric charge and the weak
hypercharge described further in Section 2.2.

A short review of these theories and of gauge invariance is provided in the next
sections but more details can be found in Appendix A.

2.1 quantum chromodynamics

Quantum chromodynamics (QCD) is the Yang-Mills theory associated to the
symmetry group SU(3)C and it describes the strong interaction binding together the
atomic nuclei. The number of degrees of freedom associated to this group is exactly 8
(further details can be found in Section A.2.2), corresponding to the 8 generators and
gauge bosons fields Gµa(x) generally called gluons. In this notation, a = 1, . . . , 8. The
triplets qTf =

(
q1f ,q2f ,q3f

)
, where qif is the quark field with flavour f = u,d, c, s, t,b

and color i = 1, 2, 3, can be used in order to build the Lagrangian in the compact form

L = −
1

4
GaµνG

µν
a +

∑
f

qfiγµD
µqf. (2.1)

In this expression, the quark mass term has been explicitly ignored as it will be
introduced by the Higgs mechanism in Section 2.3. The SU(3) transformation U is
described by

U = exp
{
igS

λa

2
θa
}

, (2.2)

where λa
2 are the generators of the fundamental representation of the SU(3) group

and θa are arbitrary parameters, acting on the quark and gluon fields as

qf → (qf)
′ = Uqf,

Gµa(x) → (Gµa(x))
′ = UGµa(x)U

† +
i

gS
(∂µU)U†.

(2.3)



10 the standard model of particle physics

Gνa

q
β
f

qαf

∝ gS
λaαβ
2 γµ

Gνa

G
µ
b

Gνc

∝ gSfabc

G
µ
d

Gνe

G
µ
b

Gνc

∝ g2Sfabcfade

Figure 2.2 – QCD gauge interaction terms.

The covariant derivative Dµ, transforming as (Dµ) ′ = UDµU†, is defined as

Dµqf =

(
∂µ − igS

λa

2
Gµa(x)

)
qf, (2.4)

where gS is the strong coupling constant and λa are the Gell-Mann matrices:

λ1 =

0 1 0

1 0 0

0 0 0

 , λ2 =

0 −i 0

i 0 0

0 0 0

 , λ3 =

1 0 0

0 −1 0

0 0 0

 ,

λ4 =

0 0 1

0 0 0

1 0 0

 , λ5 =

0 0 −i

0 0 0

i 0 0

 , λ6 =

0 0 0

0 0 1

0 1 0

 ,

λ7 =

0 0 0

0 0 −i

0 i 0

 , λ8 =
1√
3

1 0 0

0 1 0

0 0 −2

 .

In the QCD Lagrangian provided in Equation (2.1), the gauge invariant kinetic
tensors Gµνa are built from the gluon fields Gaµ(x) of color a, and defined as

Gµνa = ∂µGνa − ∂
νGµa + gSf

abcG
µ
bG

ν
c . (2.5)

The QCD Lagrangian can be written in its extended form as

L =−
1

4
(∂µGνa − ∂

νGµa)
(
∂µG

a
ν − ∂νG

a
µ

)
+
∑
f

qfiγµ∂
µqf

− gSf
abc (∂µGaν)G

µ
bG

ν
c −

g2S
4
fabcfadeG

µ
bG

ν
cGdµGeν

+ gSG
µ
a

∑
f

qαf γµ

(
λa

2

)
αβ

q
β
f .

(2.6)

In this expression, the first row represents the kinetic term of the gluon and quark
fields. The second row represents the self-interacting terms of the gluon fields
implied by the non-commutativity of the SU(3)C group and the presence of the
additional terms proportional to the SU(3) structure constants fabc (see Appendix A
for more details). The last row represents the gluon-quarks interaction introduced by
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the gauge terms of the covariant derivative provided in Equation (2.4). Figure 2.2
shows the Feynman diagrams associated to these gauge interaction terms.

From these interaction terms it is possible to note that the strong interaction does
not allow quark mixing as gluon-quark-quark interactions for different quark flavors
are forbidden. This feature has deep phenomenological implications considering that
only the weak interaction allows the mixing of quark families. However, a quark can
change its color charge from emission or absorption of one of the eight gluons.

2.2 electroweak unification

The Electroweak (EW) interaction of the Standard Model is described by the
symmetry group SU(2)L ⊗U(1)Y . Here, the index L denotes the act of the SU(2)
group on the left-handed components of the lepton and quark fields while Y denotes
the weak hyper-charge acting on both left- and right-handed components of these
fields.

Since SU(2)L acts only on the left-handed components of lepton and quark fields,
it is convenient to write the left-handed components of these fields as doublets

lfL =

(
νeL
eL

)
,
(
νµL
µL

)
,
(
ντL
τL

)
, (2.7)

qfL =

(
uL
d ′L

)
,
(
cL
s ′L

)
,
(
tL
b ′L

)
, (2.8)

where the fundamental representation of the SU(2)L group can act. The local
transformations associated to these groups can be written as

USU(2)L = exp
{
ig
σi
2
αi(x)

}
, (2.9)

UU(1)Y = exp
{
ig ′
Y

2
β(x)

}
, (2.10)

where αi(x) and β(x) are general parameters of the transformation, g and g ′ are the
coupling constants associated to the SU(2)L and U(1)Y gauge groups and σi are Pauli
matrices generating the SU(2)L group transformations

σ1 =

(
0 1

1 0

)
, σ2 =

(
0 −i

i 0

)
, σ3 =

(
1 0

0 −1

)
. (2.11)

These transformations act on the left-handed lepton doublets and right-handed
singlets as

lfL →
(
lfL
) ′

= UU(1)YUSU(2)L l
f
L,

efR →
(
efR
) ′

= UU(1)Y e
f
R,

νfR →
(
νfR
) ′

= UU(1)Y ν
f
R.

(2.12)
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The same transformations are valid for qfL,ufR and dfR. Similarly to the QCD case
described in Section 2.1, the EW Lagrangian invariant under SU(2)L ⊗U(1)Y can be
written as

L =−
1

4
BµνB

µν −
1

4
Wi
µνW

µν
i

+
∑
f

l
f
LiγµD

µlfL + ν
f
RiγµD

µνfR + e
f
RiγµD

µefR

+
∑
f

qfLiγµD
µqfL + u

f
RiγµD

µufR + d
f
RiγµD

µdfR,

(2.13)

where Bµν and Wµν
i are the kinetic gauge tensor associated to the U(1)Y and SU(2)L

groups described by

W
µν
i = ∂µW

i
ν − ∂νW

i
µ + gfabcWi

µW
i
ν,

Bµν = ∂µBν − ∂νBµ.
(2.14)

We remark that the gauge invariance of the Wµ
i ,Bµ fields implies once again the

absence of any mass term associated to these gauge fields. The generation of this
mass term represents the central motivation for the Higgs mechanism described later
in Section 2.3.

The covariant derivatives applied in Equation (2.13) are defined according to the
acting of the SU(2)L and U(1)Y groups on the left-handed and right-handed Dirac
spinors

DµlfL =

(
∂µ − ig

σi
2
W
µ
i − ig ′

Y

2
Bµ
)
lfL,

DµefR =

(
∂µ − ig ′

Y

2
Bµ
)
efR,

DµνfR =

(
∂µ − ig ′

Y

2
Bµ
)
νfR.

(2.15)

The same relations are valid for spinor quantities associated to quarks: qfL,ufR and
dfR. The transformations of the lepton, quark and gauge fields are identical to the
ones introduced for QCD in Equation (2.3).

Despite the fact that 4 gauge fields have been introduced for the description of
the electroweak interactions (three associated to Wµ

i (x) and one associated to Bµ(x)),
these do not correspond yet to the photon and weak gauge bosons W±,Z introduced
at the beginning of this chapter. In the next sections we will quickly discuss the
derivation of such gauge boson fields by splitting the interaction terms of the EW
Lagrangian into charged and neutral interactions.

2.2.1 Charged interactions

Electroweak charged interactions consist of the interaction terms of the EW
Lagrangian provided in Equation (2.13) corresponding to a lepton-neutrino or up-
type-down-type quark transition. These interactions are described by the off-diagonal
terms of the SU(2)L generators (i.e. the Pauli matrices) and, as seen in Equation
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W
µ
±

νe,νµ,ντ

e,µ, τ

∝ g

2
√
2
γµ(1− γ5)

W
µ
±

u, c, t

d, s,b

∝ g

2
√
2
γµ(1− γ5)Vud

Figure 2.3 – Electroweak charged interaction terms. Vud corresponds to the CKM matrix term
related to the up-quark and down-type quarks u = u, c, t and d = d, s,b.

(2.11), the only terms bringing to off-diagonal terms are σ1 and σ2. Therefore, the
charged interaction terms of the EW Lagrangian are

LCint =
g

2

∑
f

l
f
Lγµ

(
σ1W

µ
1 + σ2W

µ
2

)
lfL

+
g

2

∑
f

qfLγµ
(
σ1W

µ
1 + σ2W

µ
2

)
qfL.

(2.16)

In order to observe the gauge fields associated to the W± bosons, it is necessary to
rewrite these terms as function of the complete diagonal basis given by

σ+ =
1

2
(σ1 + iσ2) =

(
0 1

0 0

)
(2.17)

σ− =
1

2
(σ1 − iσ2) =

(
0 0

1 0

)
(2.18)

such that, by defining the new gauge fields Wµ
+(x) and Wµ

−(x) as

W
µ
±(x) =

1√
2

(
W
µ
1 (x)∓ iW

µ
2 (x)

)
, (2.19)

it is easy to show that the interaction term of Equation (2.16) becomes, in the compact
form

LCint =−
g

2
√
2
(νe,νµ,ντ)γµ(1− γ5)W

µ
+

eµ
τ


−

g

2
√
2

(
u, c, t

)
γµ(1− γ5)W

µ
+VCKM

ds
b

+ h.c.

(2.20)

Here, VCKM is the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CMK) unitary matrix [11] providing the
quark mixing throughd ′s ′

b ′

 = VCKM

ds
b

 =

Vud Vus Vub

Vcd Vcs Vcb

Vtd Vts Vtb

ds
b

 . (2.21)
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Aµ

q, l

q, l

∝ eQ

Zµ

q, l,νL

q, l,νL

∝ eQZ

Figure 2.4 – Electroweak neutral interaction terms.

Figure 2.3 shows the Feynman diagrams associated to these charged interactions
through the W± bosons. The precision on the single terms of VCKM ranges from
O(10−2) to O(10−4) [11], and the unitarity of the matrix is tested at high precision
today. Further investigations on the violation of this unitarity due to the presence
of new physics are currently performed at different experimental facilities, such as
LHCb (LHC, CERN) and Belle II (SuperKEKB, Japan).

2.2.2 Neutral interactions

Neutral EW interactions correspond to the diagonal interaction terms of the EW
Lagrangian provided in Equation (2.13). These interactions are described by the
diagonal terms of the SU(2)L generators (i.e. Pauli matrices) as well as the interaction
terms of the right-handed spinors. Looking at Equation (2.11), the only diagonal
terms are those invoking the right-handed spinor plus the ones proportional to σ3.
Therefore, the neutral interaction terms of the EW Lagrangian are

LNint =
g

2

∑
f

W
µ
3

(
νfLγµν

f
L − e

f
Lγµe

f
L

)
+
g ′

2

∑
f

Y Bµ
(
νfLγµν

f
L + e

f
Lγµe

f
L + ν

f
Rγµν

f
R + e

f
Rγµe

f
R

)
,

(2.22)

or, in the compact form

Ln =
∑
f

∑
i=q,l

Ψ
f
i γµ

(
gT3W

µ
3 + g ′

Y

2
Bµ
)
Ψfi . (2.23)

Here, Ψ is a column vector formed with all left-handed and right-handed fields of
the theory (i.e. quarks and leptons) and T3 is a new tensor defined with the following
values

T3(ν
f
L) = T3(u

f
L) = +

1

2
, T3(e

f
L) = T3(d

f
L) = −

1

2
,

T3(ν
f
R) = T3(e

f
R) = T3(u

f
R) = T3(d

f
R) = 0.

(2.24)

A valid description of the Weak and Electromagnetic interactions can be derived
once the fields Bµ,Wµ

3 are rotated by an angle θW(
Bµ

W
µ
3

)
=

(
cos θW − sin θW
sin θW cos θW

)(
Aµ

Zµ

)
. (2.25)
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Fermion Electric charge Q T3 Y Weak charge QZ (· cos θW sin θW)

νfL 0 +12 −1 1
2

efL −1 −12 −1 −12 + sin2 θW
νfR 0 0 0 0

efR −1 0 −2 sin2 θW

ufL +23 +12 +13
1
2 −

2
3 sin2 θW

dfL −13 −12 +13 −12 +
1
3 sin2 θW

ufR +23 0 +43 −23 sin2 θW
dfR −13 0 −23

1
3 sin2 θW

Table 2.1 – Electroweak charges for leptons and quarks.

θW is commonly known as the Weinberg angle or the weak mixing angle. By substituting
inside Equation (2.23) we obtain a new compact Lagrangian under the form

LNint =
∑
f

∑
i=q,l

Ψ
f
i γµ

(
g sin θWT3 + g ′

Y

2
cos θW

)
ΨfiA

µ+

+
∑
f

∑
i=q,l

Ψ
f
i γµ

(
g cos θWT3 − g ′

Y

2
sin θW

)
ΨfiZ

µ,
(2.26)

where the term proportional to Aµ has to match the EM interaction term given by
[13]

LEM
int = e (eLγ

µeL + eRγ
µeR)A

µ = eΨγµQΨAµ. (2.27)

In this formula, Q corresponds to the electromagnetic charge obtained in the theory
of Quantum Electrodynamics (QED). Therefore, it is simple to show that these terms
are matched if

g ′ cos θW = g sin θW = e, (2.28)

and if the hyper-charge Y, the electric charge Q and the tensor T3 satisfies

Q = T3 +
Y

2
. (2.29)

Using these relations, it is possible to further simplify the neutral interaction La-
grangian provided inside Equation (2.26) and write it as

LN
int =

∑
f

∑
i=q,l

eΨ
f
iγ
µQΨfiA

µ + eΨ
f
iγ
µQZΨ

f
iZ
µ, (2.30)

where
QZ =

1

sin θW cos θW

(
T3 −Q sin2 θW

)
(2.31)

is the weak charge. Therefore, from the rotation of this neutral interaction Lagrangian
by an angle θW two interaction terms, corresponding to the photon and Z-boson
interactions, have been obtained.

Table 2.1 report a summary of the values of Y,Q,QZ and T3 for each lepton
and quark. From this table, it is possible to see that Q(νeR) = QZ(νeR) = 0,
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Figure 2.5 – Electroweak self-interaction terms.

implying that right-handed neutrinos are completely decoupled from the Weak
and Electromagnetic interactions and so they are completely non-interacting (or
sterile) particles. Due to this reason, only left-handed neutrinos interact weakly
implying that the Z-boson can decay to left-handed neutrinos leading to important
phenomenological consequences at particle colliders where Z-bosons are abundantly
produced. This feature is represented also in Figure 2.4, where Feynman diagrams
associated to EW neutral interaction terms are shown.

2.2.3 Gauge bosons self-interactions

It is possible to show that the kinetic terms of Equation (2.13) lead to the self-
interacting terms of the W,Z and photon fields through

Lkin =−
1

4
FµνF

µν −
1

4
ZµνZ

µν −
1

4
W+
µνW

µν
−

+ ig sin θW
(
W+
µνW

µ
−A

ν −W−
µνW

µ
+A

ν + FµνW
µ
+W

ν
−

)
+ ig cos θW

(
W+
µνW

µ
−Z

ν −W−
µνW

µ
+Z

ν +ZµνW
µ
+W

ν
−

)
+
g2

2
(2gµνgρσ − gµρgνσ − gµσgνρ)

[
1

2
W+
µW

+
νW

−
ρW

−
σ

−W+
µW

−
ν (AρAσ) sin2 θW +ZρZσ cos2 θW + 2AρZσ sin θW cos θW

]
(2.32)

where the kinetic tensors are defined by

Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAν, (2.33)

Zµν = ∂µZν − ∂νZν, (2.34)

W
µν
± = ∂µWν

± − ∂νWν
±. (2.35)

Figure 2.5 shows the Feynman diagrams associated to these terms.

2.3 the higgs mechanism

It was clear that the EW unification represented one of the greatest success of
Yang-Mills theories and of the Standard Model. However, gauge invariance prevents
mass terms for gauge vector bosons, implying that a piece of the puzzle is still
missing for the correct description of the electroweak interaction considering the
observation of two massive vector bosons associated to the W and Z bosons in 1983
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by the UA1 Collaboration at the CERN Super Proton Synchrotron (SPS) [15, 16]. A
very elegant solution to this problem was provided by R. Brout, F. Englert, P. Higgs,
G. Guralnik, C. R. Hagen and T. Kibble in 1964 [17, 18, 19] following the work
made in the context of broken symmetries for superconductivity theory with the
introduction of a new complex scalar field commonly called the Higgs field. In 2012,
after 48 years from its theorization, the massive scalar boson associated to this field
known with the name of Higgs boson was successfully observed at CERN [20, 21]
leading not only to a historical discovery, but also to an additional confirmation to
the validity of the Standard Model. This section is dedicated to the description of
such an important piece of the EW theory and of the Standard Model.

2.3.1 Masses of vector bosons

This section illustrates how the introduction of two massive complex scalar fields
coupled inside an SU(2)L doublet can provide a mass to vector bosons through a
process called Spontaneous Symmetry Breaking (SSB) or Higgs-Kibble mechanism. This
doublet, invariant under SU(2)L, can be written as

Φ(x) =

(
φ+(x)

φ0(x)

)
. (2.36)

It is possile now to add to the EW Langrangian of Equation (2.13) the following
potential using this new doublet

LH = (DµΦ)†DµΦ− V(Φ) (2.37)

where V(Φ) is the Higgs potential defined as

V(Φ) = µ2Φ†Φ+ λ
(
Φ†Φ

)2
. (2.38)

Since Φ(x) is a SU(2)L doublet, the covariant derivative Dµ acting on this field is
defined, similarly to left-handed leptons and quark components, as

DµΦ =

(
∂µ − ig

σi
2
W
µ
i − ig ′

Y

2
Bµ
)
Φ. (2.39)

Figure 2.6 shows a representation of this potential, for λ > 0 and different values
of µ2. In particular, it is possible to note how, in the case µ2 < 0, this potential has
an infinite number of minima described by

|Φ|2 = Φ†Φ =

√
−
µ2

2λ
. (2.40)

Additionally, it is possible to note how, by thinking of an observation point at |Φ|2 = 0,
the potential is perfectly symmetric, while it is not when this observation point is
moved to the local minima of the potential. This effect is crucial as it is the core idea
behind the Higgs-Kibble mechanism. When the Φ(x) value is positioned at |Φ|2 = 0,
everything is symmetric and gauge bosons do not carry any mass. When it moves

to the minimum described by |Φ|2 =

√
−µ

2

2λ , gauge symmetry is broken and all the
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√
−µ2
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Re(Φ)

µ2 > 0 µ2 < 0

Im(Φ)

Re(Φ)

Im(Φ)

Figure 2.6 – Higgs potential representation.

Standard Model particles acquire a mass. In this scenario, we say that the symmetry
is spontaneously broken by the new vacuum state 〈0|φ0(x) |0〉.

In order to illustrate this effect, we decide to choose the minimum of this potential
in

〈0|φ0(x) |0〉 =
√

−
µ2

2λ
, (2.41)

and to rotate the other components of Φ according to three new real scalar fields
θi(x). The new parametrization for the field Φ becomes

Φ(x) = exp
{
i
σi
2
θi(x)

} 1√
2

(
0

H(x) + v

)
. (2.42)

where v =

√
−µ

2

λ is the vacuum expectation value (or VEV). We will see that θi(x)
corresponds to three Goldstone bosons that, being absorbed by the W, Z fields, provide
them with masses. It will be shown that H(x) is a new real scalar massive field
corresponding to the Higgs boson.

By injecting now the new parametrization of the Φ(x) doublet around the v it is
possible to see that the kinetic term of Equation (2.37) becomes

(DµΦ)†DµΦ =+
1

2
∂µH∂µH

+ (v+H)2
(
g2

4

(
W+
µ

)†
W
µ
+ +

g2

4

(
W−
µ

)†
W
µ
− +

g2

8 cos2 θW
ZµZ

µ

)
.

(2.43)

Here, the terms proportional to v2 correspond to the mass terms of Wµ
−,Wµ

+ and
Zµ, while the terms proportional to vH and to H2 represent the interaction terms
between the Higgs and the W, Z bosons. The photon field Aµ stays massless while
the masses of the W and Z become [11]

MW =
vg

2
= (80.379± 0.012)GeV , (2.44)

MZ =
vg

2 cos θW
= (91.1876± 0.0021)GeV . (2.45)
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Figure 2.7 – Higgs interaction terms.

Due to this reason, photons do not interact directly with the Higgs, even though
quark-mediated and W-mediated loop diagrams can lead to a Higgs-photon-photon
process. The Higgs potential described inside Equation (2.38) becomes, in this new
parametrization of Φ(x),

V(Φ) =
m2H
2
H2 +

m2H
2v
H3 +

m2H
8v2

H4. (2.46)

where the constant term has been ignored and where the term proportional to H2

corresponds to the mass of the Higgs boson mH defined as

mH =
√

−2µ2 =
√
2λv. (2.47)

The additional terms proportional to H3 and H4 are the self-interactions of the Higgs
boson, created by the SSB mechanism.

All these relations between W, Z and Higgs boson are very consistent with the
current observations provided by the LHC, illustrating the huge predictive power of
the Standard Model [11].

2.3.2 Masses of fermions

It has been illustrated in the previous sections how the Higgs-Kibble mechanism
can provide masses of W and Z bosons, resulting in the presence of Higgs-Z, Higgs-
W and self-Higgs interactions. However, the fermion masses need an additional
set of terms in the Standard Model Lagrangian in order to generate fermionic mass
terms through spontaneous symmetry breaking. Fermion mass terms are forbidden
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by the gauge invariance of the theory acting differently on left-handed and right-
handed spinor components, making the Higgs-Kibble mechanism well suited for the
generation of fermion masses.

The fermion masses can be provided by the Yukawa interaction terms of the Higgs
[14]:

LY = −
∑
f

cdf
(
u,d

)
L
Φ dR −

∑
f

cuf
(
u,d

)
L
Φ∗ uR −

∑
f

cef (νe, e)LΦ eR + h.c.

(2.48)

After spontaneous symmetry breaking, it is possible to show that this Lagrangian
becomes

LY = −
1√
2
(v+H)

∑
f

(
cdf dfdf + c

u
f ufuf + c

e
fefef

)
. (2.49)

The terms proportional to the VEV correspond to the mass terms of fermions, which
can be written as

mdf = c
d
f

v√
2

, muf = c
u
f

v√
2

, mef = c
e
f

v√
2

. (2.50)

The terms proportional to the Higgs field becomes Higgs-fermion-fermion interaction
terms with coupling constantmf/v. Therefore, the higher the mass of the fermion, the
higher the coupling to the Higgs, as confirmed by the ATLAS and CMS experiments
with the observation of the ttH and H → bb processes [22, 23]. Figure 2.8 shows
the Higgs cross-sections (normalized to Standard Model value) split by decay and
production mode of the current observed Higgs modes. The compatibility of the
measurements with the unity value illustrates the nice agreement of the formalism
previously described with the experimental observations.

2.4 open problems and questions of the standard model

Figure 2.9 shows the fiducial cross sections measured by the ATLAS experiment
for different Standard Model processes during Run 1 and 2. Despite the good
agreement between the predictions and the observations, several questions are still
open and can not be explained by the mathematical framework illustrated in the
previous sections. In the following a summary of these questions is provided:

dark matter

From astrophysical and cosmological results, we know that only 4% of our
universe is composed of ordinary matter described by the Standard Model [12].
In fact, we know from cosmological and astronomical observations that the
other 74% and 22% of the universe’s energy is composed of the mysterious
dark energy and dark matter. Additionally, we know that dark matter has to be
more massive than other Standard Model particles (e.g. neutrinos) in order to
be non-relativistic and form large galactic structures at the time of decoupling
from the early universe plasma [12]. Considering that dark matter is also
invisible in the current astronomical observations, a standard solution to this
problem is the existence of a new unobserved particle - or a set of particles -
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Figure 2.8 – Cross sections times branching fraction for ggF, VBF, VH and ttH+tH production
in each relevant decay mode, normalized to their SM predictions [24].
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Figure 2.10 – Higgs mass corrections from a fermions f and a boson b.

carrying a very high mass and interacting only through weak or gravitational
interaction. This particle and the interactions related to its phenomenology is
still unknown and it represents one of the biggest mysteries of our century.

hierarchy problem

As illustrated in the previous sections, the mass of the Higgs boson mH is a free
parameter of the Standard Model and it depends only on the Higgs potential
and the VEV. However, the physical mass of the Higgs mH is affected by the
sum of the radiative loop corrections squared δm2H as

m2H = m2H,0 + δm
2
H, (2.51)

where m2H corresponds to the Higgs mass of Equation (2.47). Given that
new physics is expected to be present between the electroweak and Planck
scale due to the large number of unanswered question and the unification
of gravity with the Standard Model, the δm2H term makes the Higgs mass
extremely sensitive to new physics, and with a value expected in the Planck
energy scale (mP ≈ 1018GeV). However, the Higgs mass has been measured
to be mH ≈ 125GeV . This effect implies an exceptionally precise cancellation
between mH,0 and δm2H, also called fine tuning problem. It is known that
fermions and bosons contribute with two opposite sign contributions to the
Higgs mass (see Feynman diagrams of Figure 2.10)

δm2H ∝ −m2f ln
(
mf
µ

)
, (2.52)

δm2H ∝ +m2b ln
(
mb
µ

)
, (2.53)

where µ is a momentum scale. These two contributions might cancel when
mf ≈ mb, providing a possible solution to this problem assuming a boson-
fermion symmetry (see supersymmetry description in Chapter 3).

unification of elementary forces

Taking into account a theoretical simplicity argument, it is a desired feature the
unification of the Standard Model SU(3)C⊗SU(2)L⊗U(1)Y into a single gauge
group (i.e. a single force) at high energy. At 1-loop level, the Renormalization-
Group (RG) equations of the Standard Model can be written as

d

dt
α−1
a (t) = −

ba

2π
(2.54)
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Figure 2.11 – Gauge couplings provided by the RG equations [26]. Dashed lines correspond
to the Standard Model couplings, which do not merge into a single point. Solid lines
corresponds to RG equations in the MSSM, which gets modified by the larger number
of particles in this model. The blue and red lines corresponds to sparticle masses with a
common threshold at 750GeV and 2.5 TeV .

where Q is the RG energy scale, ba are three constants depending on the
number of particle in the theory and, for the Standard Model, these constants
are (b1,b2,b3) = (41/10,−19/6,−7). The variable t is defined as t = ln (Q/Q0)

while αa is defined as

αa =
g2a
4π

, (2.55)

where g1,g2,g3 are the Standard Model coupling constants.

Figure 2.11 shows the αa parameters associated to these gauge couplings, and
it is possible to note how these do not merge at high values of Q, creating
a puzzle for the unification of forces at high energy. With supersymmetry,
the {ba} factors are changed to (33/5, 1,−3) above a certain mass threshold
due to the larger number of particles in the theory, making the unification at
high energy possible. This feature, together with the loop cancelations in the
hierarchy mass problem previously illustrated, makes supersymmetry a good
candidate for physics beyond the Standard Model at the TeV scale.

matter and anti-matter asymmetry

We know that the Standard Model does not allow any lepton or baryonic
number violating decay. Considering that we are made of matter and not of anti-
matter, and considering that before the Big Bang nothing was supposed to exist,
there must be at high energy some fundamental interaction violating baryonic
and leptonic number in order to explain the current universe observations.
Additionally, CP-violation is also a fundamental ingredient to explain the
matter-anti-matter asymmetry of the universe. Despite CP-violation is a well
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known feature of weak interactions in the Standard Model, the intensity of this
effect is not enough to explain the matter-dominated content of the universe,
and new sources of CP-violation are expected to be present at higher energy
scales.

anomalous muon magnetic moment

It is well knows that particles carrying a spin S, such as the muon, carry a
magnetic moment M defined as

M = gµ
e

2m
S. (2.56)

Here, m is the muon mass, e the fundamental charge and gµ the muon g-factor
taking the value of 2. This value is modified by radiative quantum corrections,
making gµ slightly larger than this value and measurable via the quantity
aµ = (gµ − 2) /2. This quantity can be measured with extremely high precision
by storing muons into storage rings using magnetic fields and then measuring
the processing frequency of their spin. Recent measurements at Brookhaven
National Laboratory (BNL) have reported [27]

∆aµ = aobs
µ − aSM

µ = (261± 63 exp.± 48 th.) · 10−11, (2.57)

corresponding to a 3.3σ deviation between the value experimentally measured
and predicted by the Standard Model. If confirmed at 5σ in the next years,
this measurement could be explained by the presence of new massive particles
acting in the correction loops. Current experiments at Fermilab will soon
increase the precision of this measurement, clearing the mystery behind this
discrepancy of the Standard Model that stands for almost 20 years now.

2.5 conclusion

This chapter introduced the Standard Model of strong and electroweak inter-
actions, as well as the Higgs mechanism providing masses to vector boson and
fermions. Additionally, some questions that this model fails to explain have also
been illustrated. A popular extension of the Standard Model aiming at solving these
questions is supersymmetry, a theory for which a description is provided in the next
chapter.
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“Ron: You’re a little scary sometimes, you know that? Brilliant... but scary.”
– J.K. Rowling, Harry Potter and the Philosopher’s Stone

Contents
3.1 The Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model . . . . . . . . . . 28

3.1.1 Superfields, superspace and SUSY invariant lagrangians 29

3.1.2 MSSM superpotential . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 32

3.1.3 R-parity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

3.1.4 Soft supersymmetry breaking . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33

3.1.5 Charginos and neutralinos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

3.2 SUSY phenomenology at the LHC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

3.2.1 SUSY production at the LHC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35

3.2.2 Decays of SUSY particles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37

3.2.3 R-parity violation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38

3.3 Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 40

As described in the previous chapter, the Standard Model of high-energy physics
provides a remarkably good description of the subatomic world. However, we have
also seen how this theory fails to explain some important questions such as the
origin the Dark Matter, the unification of elementary forces at high energy and the
unification of gravity with the Standard Model. Additionally, considering the vast
range between the electroweak and gravity (or Planck) energy scales2, it is natural to
expect new physics phenomena somewhere between these two energy scales.

Supersymmetry (or SUSY) is an extension of the Standard Model, aiming at solving
several of these problems by introducing an additional symmetry between bosonic
and fermionic particles. This is done by adding, for each Standard Model particle, a
massive supersymmetric partner (or simply super-partner) differing by a half-integer
spin from its Standard Model relative. Super-partners of fermions are generally spin-
0 particles called sfermions – composed of sleptons and squarks – while super-partners
of gauge bosons are spin-1/2 particles called gauginos. On the other hand, due to the
impossibility to build a SUSY theory including a single Higgs doublet, two Higgs
doublets are expected in the Standard Model (one coupling to up-quarks and the
other to down-quarks) and four spin-1/2 super-partners of the Higgs boson are
expected and referred to as Higgsinos.

This kind of theories started to become popular in the early 1970’s with the works
of Wess and Zumino [28], which are reviewed quickly in Appendix A.3. Additionally,
the Coleman-Mandula theorem [29] largely restricts the possibilities of interacting

2 We remind that the energy order of electroweak interactions is O(100GeV), while Planck-scale gravity
interactions are expected at O(1018GeV).

27
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field theories extending the Standard Model, making supersymmetry one of the best
candidates for physics beyond the Standard Model.

Similarly to multiplets (or N-tuplets) in Yang-Mills SU(N) theories, SUSY single
particle states are represented by supermultiplets. Each supermultiplet contains both
fermion and boson states, which are the superpartner of each other. It can be shown
that Supercharges Q are quantum operators transforming bosonic and fermionic states
inside a supermultiplet [26]:

Q |Boson〉 = |Fermion〉 , Q |Fermion〉 = |Boson〉 . (3.1)

Note that Q does not carry any spinor index here since a detailed description of
these go beyond the scope of this work. In this simplified picture, the SUSY algebra
is [26] {

Q,Q
}
=
{
Q†,Q†

}
= 0, (3.2){

Q,Q†
}
= Pµ, (3.3)[

Q,Pµ
]
=
[
Q†,Pµ

]
= 0. (3.4)

These relations might seem meaningless, but they encode extremely important
informations about the SUSY phenomenology. In particular, it is easy to show
that Equation (3.4) imposes that the mass equality between fermionic and bosonic
superpartners (i.e. mb = mf), since

m2b |Boson〉 = PµPµ |Boson〉 (3.1)
= PµP

µQ |Fermion〉 (3.4)
= QPµP

µ |Fermion〉
= Qm2f |Fermion〉 = m2f |Boson〉 .

(3.5)

In this equation, we have considered PµPµ as the mass-squared quantum operator.
However, this feature is unphysical since no bosonic partners having the same mass
of electrons, muons, etc. has been observed so far. Therefore, considering that if
supersymmetric partners exist their mass must be larger than the Standard Model
relatives, this imposes that supersymmetry must be a broken symmetry. A possible
way to solve this problem is that, similarly to how the W and Z boson acquire
masses when gauge symmetry is spontaneously broken, superpartners obtain large
masses through spontaneous symmetry breaking. This mechanism is also known as
spontaneous supersymmetry breaking, and further discussion about it will be made in
Section 3.1.4.

The next sections aim at reviewing the theory and phenomenology of the Minimal
Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM) at the LHC. These are largely based on
the works of [12, 30, 26].

3.1 the minimal supersymmetric standard model

The Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM) is a supersymmetric theory
describing only the minimum number of new particle states and new interactions
starting from the Standard Model components.

For the quark and lepton fields, superpartners are complex scalar fields (i.e.
spin-0 particles) corresponding to the two spin states or the original particles. The
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Names Label spin 0 spin 1/2 spin 1 SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L
⊗U(1)Y

Quarks, squarks
Q

(
ũL d̃L

)
(uL dL)

(
3, 2, 16

)
u ũ∗R u

†
R

(
3, 1,−23

)
d d̃∗R d

†
R

(
3, 1, 13

)
Leptons, sleptons

L (ν̃L ẽL) (νL eL)
(
1, 2,−12

)
e ẽ∗R e

†
R (1, 1, 1)

Higgs, higgsinos
Hu

(
H+
u H

0
u

) (
H̃+
u H̃

0
u

) (
1, 2,+12

)
Hd

(
H0d H

−
d

) (
H̃0d H̃

−
d

) (
1, 2,−12

)
Gluon, gluino g̃ g̃ g (8, 1, 0)

W bosons, wino W̃ W̃±,W̃0 W±,W0 (1, 3, 0)

B boson, bino B̃ B̃ B (1, 1, 0)

Table 3.1 – Superfield content of the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM).

supermultiplet associated to these fields is known as chiral (or scalar) supermultiplet,
while the supermultiplet associated to gauge bosons is known as vector (or gauge)
supermultiplet, and it is composed by the gauge boson and the spin-1/2 superpartners
called gauginos. The last component of the MSSM are the spin-1/2 partners of
the Higgs boson, also known as higgsinos. However, one chiral supermultiplet is
not enough for the description of spontaneous symmetry breaking in SUSY due to
the fact that one Higgs supermultiplet would lead to gauge anomalies that would
be inconsistent as a quantum theory. However, two Higgs supermultiplets – one
associated to up-type quarks and one to down-type quarks – would allow to solve
this problem and to provide a good description of the Higgs mechanism in SUSY.
Therefore, two scalar Higgs bosons are expected in the MSSM, meaning that the
MSSM is a Two-Higgs-Doublet model (or 2HDM). Superpartners are generally labeled
with the ‘tilde’ label, and the content of the MSSM is shown in Table 3.1.

3.1.1 Superfields, superspace and SUSY invariant lagrangians

We want to use now the supermultiplets in order to build a Lagrangian which is
explicitly invariant under SUSY. This feature is provided by the superfields formalism.

In this formalism, the standard four-dimensional spacetime xµ is extended with
four anti-commuting coordinates, generally grouped into two spinors θ and θ†

described by:

θ =

(
θ1

θ2

)
and θ† =

(
θ†1̇
θ†2̇

)
. (3.6)
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In this picture, the action S can be defined as

S =

ˆ
dxµ
ˆ
d2θd2θ† L

(
xµ, θ, θ†

)
, (3.7)

where L
(
xµ, θ, θ

)
is the superlagrangian composed of the superfields

Φ(xµ, θ, θ†). (3.8)

The extension of the space-time xµ with the four anti-commuting coordinates (also
known as Grassmann coordinates) provided by θ and θ† is also known as the superspace
of the theory. We remark that θ and θ† have no physical meaning, they are simply
used to write supersymmetric invariant Lagrangians in a manifest way before being
integrated out to form physical Lagrangians L (xµ).

In order to write down the most general SUSY invariant Lagrangian, we must
define the superfields describing the chiral and gauge supermultiplets provided in
Table 3.1. Is it possible to show [26], that the superfield describing the content of
the most general chiral superfield composed of a scalar field φ(x) and a left-handed
Weyl spinor ψ(x) is provided by

Φ(x, θ, θ†) =φ(x) + iθ†σµθ∂µφ(x) +
1

4
θθθ†θ†∂µ∂µφ(x) +

√
2θψ(x)

−
i√
2
θθθ†σµ∂µψ(x) + θθF(x),

(3.9)

also known as left-chiral superfield due to the helicity of ψ(x). Once this definition is
included, it is possible to show that the superlagrangian defined by

L
(
x, θ, θ†

)
= Φ(x, θ, θ†)∗Φ(x, θ, θ†), (3.10)

provides, after integration on the superspace, a Lagrangian density corresponding to
the kinetic terms of the Wess-Zumino model described in Appendix A.3

L (x) =

ˆ
d2θd2θ†

[
Φ(x, θ, θ†)∗Φ(x, θ, θ†)

]
= −∂µφ∗(x)∂µφ(x) + iψ†(x)σµ∂µψ(x) + F∗(x)F(x)

(3.11)

It is possible to show that any product of the left-handed chiral superfields
provided in Equation (3.9) is also a left-handed chiral superfield. Additionally,
since the dimension of φ(x) is 1 it is clear that also the dimension of the left-chiral
superfield Φ(x) is 1. This defines the renormalizable superpotential

W(x, θ, θ†) =
1

2
MijΦiΦj +

1

6
yijkΦiΦjΦk + h.c. (3.12)

where Mij has dimension 1 (i.e. a mass dimension) and yijk has dimension zero and
it corresponds, as we will see in the following sections, to the Yukawa couplings of
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the Higgs superfields. It is possible to show that, after integration over the θ space
we obtain the terms
ˆ
d2θ W(x, θ, θ†) =−M∗ikM

kjφ∗iφj −
1

2
Mijψiψj −

1

2
M∗ijψ

†iψ†j

−
1

2
M∗iny

jknφ∗iφjφk −
1

2
Miny∗iknφiφ

∗jφ∗k −
1

2
yijkφiψjψk

−
1

2
y∗ijkφ

∗iψ†jψ†k −
1

4
yijny∗klnφiφjφ

∗kφ∗l

(3.13)

which corresponds to the mass and interaction terms of the Wess-Zumino model.
It is clear then why we call W(x, θ, θ†) the superpotential: because it provides the
interaction terms of the supersymmetric theory. The MSSM Lagrangian for a single
chiral superfield is then

L (x) =

ˆ
dxµ
ˆ
d2θd2θ†

[
Φ(x, θ, θ†)∗Φ(x, θ, θ†)

]
+

ˆ
d2θ W(x, θ, θ†) (3.14)

However, we can see that the gauge field interaction terms are missing in this La-
grangian. This is because the vector supermultipliets V(x) have not been introduced
this stage. It is possible to show that for each algebra generator Ta corresponding to
the SU(N) group the vector supermultiplet corresponding to the vector field Aaµ(x),
the spin-1/2 gaugino λa(x) and the auxiliary field Da(x) is, in the Wess-Zumino
gauge

Va
(
x, θ, θ†

)
= θ†σµθAaµ(x) + θ

†θ†θλa(x) + θθθ†λ†a(x) +
1

2
θθθ†θ†Da(x). (3.15)

It is possible to show that the supersymmetric invariant gauge interaction terms are
provided by

ˆ
d2θd2θ†

[
Φ∗i

(
e2igT

aVa
)j
i
Φj

]
= −Dµφ

∗iDµφi + iψ
†iσµDµψi

−
√
2g (φ∗Taψ) λa −

√
2gλ†a

(
ψ†Taφ

)
+ g

(
φ†Taφ

)
Da + F∗iFi,

(3.16)

where the Dµ,Dµ in the first rows corresponds to the covariant derivatives leading
to the gauge interaction terms of the Standard Model and described in the previous
sections. The second row of Equation (3.16) is extremely important as it expresses
the gaugino-fermion-sfermion interaction terms. It is possible to note that gauge
interaction terms are provided with the same coupling constants as the Standard
Model, implying important production rates from gluons at the LHC as discussed
later in this chapter.

From this section we can see that a good mnemonic rule for the SUSY interactions
is to take the Standard Model interaction terms and simply exchange two fields with
the superpartner fields.
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Figure 3.1 – Dominant MSSM superpotential interactions.

3.1.2 MSSM superpotential

It has been illustrated in the previous sections how to build a supersymmetric
theory using superfields. It is now the moment to build the MSSM superpotential,
providing the interaction terms of the Standard Model and of the superpartners. This
superpotential can be written as

WMSSM = uyuQHu − dydQHd − eyeLHd + µHuHd, (3.17)

where Hu,Hd,Q,L,u,d, e are the superfields listed in Table 3.1 and yu, yd and ye

are the dimensionless Yukawa couplings determining, after spontaneous symmetry
breaking of Hu and Hd, the masses and CKM mixing parameters associated to quarks
and leptons. The interaction and mass terms provided by WMSSM are provided by
Equation (3.13). Figure 3.1 reports some of the interaction terms fundamental for
phenomenology (see Section 3.2) where we have assumed only the presence of
the top Yukawa coupling inside yu. It is possible to note that these diagrams,
corresponding to the Higgs-quark-quark and Higgsino-quark-squark share the
same Yukawa coupling by construction. This feature, valid also for the down-
type quarks and leptons, has extremely important phenomenological effects and it
illustrates a remarkable economy of supersymmetry: there are many interactions
determined by one single coupling parameter. Moreover, due to the lower value
of the electroweak Yukawa couplings with respect to strong interaction couplings,
the production of SUSY particle at the LHC is dominated by the supersymmetric
interactions of gauge-coupling strengths, as quickly explained in the previous section.

The two Higgs SU(2)L doublets will take two different vacuum expectation values
(VEV) for their neutral components generating the masses of leptons, up-type and
down-type quarks 〈

H0u
〉
= vu and

〈
H0d
〉
= vd. (3.18)

These two VEVs are related to the Standard Model one through the relation

v2u + v2d = v2 =
2m2Z

g2 + g ′2
≈ 174GeV2, (3.19)

where and angle β, not fixed by current and previous experiments, can be defined
such as the two VEVs can be related through

vu = v sinβ and vd = v cosβ. (3.20)
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3.1.3 R-parity

Some supersymmetric Lagrangians are invariant under a global U(1)R symmetry
commonly known as R-symmetry. This symmetry is imposed by the following
transformations of the superspace coordinates

θ→ eiϕθ, θ† → e−iϕθ†. (3.21)

From these equations, a chiral superfield Φ will transform as

Φ→ eikϕΦ, (3.22)

if
φ→ eikϕφ, ψ→ e−i(k−1)ϕψ, F→ e−i(k−2)ϕF. (3.23)

When ϕ = π, this U(1)R R-symmetry is known as R-parity (or matter symmetry). It is
possible to see from Equation (3.23) that the R-parity between bosonic and fermionic
states φ and ψ differ by a unity. From Equation (3.22) it is clear that the kinetic
terms of the Wess-Zumino Lagrangian provided in Equation (3.11) are invariant
under R-parity due to the multiplication of Φ by its complex conjugate. However,
the renormalizable superpotential described in Equation (3.12) does not contain
any term proportional to Φ∗ meaning that it does not conserve R-parity in a trivial
way. However, it is possible to show that all the terms of the MSSM superpotential
defined in Equation (3.17) are invariant under R-parity thanks to the presence of
Higgs-fermion-antifermion and Higgs-Higgs superfields interactions only, meaning
that R-parity is conserved in the MSSM interactions [26]. This feature implies always
the presence of two supersymmetric partners in Feynman vertices imposing that a
SUSY partner can decay to a Standard Model particle plus a particle in the SUSY
sector. One striking consequence of this feature is that, since there are no SUSY
interactions in the MSSM implying a superpartner and two Standard Model particles,
the lightest supersymmetric particle (LSP) could not decay to pure Standard Model
states, meaning that it must be stable and have a long lifetime. As the LSP is stable
and supposed of having been abundantly produced in the early phase of the universe
after the Big Bang, these particles represent a perfect candidate to explain the Dark
Matter content of our universe. Due to this reason, the SUSY models allowing to
explain Dark Matter are generally those implying R-partity conservation, also known
as R-parity conserving (or RPC) SUSY scenarios. Further discussion about possible
terms allowing to violate R-parity are discussed later in Section 3.2.3.

R-parity can be also be associated to each MSSM particle through the equation

R = (−1)3(B−L)+2s , (3.24)

where B,L and s are the baryonic number, leptonic number and spin of the particle.
From this expression it is possible to see that the parity between Standard Model
particles and SUSY partners differ exactly by a unity.

3.1.4 Soft supersymmetry breaking

We have already illustrated how the algebra of supersymmetry charges imposes
equal masses between Standard Model particles and respective superpartners (see
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Equation (3.4)). However, SUSY particles have not yet been observed, meaning that
these must exist at higher energy scales. The mechanism producing such mass
difference has to be similar to the spontaneous symmetry breaking mechanism
allowing to provide gauge bosons with masses in the Standard Model, and it is
known in SUSY as spontaneous supersymmetry breaking.

In order to not break the loop corrections allowing SUSY to solve the hierarchy
problem of the Higgs, this effect must be soft. Many different ways to break SUSY
softly exists, and no physical observation indicates exactly how this is done [26].
However, it is possible to introduce in the MSSM Lagrangian some specific terms
breaking SUSY and allowing to parametrize our ignorance. It is possible to show that
the most general terms breaking supersymmetry in the MSSM, conserving R-parity
and gauge invariance are:

Lsoft
MSSM =−

1

2

(
M1B̃B̃+M2W̃W̃ +M3g̃g̃+ h.c.

)
−
(
ũauQ̃Hu − d̃adQ̃Hd − ẽaeL̃Hd + h.c.

)
− Q̃†m2

QQ̃− L̃†m2
LL̃− ũm2

uũ
†
− d̃m2

dd̃
†
− ẽm2

eẽ
†

−m2HuH
∗
uHu −m2HdH

∗
dHd − (bHuHd + h.c.)

(3.25)

In this equation, M1,M2 and M3 correspond to the masses of the bino, wino and
gluino while the other terms correspond to the masses of the other sfermions and
symmetry-breaking contributions of the Higgs potential. It is possible to note that
supersymmetry breaking, opposed to supersymmetry, introduces an extremely large
number of parameters (roughly 100) in the MSSM.

3.1.5 Charginos and neutralinos

In the MSSM, due the effects of supersymmetry breaking and of the superpotential
WMSSM, the Higgsinos and and the electroweak gauginos mix with each other. In
fact, in the basis formed by the neutral higgsinos (i.e. H̃0u and H̃0d) and the neutral

gauginos (i.e. B̃ and W̃) ψ0 =
(
B̃, W̃, H̃0d, H̃0u

)
, the Lagrangian associated to the

masses of these fields can be written as

Lneutral mass = −
1

2

(
ψ0
)T

MNψ
0 + h.c. (3.26)

where

MN =


M1 0 −g ′ vd√

2
g ′ vu√

2

0 M2 g vd√
2

−g vu√
2

−g ′ vd√
2

g vd√
2

0 −µ

g ′ vu√
2

−g vu√
2

−µ 0

 . (3.27)

In this expression, it is possible to see how the off-diagonal terms provides the
mixing interactions allowing to form, after basis transformation, four diagonal mass
eigenstates. These states corresponds to the neutralinos, noted χ̃01, χ̃02, χ̃03 and χ̃04 where
the ordering is increasing in mass.
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On the other hand, the charged higgsinos (H̃+
u and H̃−

d ) and winos (W̃+ and W̃−)
will be subject to similar mixing effects through the matrix

MC =


0 0 M2 gvd
0 0 gvu µ

M2 gvu 0 0

gvd µ 0 0

 (3.28)

expressed in the basis
(
W̃+, H̃+

u , W̃−, H̃−
d

)
. From diagonalization of this matrix, two

mass eigenstates per electric charge ±1 are formed and known as charginos. These
states are noted χ̃±1 and χ̃±2 .

When R-parity is conserved, the lightest neutralino generally provides the Dark
Matter candidate, allowing to solve the Dark Matter issue of cosmology and of the
Standard Model. Therefore, the phenomenology related to neutralinos and charginos
is extremely important for SUSY searches and it will be discussed further in Section
3.2.

3.2 susy phenomenology at the lhc

Due to the large number of parameters and particles composing the SUSY par-
ticle spectrum, phenomenology of the hidden SUSY sector is very rich and largely
dependent on the solutions provided to the open questions of physics discussed
in the previous section. However, under some assumptions - in particular that the
hierarchy mass problem is solved by SUSY - it is possible to provide a pretty clear
set of signatures for SUSY at the LHC. The goal of this section is to illustrate such
signatures, starting from typical productions of SUSY particles at the LHC and also
the decay of the superpartners leading to new physics signatures at the LHC.

3.2.1 SUSY production at the LHC

If SUSY solves the hierarchy problem discussed in the previous section, the LHC
has very strong chances to provide evidence for the existence of supersymmetric
particles. SUSY production modes are fundamental for the identification of the
best signatures for the observation of superpartners at the LHC. Differently from
quark-antiquark colliders such as the Tevatron at Fermilab, the LHC can be seen as a
gluon-gluon and a gluon-quark collider due to the large amount of gluons inside the
proton Probability Density Functions (PDFs) [26]. Under the Higgs hierarchy mass
problem constraint, gluinos, stops and sbottoms are the sparticles having the lower
masses in the SUSY mass spectrum and are then expected to be observed first in the
p-p collisions of the LHC.

It has been illustrated in the previous section that the Standard Model and SUSY
sector shares the same gauge and Yukawa couplings. Therefore, it is expected
that, if stops, gluinos and sbottom have masses in the TeV range these should be
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Figure 3.2 – Dominant SUSY diagrams for squark and gluino production.
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Figure 3.3 – Dominant SUSY diagrams for production of electroweakinos.

mostly produced by strong interactions. Under these assumptions, the processes
contributing the most to the creation of these particles are

gg→ g̃g̃, (3.29)

gg→ q̃iq̃
∗
j , (3.30)

gq→ g̃q̃i. (3.31)

Feynman diagrams of these processes are reported in Figure 3.2. The squark-
mediated diagrams also contribute to the production of such particles, but we
usually assume at the LHC that all squarks and sleptons – with the exception of
the stop – have very high masses and so these diagrams contribute much less to the
production cross-section. Due to this reason, the g̃− q̃ production of Equation (3.31)
is also considered to be largely suppressed in general searches for SUSY at the LHC.
Therefore, we can note how, under the assumption that SUSY solves the hierarchy
problem of the Standard Model, the primary source of SUSY particles at the LHC is
provided by pairs of gluinos and squarks (in particular pairs of stops). This is well
illustrated by Figure 3.4 where the production cross sections for strong (i.e. gluinos
and stops) and electroweak sparticles (i.e. charginos and neutralinos) are compared.

When SUSY provides a Dark Matter candidate via the neutralino (i.e. the LSP),
at least one or more neutralinos and charginos must have masses lower than the
gluino and stop masses, meaning that these particles could also be directly produced
at the LHC. However, since these particles are composed of the mass eigenstates
of higgsinos and electroweak gauginos, the production of such particles happen
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Figure 3.4 – SUSY cross-sections for colored and electroweak superpartners. Here, the full
degeneracy of the gluino and squark masses has been considered [31, 32].

only via electroweak and Yukawa interaction terms, meaning that the creation of
charginos and neutralinos is provided by

qq→ χ̃+i χ̃
−
j , χ̃0i χ̃

0
j , (3.32)

ud→ χ̃+i χ̃
0
j , (3.33)

ud→ χ̃−i χ̃
0
j . (3.34)

It is possible to note that similarly to the gluino and stop production, charginos and
neutralinos are also produced in pairs at the LHC. This feature is a direct consequence
of R-parity conservation, illustrated in the previous sections. Feynman diagrams of
these processes are provided in Figure 3.3. These processes are extremely suppressed
also due to the lower amount of anti-quarks available inside protons compared to
gluons. This makes the direct production of such particles more challenging but
potentially the only way to observe SUSY at the LHC in case the gluino and stop
have masses higher than 2− 3 TeV .

3.2.2 Decays of SUSY particles

Now that it has been illustrated how gluinos, stops and charginos can be produced
in the p-p collisions of the LHC, it is the moment to explain how these particles
can decay and manifest themselves inside the ATLAS detector. In the assumption
that R-parity is conserved, all the SUSY particles are expected to decay to the LSP
represented by the neutralino χ̃01, which is stable and weakly interacting.

The decay of the gluino can only proceed via a virtual or on-shell squark through
the the two-body decay g̃→ qq̃, as shown in Figure 3.5g. Depending on the mass of
the squarks, we can then distinguish two decay cases:

• When light squarks are present (e.g. the stop t̃ and the sbottom b̃), the dominant
two-body decays for the gluino is g̃→ qq̃.
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• When squarks are all heavier than the gluino, the gluino will decay only through
off-shell squarks inside the g̃ → qqχ̃0i and g̃ → qq ′χ̃±i decays. Feynman
diagrams of these processes are provided in Figure 3.5h and 3.5i.

About the squarks decays, if q̃ → qg̃ is not kinematically forbidden, then this
decay mode will dominate the squark decay due to the QCD strength of this channel.
On the other hand, when gluinos are more massive than squarks, these tend to decay
via charginos χ̃±i and neutralinos χ̃0j , as shown in Figure 3.5a, 3.5b and 3.5c. The
resulting charginos and neutralinos are generally wino- or bino-like, considering that
the Higgs Yukawa couplings are extremely low for most of the fermions and that
electroweak coupling dominates. When squarks are stops or sbottoms, the Yukawa
couplings become more important and the production of higgsino-like neutralinos
and charginos become more feasible.

Once the heavy charginos and neutralinos are produced from the gluino and
squark decays, they decay to the LSP χ̃01 through emission of a electroweak or Higgs
boson when sneutrinos and sleptons masses are large. Feynman diagrams of such
processes are illustrated in Figure 3.5d, 3.5e and 3.5f.

Therefore, it is clear now that, assuming high masses of most sfermions, the
signature for gluinos and squarks particles at the LHC is represented by chained
decays of sparticles leading to n quarks (generally reconstructed as jets as illustrated
later in Chapter 5), m leptons and Missing Transverse Momentum Emiss

T , where n
and m are integers ranging from zero to O(10) values depending on the length of
the decay chain.

3.2.3 R-parity violation

In supersymmetry theories, the most generic superpotential implying violation
of R-parity (RPV) is [26]

WRPV =
λijk

2
LiLjek + λ

′
ijkLiQjdk +

λ ′′ijk
2
uidjdk, (3.35)

where i, j and k are quark and lepton generation indices. Li and Qi represents the
SU(2)L lepton and quark superfields and Hu the Higgs superfield associated to up-
type quarks. The ei,di and ui are the lepton, down-type quark and up-type quark
superfields respectively. The terms proportional to λ and λ ′ are the dimensionless
RPV-couplings allowing for lepton-number violation while λ ′′ allows for baryon-
number violation. The λijk, λ ′ijk and λ ′′ijk terms are completely antisymmetric3

meaning that diagonal tensor components (i.e. i = j = k) are zero by contruction.
These terms are not considered in the MSSM superpotential, mainly because of the
constrain imposed by proton decay4 and the fact that, when R-parity is violated, the
LSP is allowed to decay to two light Standard Model particles being unstable and
not a suitable candidate to explain Dark Matter. However, constraints from proton
decay are less strict when heavy quark flavours are considered in λ ′′ terms and also
when squarks and sleptons are very massive due to the mediation of a virtual squark

3 A tensor λijk is completely antisymmetric if: λijk = −λkij = −λjki
4 Proton decay would require violation of both leptonic and baryonic number by at least a unity.
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Figure 3.5 – Feynman diagrams for the decays of gluinos, squarks, charginos and neutralinos.

Figure 3.6 – Proton decay p→ e+π0 through λ ′, λ ′′ R-parity couplings [26].
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Figure 3.7 – Feynman diagrams R-parity violating decays of SUSY particles associated to
λ, λ ′ and λ ′′.

through a p→ e+π0 decay (see Figure 3.6). For example, in proton tree-level decay,
at least one between λ ′ijk or λ ′′11k for i = 1, 2; j = 1, 2;k = 2, 3 must be in the order of
about 10−26 for squark masses of 300GeV [33].

Figure 3.7 shows the feynman diagrams associated the slepton and squark decays
implied by these new λ, λ ′ and λ ′′ couplings, which are not present in the Standard
Model similarly to the gauge and Yukawa couplings. The presence of such terms in
the MSSM Lagrangian has as primary effect the instability of the LSP, resulting in
final states with lower Emiss

T and possibly larger numbers of leptons and jets when
the λ couplings are large enough to guarantee a prompt decay of the SUSY LSP. On
the other hand, when λ couplings are not too large, the LSP can be provided with a
sufficiently long lifetime and leave a displaced signature at hadron colliders. These
kind of models are ofter less constrained by current SUSY searches, and further
discussion will be provided later in Chapter 11.

3.3 conclusion

This chapter has introduced one of the most widely studied supersymmetric
extensions of the Standard Model also known as Minimal Supersymmetric Standard
Model (MSSM). Now that the phenomenology for the observation of such new
physics processes has been established, it is the moment to illustrate how to observe
such processes. In order to achieve this goal, physicists have built among the years
amazing machines, able to collide particles at high energies and reveal hidden effects
of nature. The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) is the collider that has been employed
for this work, with the final state detection provided by the ATLAS experiment.
These extraordinary machines are both illustrated in the next chapter.
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“Ginny: The thing about growing up with Fred and George is that you sort of start
thinking anything’s possible if you’ve got enough nerve.”

– J.K. Rowling, Harry Potter and the Half-Blood Prince
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4.1 the large hadron collider

The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) is a two-ring-superconducting-hadron collider
located in the 27 km underground tunnel constructed between 1984 and 1989 for the
Large Electron Positron collider (LEP) [34], at the Franco-Swiss border near Geneva
(Switzerland). The accelerator has been designed to provide proton beams up to a
design energy of 7 TeV . In 2011-2012, it operated at a center-of-mass energy of 8 TeV
during the Run 1 of the LHC, and at 13 TeV between 2015-2018 during the LHC Run
2. Between each LHC Run, a 2-3 years long upgrade phase is performed, where
the LHC is entirely non-operational and the detectors and accelerating devices can
be repaired and upgraded. These upgrade periods are commonly known as Long
Shutdowns (or simply LS) and, until now, two Long Shutdowns have taken place:
the LS1 (2012-2015) and the LS2 started in 2018 and expected to end in 2021 with the
start of the LHC Run 3.

The LHC tunnel is located at a depth of approximately 100 meters and the LHC
represents the final step of a multi-stage accelerator system as shown in Figure 4.1.
The proton beams are accelerated in opposite directions inside the LHC tunnel and
then brought to collision at four specific interaction points where experiments are
located. These experiments are:

• ATLAS and CMS, representing the two largest multi-purpose experiments
located at the opposite sides of the LHC (Figure 4.1). These experiments are
meant to probe new physics by exploiting as much as possible the large energy
and luminosity of the LHC.

41
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Figure 4.1 – CERN Accelerator’s complex and LHC accelerator stages [35].

• LHCb, a single arm forward spectrometer aiming at measuring with large
precision the CP violation occurring in the quark sector and rare decays of
bottom and charm hadrons.

• ALICE, an experiment dedicated to study the properties of quark-gluon plasma
created in heavy ions collisions.

Every circular particle accelerator needs two essential ingredients: the Radio-
Frequency (RF) cavities providing the longitudinal acceleration necessary to increase
the beam energy and the bending Magnets ensuring the transverse acceleration
necessary to keep the particles in a circular trajectory. At the LHC, 1232 dipole
superconducting magnets are used to maintain the protons in orbit at the design
energy level of 7 TeV [36]. These magnets use Nb-Ti superconducting coils cooled
down to a temperature of 1.9K by superfluid helium and they provide a magnetic
field of 8.33 T . Each dipole is 15m long. A section view of the LHC dipoles is
shown in Figure 4.2a. In order to guarantee p-p interactions, quadrupole magnets are
designed to focalize the beams of the accelerator.

At the LHC, the usage of RF cavities imposes that protons must be accelerated us-
ing bunches instead of a continuous beam. For a collider, the instantaneous luminosity
L can be defined as

L = f
Nbn1n2
A

, (4.1)

where n1,n2 represent the number of protons in the colliding bunches, Nb the
number of bunches in the accelerator, f the revolution frequency of one bunch and
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(a) Section view of the LHC dipole magnets [37]. (b) Section view of the LHC quadrupole magnets
[38].

Figure 4.2 – Section view of LHC magnets.

A the total overlapping area of the colliding bunches. The integrated luminosity Lint

directly quantifies the size of a dataset with respect to a certain process. This quantity
is simply defined as

Lint =

ˆ
L dt. (4.2)

From this expression, it is easy to show that the total number of events N associated
to a certain quantum process produced with a cross-section σ can be expressed as

N = Lint · σ. (4.3)

Equation (4.3) shows that, the larger the accelerator luminosity, the larger the number
of signal events produced by a particle accelerator. Therefore, having the largest
possible luminosity represents a key factor for a particle accelerator, and this can be
achieved in different ways. By looking at Equation (4.1) it is possible to see that the
luminosity can be increased by:

1. Increasing the bunch revolution frequency f and the number of colliding
bunches Nb.

2. Increasing the number of protons in each bunch n1,n2.

3. Reducing the total bunch overlap area A by squeezing the proton beams in the
transverse plane.

The first option is difficult to achieve considering that protons already travel very
close to the speed of light at the LHC. However, the last two options represent
key aspects for the performance of the LHC and of the High-Luminosity LHC, an
upgrade of the accelerator expected to start in 2026 (see Chapter 9 for further details).

Since a larger number of bunches can provide a larger luminosity of the LHC,
different bunch schemes have been adopted at the LHC during its operational period.
In 2016, a vacuum leak present in the Super Proton Synchrotron (SPS) high energy
beam dump limited the intensity that could be accelerated in the SPS [39] resulting
in only 2220 bunches that could be stored in the LHC, corresponding to the filling



44 the atlas detector at the large hadron collider

(a) Filling scheme used for physics production at the end
of 2016 (top) and 2017 [39].
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Figure 4.3 – Bunch filling schemes and integrated luminosity for different data-taking periods
for the LHC Run 2.

scheme illustrated in the top part of Figure 4.3a. In 2017, vacuum issues were fixed,
which allowed the LHC to increase its brightness with respect to 2016. Due to some
other issues caused by air trapped into the beam screen at 20K, the filling scheme
was changed to the so called 8b4e beam type consisting of 8 filled followed by 4

empty bunches [40]. This led to stable operations of the LHC with 2556 bunches
providing larger luminosity with respect to 2016 operations as illustrated in Figure
4.3b. In 2018, the 2544 bunch filling scheme with 25ns spacing was established again
for stable collisions [41].

4.1.1 Pileup at the LHC

We have seen in Section 4.1 the importance of having a high luminosity for a
particle accelerator. However, despite the gains in terms of production of new physics,
a very high luminosity can result in a negative impact on the performance of the
detectors, mainly due to difficulty to disentangle the interesting interactions from
the rest of the particle interactions. We generally refer to this effect as the pile-up
contamination of the event. We distinguish two types of pile-up effects:

• The in-time pile-up denoting the contamination of signal events due to multiple
interactions happening simultaneously in the detector. This effect can be
generally mitigated using the tracker of the detector through track and vertex
reconstruction (further details are provided in Section 5.1).

• The out-of-time pile-up denoting the contamination of the detector from previous
and subsequent collisions in the accelerator. This effect is generally caused by
the calorimeter cells (see Section 4.2.3) being partially excited from a previous
collision or by a subsequent collision contaminating the calorimeter during the
readout of the detector.

Several variables are used for the quantification of pileup at the LHC. One of the
most common ones is the mean number of interactions per crossing 〈µ〉, calculated as the
mean of the Poisson distribution of the number of interactions per crossing in each
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Figure 4.4 – Average number of interactions per bunch crossing 〈µ〉 recorded in stable beam
collisions of the LHC Run 1 [43] and Run 2 [42].

bunch µ. This quantity is computed from the instantaneous per bunch luminosity
Lbunch as

µ =
Lbunchσinel

f
(4.4)

where σinel is the total inelastic cross-section corresponding to 80mb for 13 TeV p-p
collisions, and f is the LHC revolution frequency. Figure 4.4 shows the distributions
associated to such variable in Run 1 and Run 2. From this figure it is possible
to note how 〈µ〉 increased through time due to the better knowledge of the LHC
acquired year after year and the better operations resulting from this knowledge.
Another useful variable is the number of primary vertices NPV , computed after
vertex reconstruction described in Section 5.1.

4.2 the atlas experiment

ATLAS [44] (A Toroidal LHC ApparatuS) is a multi-purpose detector aiming
at probing new physics signals exploiting the high energy p-p collisions of the
Large Hadron Collider. The detector has a cylindrical shape measuring 45m in
length and 25m in height, and weights approximately 7000 tons. The LHC beams are
injected through the end-caps and brought to collision in the middle of the cylinder.
As shown in Figure 4.5, the detector has a layered structure composed of different
sub-detectors arranged in a concentric way. Starting from the center of the detector,
the sub-detectors comprise:

1. An Inner Detector measuring the tracks associated to charged particles produced
by the p-p collisions.

2. The Solenoid magnets providing the magnetic field necessary to bend charged
particles inside the Inner Detector.

3. Two Calorimeters measuring the energy of charged and neutral interacting
particles.

4. The Toroidal magnets providing the magnetic field necessary to bend charged
muons passing through the calorimeter system.
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5. The Muon spectrometer, composed of different muon chambers, providing the
measurement of the muon leptons possibly created in the center of the detector.

After a quick review of the ATLAS coordinate system, these sub-detectors will be
described in the next sections of this chapter.

4.2.1 Detector coordinate system

In order to quantify directions and positions inside the detector, a suitable
coordinate system has to be defined. At first, a cartesian xyz coordinate system
can be considered where the nominal interaction point represents the origin of this
coordinate system. The z-axis is chosen to be the beam axis while the xy-plane
is transverse to the beam5. The positive x-axis is defined as pointing towards the
centre of the LHC ring and the positive y-axis is defined as pointing in the upwards
direction [44]. The azimuthal angle φ is measured as usual around the z-axis in the
xy-plane while the polar angle θ is defined with respect to the beam axis.

Since the momentum of partons along the beam axis is unknown, it is useful to
define boost-invariant transverse quantities, such as energy and momentum, through
projection on the xy-plane:

pT =
√
p2x + p

2
y = |p| sin θ, ET = E sin θ. (4.5)

Another important quantity used to describe massive objects at hadron colliders
is the rapidity y, defined as

y =
1

2
ln
(
E+ pz
E− pz

)
. (4.6)

It is possible to show that the difference in rapidity ∆y between a pair of particles
is invariant under a Lorentz boost along the beam axis, a feature which makes this
quantity extremely useful at hadron colliders. When the particle mass is negligible
with respect to its momentum, it is possible to approximate the rapidity y with the
pseudo-rapidity η defined as

η = − ln
(

tan
(
θ

2

))
. (4.7)

This quantity is broadly employed in high energy physics experiments due to its
simple estimation from θ and to the generally negligible masses of final state particles
at high energy.

In the η−φ plane, the distance ∆R between two objects with coordinates (φi,ηi)
and (φj,ηj) is defined as

∆Rij =

√(
∆ηij

)2
+
(
∆φij

)2
=

√(
ηi − ηj

)2
+
(
φi −φj

)2. (4.8)

The complete detector is split into Barrel Region (BR) sections and End-Cap (EC)
Regions sections: in the former the detector layers are positioned on cylinders around
the beam axis, in the latter these are positioned in wheels perpendicular to the beam
pipe.

5 The xy-plane is generally called the transverse plane of the collision.
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Figure 4.6 – Transverse section of the ATLAS Inner detector with structural elements [45].

4.2.2 The Inner Detector

The ATLAS Inner Detector (ID) is the innermost part of the ATLAS experiment
and it is designed to perform robust track measurement of charged particles with
excellent momentum resolution and both primary and secondary vertex identification
[44]. This detector is expected to measure charged particle tracks within its |η| < 2.5
pseudorapidity range and track pT down to 100MeV . The ID is contained in a
cylindrical envelope of length 7.024m and of radius 1.15m immersed in a solenoidal
magnetic field of 2 T .

The ID is composed of three independent and complementary sub-detectors (see
Figure 4.6):

• At inner radii, the silicon pixel layers provide highly precise bi-dimensional
track hit measurement through planar pixel technologies.

• At approximately 30 cm from the beam axis, the Semiconductor Tracker (SCT)
also provides bi-dimensional track hit measurements using different layers of
silicon strip technologies in stereo arrangement.

• Finally, the outermost part of the ATLAS tracking system is composed of
the Transition Radiation Tracker (TRT), measuring track hits using straw tubes
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Figure 4.7 – Plan view of quarter section of the ATLAS Inner detector with η projections of
different structural elements [45].

filled with transition radiation material. With an average of 36 hits per track,
it provides continuous tracking and improves momentum resolution for the
pseudorapidity range |η| < 2.0 and also electron identification complementary
to the calorimeter.

4.2.2.1 The Pixel detector

The pixel detector is the innermost part of the ATLAS tracker and it plays a
fundamental role for precise track and vertex measurements. These features make
the pixel detector the most important detector for flavour tagging and pileup rejection.
The working principle of silicon detectors is based on a silicon p-n junction operating
in reverse bias voltage. A schematic of a planar pixel detector is shown in Figure 4.8,
where a charged particle creates the electron-hole pairs by exciting electrons from the
valence band to the conduction band in silicon creating an electric current passing
through the electric circuit.

The ATLAS pixel detector is composed of 1744 pixel modules arranged in three
barrel layers and two end-caps with three disks each as shown in Figure 4.7. 16

front-end electronic chips, each with 2880 electronics channels, are directly mounted
on the detector providing sensor signals to the trigger and data acquisition system
(see Section 4.2.5). The nominal pixel size is 50× 400 µm2 (about 90% of the pixels)
and is dictated by the readout pitch of the front-end electronics [44]. The remaining
pixels size is 50× 600 µm2 in the regions close to the front-end chips on the modules.
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(a) Non-irradiated pixel detector (b) Irradiated pixel detector

Figure 4.8 – Irradiated and non-irradiated ATLAS silicon pixel detectors [46]. After irradiation,
the slightly doped n-type bulk becomes p-type but still keeping the functionalities of the
pixels.

Being the closest detector to the interaction point, the damage caused to the
silicon crystals by p-p radiations has very important consequences on the operations
and design of this sensor. In particular, the required operating voltage is determined
by the effective doping concentration of silicon which can be largely modified by
irradiation through time. The n-type bulk material used for the design of the ATLAS
pixel layers effectively becomes p-type after a fluency Fneq ≈ 2× 1013 cm−2 [44] (see
Figure 4.8). In order to contain these effects, two operation requirements have been
imposed:

1. The detector needs to be operated at a temperature range between −5 ◦C and
−10 ◦C in order to reduce radiation damage effects.

2. The applied bias voltage needs to be increased from 150V to 600V over 10

years of operations in order to keep the charge collection efficient depending
on sensor position, integrated luminosity, etc.

The sensors are 250µm thick and produced using oxygenated n-type wafers with
readout pixels on the n+-implanted side of the detector. This particular doping
configuration was used mainly because of the good charge collection after type
inversion of the n-type wafers (see Figure 4.8). On the other hand, the oxygen
treatment has been proved to provide increased radiation tolerance to charged
hadrons.

During the Long Shutdown 1, an additional pixel layer has been added inside
the LHC beam pipe in order to increase the flavour tagging performance. Due to this
reason, this detector is called the Insertable B-Layer (IBL) and, differently from other
pixel layers, it is based on two different silicon sensor technologies: planar n+-on-n
pixels and 3D pixels with passing through columns. IBL consists of 14 carbon fibre
staves each 2 cm wide and 64 cm long, and tilted by 14◦ in φ surrounding the beam-
pipe at a mean radius of 33mm and covering a pseudo-rapidity up to |η| < 3.0 [47].
The planar pixel modules cover the central part of the stave while the 3D modules
are positioned in the forward regions of both ends of the stave. This detector has
been built around the new beryllium beam pipe and then inserted inside the Pixel
detector in the core of the ATLAS detector.
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4.2.2.2 The Semiconductor Tracker (SCT)

The SCT consists of 4088 modules, assembled in four cylindrical layers in the
barrel region and two end-caps each containing nine disk layers [44].

Differently from the pixel layers, the SCT is based on silicon mono-dimensional
strips and it represents the middle part of the ATLAS tracking system (see Figure
4.6). The larger detection surface (63m2) and lower track hit precision required
at this distance from the interaction point, made classical p-in-n strip technologies
well suited for this detector. This technology has been also preferred due to its
reliability, simple readout and low construction cost. Since silicon strips provide only
mono-dimensional track hit measurement, each module is composed of a double
layer of strips tilted by a stereo angle of 40mrad6.

The 15919 strip sensors composing the SCT system have a thickness of 285µm
and a strip pitch of 80µm. The sensors operates at 150V bias voltage, but operating
voltages between 250 and 350V are required for good charge collection efficiency
after ten years of operation.

4.2.2.3 The Transition Radiation Tracker (TRT)

The TRT is the outermost part of the ATLAS Inner Detector. This detector is based
on drift tubes technologies of 4mm diameter filled with a gas mixture of 70% Xe,
27% CO2 and 3% O2 [48]. In the centre of each drift tube there is a gold-plated
tungsten wire of 31µm diameter kept at the ground potential while the tube walls
are kept at −1.5 kV . When a charged particle passes through the gas, it creates
electrons, which are then captured by the wire creating an avalanche effect which
makes each tube acting as a proportional counter. Stacking multiple tubes together
make tracking possible. Additionally, the spaces between the straws are filled with
transition radiation materials which produce an X-ray radiation dependent on the
type of the incident relativistic particle. These X-rays can be collected and used to
identify electrons already in the tracking system providing a complementary electron
identification to the calorimeter system in the |η| < 2.0 pseudorapidity range.

The TRT is composed of a barrel and two end-caps covering respectively the
pseudorapidity range |η| < 1.0 and 1.0 < |η| < 2.0 (see Figure 4.7). The barrel region
contains 52544 straw tubes of 1.5m length located in a parallel direction to the beam
axis and covering the radius range from 0.5m to 1.1m. Each end-cap contains 122880

0.4m long straw tubes disposed perpendicularly to the beam axis and covering the
geometrical range 0.8m < |z| < 2.7m. The transition radiation materials are made of
polymer fibre in the barrel and foils in the end-cap.

4.2.3 Calorimeters

Immediately after the Inner Detector and the solenoid providing the magnetic
field necessary to bend charged particles inside the tracker, a set of calorimeters
measure the particle energies by completely absorbing them into their volumes. In
contrast to the Inner Detector, this detector can detect both charged and neutral

6 The small stereo angle is necessary to avoid a massive fake hit measurement.
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Figure 4.9 – Calorimeter resolutions of ATLAS and different LHC experiments [49]. We
can see the excellent performance achieved by the ATLAS hadronic and electromagnetic
calorimeter.

particles, with the exception of less interacting particles such as neutrinos and muons
which can pass through the calorimeters undetected.

In general, particle physics calorimeters can be divided in two categories: sampling
calorimeters and homogeneous calorimeters. These two types of calorimeters differ
in the technologies used for the measurement of the incident particles. In the case
of the sampling calorimeters, different layers of a heavy absorber7 are alternated
with different layers of an active material. The function of the absorber is to degrade
progressively the energy of the incident particle by producing a sequential set of
secondary particles also known as particle showers, whereas the active material is
necessary for the generation of the electric signal used for the measurement of the
particle energy. An homogeneous calorimeter is composed of a single active material
providing both absorption and measurement functionalities. Due to the different
natures of hadronic and electromagnetic showers, these calorimeters are generally
non-compensating, meaning that the calorimeter signal formation is proportional to the
energy of incoming electromagnetic particles (i.e. electrons, positrons and photons)
but not for hadrons. This effect is generally compensated after collection of data by
applying a calibration, as discussed later in Chapter 5.

The ATLAS calorimeter consists of two different sampling calorimeters with full
φ symmetry and coverage around the beam axis [44] covering up to |η| < 5.0. This
detector is composed of:

• An electromagnetic calorimeter based on liquid Argon (LAr), providing the
measurement of light electroweak particles such as electrons, positrons and
photons.

• A hadronic calorimeter based on steel/scintillator tiles in the barrel and copper/
liquid-argon in the end-caps, allowing to measure the energies of the the
hadronic particles such as pions, protons, neutrons, mesons, etc.

7 In general, calorimeter absorbers are made of heavy materials such as lead or steal.
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Figure 4.10 – Section view of the ATLAS calorimeters and schematic of sampling calorimeter
technologies [45].

The calorimeter resolution represents one of the main figures of merit for describ-
ing and comparing the performance of calorimeters. This quantity is parametrized
as:

σ(E)

E
=

S√
E
⊕ N
E
⊕C, (4.9)

where S,N and C are the so-called stochastic, noise and constant terms and ⊕ is a
quadratic sum. The stochastic term accounts for energy fluctuations due to ran-
domness of the number of particles in the shower evolution. The noise term N is
independent of the deposited energy and it describes the effect of pile-up noise and
noise from readout electronics. Lastly, the constant term accounts for systematic
effects due to mis-calibration of the detector as well as detector inactive material. It is
easy to understand that at very low energies the noise term is the dominant term of
the calorimeter resolution, while at high energies is the constant term that limits the
performance. For the ATLAS detector, the electromagnetic (hadronic) calorimeter has
been designed to achieve an energy resolution with S = 10%(50%), N = 0.1%(1%)

and C = 0.7%(3%) [50, 51]. Figure 4.9 illustrates the resolution curves of the ATLAS
calorimeters and compare them also with other LHC experiments.

4.2.3.1 The Electromagnetic Calorimeter

The ATLAS electromagnetic (EM) calorimeter is a liquid-argon (LAr) sampling
calorimeter kept at the boiling temperature of Argon (88K) by three cryostats sur-
rounding the detector.
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(a) LAr signal amplitudes vs time.
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Long cables (large time)
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Figure 4.11 – Amplitude versus time for triangular current pulse of the LAr calorimeter and
for 50ns integrated signal [44]. The solid points also illustrate the 25ns sampling points.

Advantages Drawbacks

Detector uniformity. Sampling calorimeter (worse
stochastic term resolution).

Response linearity (no signal
amplification needed due to
high density).

Cryogenics (difficult opera-
tions and more dead mate-
rial).

Radiation hardness. Slow charge collection
(450ns).

High ionisation yield and
granularity.
Stability with time.

Table 4.1 – List of general advantages and
drawbacks using a liquid-argon calorimeter.

Table 4.1 illustrates the main advan-
tages and drawbacks of using a liquid-
argon calorimeter. A particularly impor-
tant drawback is represented by the slow
collection of the charges produced in the
liquid-argon (450ns) at a nominal opera-
tional voltage of 2 kV for the calorimeter.
This time is much larger than the 25ns
bunch crossing time gap of the LHC and
this could create enormous issues with
the extraction of physics signals from

the EM calorimeter. This problem is solved integrating the signal current over a
specific time tp, which is fixed at 50ns for the LAr calorimeter. This creates an ideal
pulse shape for the electric signal as shown in Figure 4.11a, with the drawback of
reducing the signal-to-noise fraction. Given these timing issues, also the length of
the readout cables represent a potential problem that could delay the calorimeter
readout by 10-20 ns. Sampling the LAr calorimeter with a vertical geometry instead
of a horizontal one could reduce dramatically the time delay due to long cables
(see Figure 4.11b). However, this option would result in poor interaction with the
active material for particle aligned with the absorber layers. This is why an accordion
geometry has been designed and employed for the entire LAr calorimeter, by stacking
layers of lead absorber filled with liquid-argon.

This calorimeter aims at measuring the energies of particles stopped through
electromagnetic showers8 and it is composed of two sub-detectors: the EM barrel
(EMB) LAr calorimeter covering the |η| < 1.475 region and the EM EndCap (EMEC)
LAr calorimeter covering the 1.4 < |η| < 3.2 region (see Figure 4.10). A presampler
positioned inside the barrel cryostat consists of a separate thin liquid-argon layer
(11mm in depth), which provides shower sampling in front of the active electro-

8 These showers are the result of sequential Bremsstrahlung and Pair creation processes from electrons,
positrons and photons.
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magnetic calorimeter [44]. The EMB is made of two half-barrels covering the region
with z > 0 (0 < η < 1.475) and z < 0 (−1.475 < η < 0) respectively. The total barrel
measures 6.4m in length with an inner and outer diameter measuring respectively
2.8m and 4m. A half-barrel is made of 1024 accordion-shaped absorbers (see Figure
4.12a for an illustration), interleaved with readout electrodes. The electrodes are
positioned in the middle of the gap by honeycomb spacers. The size of the drift gap
on each side of the electrode is 2.1mm, which corresponds to a total drift time of
about 450ns for an operating voltage of 2 kV . The total thickness of a module ranges
from 22 X0 to 33 X0 9 depending of the η positioning of the incoming particle. The
depth segmentation is done using 3 layers:

• The strip cells representing the first layer of the calorimeter with an (η,φ) seg-
mentation of 0.0031× 0.098. The extremely fine granularity of this calorimeter
allows optimal identification between π0 and γ.

• The middle cells segmented with 0.025× 0.025 in (η,φ) and representing the
second layer of the calorimeter.

• The back cells having a 0.05× 0.025 segmentation providing the last layer of
the EMB calorimeter.

The EMEC calorimeters consist of two wheels, one on each side of the electro-
magnetic barrel. Each wheel is 63 cm thick and weighs 27 tonnes. Each end-cap
contains 768 absorbers interleaved with readout electrodes in the outer wheel and
256 absorbers in the inner wheel. As for the barrel electromagnetic calorimeter, the
precision region in the end-cap electromagnetic calorimeters is divided in depth into
three longitudinal layers in order to ensure optimal particle identification.

4.2.3.2 The hadronic calorimeter

The hadronic calorimeter represents the outermost part of the ATLAS calorimeter
system and it is designed to measure hadronic particles such as charged pions,
protons, neutrons, etc. This calorimeter of ATLAS is composed of different modules
made of different technologies: the Tile calorimeter, the liquid-argon hadronic end-cap
calorimeter (HEC) and the liquid-argon forward calorimeter (FCal).

The Tile Calorimeter, represents the core of the ATLAS hadronic calorimeter
system and it is composed of two sub-detectors: the HAD Tile barrel covering the
|η| < 1.0 range and the HAD Tile Extended barrel covering the 0.8 < |η| < 1.7 range
(see Figure 4.10). Both these calorimeters are composed of alternated tiles of crystal
scintillators and steel absorber oriented in a radial direction with respect to the beam
line (see Figure 4.12b). This geometry allows to combine a homogeneous signal
extraction with a low construction cost. The scintillators produce scintillation light
from the deexcitation of electrons from an excited electric state and this light is
collected by wavelength-shifting fibers and finally measured by photomultipliers
positioned at the top of each module. Similarly to the EM calorimeter, front-end
electronics also provide analogue sums of subsets of the channels, forming trigger
towers, for the L1 trigger. The Tile barrel measures 5.8m in length, whereas the two

9 X0 denotes here the radiation length.
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Figure 4.12 – Sketches of barrel electromagnetic LAr and hadronic Tile calorimeters [44].

extended barrels 2.8m each. Both systems have an inner radius of 2.28m and an
outer radius of 4.25m.

Similarly to the LAr electromagnetic End-Cap calorimeter, the Hadronic End-Cap
Calorimeter (HEC) uses liquid-argon technologies to measure the energy of hadronic
particles in the 1.5 < |η| < 3.2 range. However, the HEC uses copper instead of
lead as absorber grouped inside different wheels with inner radius ranging from
372mm to 475mm. The modules of the front wheels are made of 24 copper plates,
each 25mm thick, plus a 12.5mm thick front plate. In the rear wheels, the sampling
fraction is coarser with modules made of 16 copper plates, each 50mm thick, plus a
25mm thick front plate. Three electrodes divide the 8.5mm gaps into four separate
LAr drift zones of 1.8mm width each.

4.2.3.3 The forward calorimeters

The forward calorimeters (FCal) are also based on LAr technologies and they
are located in the same cryostats as the end-cap calorimeters. These detectors are
designed to provide coverage over the very forward region of the ATLAS detector
(3.1 < |η| < 4.9) and they are located at approximately 4.7m from the interaction
point. Being extremely close to the LHC beamline, these modules are exposed to
high particle fluxes implying the design of thiner liquid argon gaps in order to avoid
ion build-up problems and to provide at the same time the highest possible density.
These smaller gaps also lead to a faster signal with roughly the same instantaneous
current but smaller integrated current.

Each FCal is split into three 45 cm deep modules: one electromagnetic module
(FCal1) and two hadronic modules (FCal2 and FCal3). Figure 4.13 illustrates the
amount of material associated to these modules and also to the other calorimeters.
The FCal1 absorber is composed of lead while the two hadronic modules are provided
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Figure 4.14 – Transverse view of the muon spectrometer in the plane containing the beam
axis [44].

with tungsten plates. signals are read out from the side of FCal1 nearer to the
interaction point and from the sides of FCal2 and FCal3 farther from the interaction
point. This arrangement keeps the cables and connectors away from the region of
maximum radiation damage. The three modules have a LAr gap of 0.269, 0.376 and
0.508mm respectively.

4.2.4 Muon Spectrometer

When traversing the calorimeters, muons loe only a small fraction of energy and
their precise detection needs a dedicated muon spectrometer (MS) in the outermost
part of the ATLAS detector. This detector is based on the bending of muon tracks in
the toroidal magnetic fields, and it can measure muons up to a pseudorapidity range
|η| < 2.7 with a goal momentum resolution of 10% for 1 TeV muons.

In the barrel region (|η| < 2.0), the MS is composed of precision-tracking chambers
located between and on the eight coils forming the superconducting barrel toroid
magnet. The φ symmetry of the detector is also reflected in the symmetry of this
subsystem, consisting in eight identical octants. In the transverse plane, barrel
chambers are arranged in three concentric cylindrical shells, located around the beam
axis at radii of approximately 5m, 7.5m and 10m as shown in Figure 4.14. The
precision momentum measurement is performed by the Monitored Drift Tube chambers
(MDTs), combining high measurement accuracy and simplicity of construction.
These chambers are composed of eight layers of drift tubes, operated at an absolute
pressure of 3 bar, achieving an average resolution of 80µm per tube, or about 35µm
per chamber [44].
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In the forward region (2 < |η| < 2.7), the end-caps of the muon detector are
composed of four layers of Cathode Strip Chambers (CSCs), assembled in large wheels
and located at distances of 7.4m, 10.8m, 14m, and 21.5m from the interaction point
and perpendicularly to the z-axis (see Figure 4.14). CSC’s are multiwire proportional
chambers with cathode planes segmented into strips in orthogonal directions. The
resolution of a chamber is 40µm in the bending plane and about 5mm in the
transverse plane [44].

While MDTs and CSCs can provide good muon reconstruction when combined
with the inner detector measurement, these detectors can not supply muons with
sufficient rapidity for the L1 trigger. This is why an additional muon system was
designed in order to trigger on muons up to |η| < 2.4. This system is composed
of Resistive Plate Chambers (RPC) in the barrel region up to |η| < 1.05, and Thin Gap
Chambers (TGC) in the end-cap region (1.05 < |η| < 2.4). RPCs units are composed
of two parallel resistive bakelite plates filled with a gas mixture, whereas TGCs are
based on a similar concept to multi-wire proportional chambers. The combination of
these two subsystems allow to deliver muon track information within a few tens of
nanoseconds after the passage of the particle.

4.2.5 The Trigger and Data Acquisition system

The Trigger and Data Acquisition system (TDAQ) is an essential component of
collider physics experiments as it is responsible for deciding whether an event will
be kept for the offline physics analysis or not. It would be physically impossible to
record all the collision events from the LHC due to the recording bandwidth and to
the huge offline computing resources that would be needed to analyze such a large
amount of data. However, characteristics of interesting events are mostly known
and so the TDAQ system could already separate the interesting events from the less
interesting ones.

During Run 2, the ATLAS TDAQ system was essentially composed of (see Figure
4.15 for a visual representation):

• A hardware-based Level-1 trigger (L1) responsible for taking the raw data
from the various sub-detectors and making a first selection based on simplified
object reconstruction. This system is composed of three subsystems: L1Calo,
L1Muon and L1Topo.

• A software-based High Level Trigger (HLT) making an additional selection of
the events accepted at Level-1 stage with the full detector readout available at
L1 trigger rate.

Once the HLT accepts an event, after storage to disks, the events are sent to the
Tier-0 computer farm at CERN for preliminary analysis for calibration and trigger
performance checks.

4.2.5.1 The level-1 (L1) Trigger

The Level-1 (L1) Trigger system represents the first stage of the ATLAS online
selection process and it is designed to reach selection decisions within a latency
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Figure 4.16 – L1 and HLT trigger rates during an LHC fill in October 2015 with a peak
luminosity of 4.5× 1033 cm−2s−1 divided by trigger signature [52].

of less than 2.5µs [53]. The L1 Trigger is implemented on custom-built electronics,
and is designed to reduce the 40MHz LHC input rate to the 100 kHz to be passed
to the next selection stage represented by the HLT. This trigger is composed of
two subsystems operating independently with Calorimeter and Muon information
(L1Calo and L1Muon). Another subsystem known as L1Topo applies more complex
topological cuts on jets, electrons, taus and muons after L1Calo and the resulting
object are finally processed by a Central Trigger Processor (CTP) as illustrated in
Figure 4.15. The final output of this trigger system is a single-bit L1-accept signal
providing the relevant physics detectors the acceptance signal for the front-end
electronics readout to be passed to the HLT. Figure 4.16a shows the L1 trigger rates
split by physics signature.

The L1Calo trigger is dedicated to the analysis of analogue signals coming the
ATLAS calorimeters (see Section 4.2.3 for more details). However, due to limited
bandwidth capabilities, L1Calo can not read the calorimeter with its full granularity
but instead it receives as input the sum of analogue signals formed by 0.1× 0.1
(barrel) up to 0.4× 0.4 (end-cap) η× φ regions also known as calorimeter trigger
towers. In total, 7168 trigger towers are formed [53] separately for electromagnetic
and hadronic layers of the ATLAS calorimeters. From central towers (|η| < 3.2), jets,
electrons/photons and hadronic taus are formed using a sliding window algorithm
searching for local energy maxima against thresholds defined in the trigger menu.
Trigger towers in the forward calorimeter (FCAL) are used for forward jet triggers as
well as ‘global’ trigger items such as Missing Transverse Momentum (MET) triggers.
Around these objects, Regions of Interests (RoIs) are formed in order to allow further
processing at the HLT.

The L1Muon trigger searches for coincident muon hits using the Resistive-Plate
and Thin-Gap chambers (RPCs and TGCs), being designed for fast muon recon-
struction. For muon objects, RoIs are also created for further processing at the
HLT.
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4.2.5.2 The High Level Trigger

The High Level Trigger (HLT) is the last step of the ATLAS trigger system and it
takes the 100 kHz L1 input rate and reduces it down to 1 kHz by applying a more
sophisticated object and event reconstruction. The HLT is composed of a CPU farm
of 28000 CPU cores where software algorithms are run. The processing of the data
starts once the events are accepted by the L1 trigger, through the event buffering
provided by the Read-Out System (ROS). The event reconstruction exploits offline-like
reconstruction algorithms, full detector granularity and partial track reconstruction
based on the RoIs provided by the L1 trigger.

The events accepted by the HLT are separated in different streams, characterizing
their function (debug, physics, etc.) and transferred to local storage in order to
be processed by the Tier-0 facility. The Main Physics stream is the main stream
for physics analyses and it selects different categories identified by their physics
signatures relevant for physics analysis (b-jets, muons, electrons, taus, etc.). Figure
4.16b shows the HLT trigger rates split by physics signatures in early Run 2 data
taking conditions. A small fraction of the Main stream events (roughly 10− 20Hz)
are also written to an Express stream that is promptly reconstructed offline in order
to provide calibration and data quality information. The reconstruction of the Main
physics stream generally happens up to 36 hours after the end of the stable beams
status. Events that can not be processed by the HLT or for which there was a data
flow processing issue are stored to the debug stream for further diagnosis of potential
issues. Figure 4.17 shows the output bandwidth for the different HLT streams in
early Run 2.

4.3 conclusion

This chapter illustrated how the ATLAS detector extract signals from particles
produced in the p-p collisions of the Large Hadron Collider and interacting with
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the different sub-detectors. After that data are selected by the Trigger and Data
Acquisition system, the process of offline reconstruction begins, providing physics
objects needed for the physics analyses carried out by the ATLAS collaboration. This
process is reviewed in the next chapter.
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5
AT L A S O B J E C T R E C O N S T R U C T I O N

“ Vernon: What were you doing under our window, boy?

Harry: Listening to the news.

Vernon: Listening to the news! Again?

Harry: Well, it changes every day, you see.”
– J.K. Rowling, Harry Potter and the Order of the Phoenix
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The previous chapters have introduced the incompleteness of the Standard Model
and how the ATLAS detector can detect particles resulting from the p-p collisions of
the LHC. However, four-vectors suitable for the interpretation of physics collisions
are needed instead of raw detector signals in order to verify the existence of new
phenomena at high energy. These four-vercors are generally known as the physics
objects of the collision as they represent the quarks, leptons and gauge bosons
resulting from the p-p collisions of the LHC. This chapter illustrates how these
objects were reconstructed by the ATLAS experiment during the Run 2 of the LHC.

5.1 track and vertex reconstruction

Before constructing the interaction vertices which ideally represent single p-p
interactions, tracking needs to be performed. This step is fundamental for precise
measurement of charged particle momentum and for the suppression of the mis-
reconstruction effects due to pileup interactions. Tracks are described through a

65



66 atlas object reconstruction

reference point – generally the beamspot position 10 – and five track parameters
(d0, z0,φ, θ,q/p). These parameters correspond to:

• The polar and azimutal angles θ and φ.

• The transverse impact parameter d0, defined as the closest point in the transverse
plane to the reference position.

• The longitudinal impact parameter z0, defined as the closest point in the longitu-
dinal plane to the reference position.

• The ratio q/p of the reconstructed track charge q and momentum p.

Figures of merit for good track reconstruction are represented by low resolution on
these parameters, high reconstruction efficiency (i.e. the fraction of tracks that are
generated by a true particle) and low fake reconstruction rate.

In ATLAS, tracking is performed from pure Inner Detector information and using
an inside-out track finding strategy at first, where tracks are formed starting from
the innermost pixel layer, followed by an outside-in tracking approach [54], where
the track formation built starting from the TRT. The procedure of the inside-out
approach is as follow:

track seeding provides the necessary input objects for track finding in three-
dimensional space. Track seeds are created as sets of three space points in the
pixel, strip or in a combination of both silicon detectors (see Figure 5.1a for
a schematic). Once these seeds are found, a rough estimation of the seed
parameters - such as pT ,d0 and φ - is performed and a preselection based on
these track parameters is applied.

track finding is done by combining track seeds together using a window search
performed with a combinatorial Kalman filter [54].

ambiguity solving allows to select the best tracks based on a score assigned
using the track parameter. Track candidates can also be merged within this
stage in order to favor complete over incomplete track segments or purely
random hit combinations [55].

extension to the trt is performed in order to check whether the silicon track
candidates left a useful set of hits also in the TRT. The quality of the resulting
extension is evaluated based on the track fit and a track score calculated using
tools similar to those used in the ambiguity solving. Any track which is
successfully extended from the silicon detectors into the TRT is said to have a
TRT extension [54].

Once the inside-out tracking is performed, the outside-in approach takes place in
order to enhance the efficiency to TRT initiated tracks. In this second tracking
iteration, standalone TRT track segments are considered in regions seeded by the
electromagnetic calorimeter. The resulting TRT segments can then be extended
back into the silicon detectors by using the leftover silicon hits from the inside-out

10 The beamspot position is generally the average position of the p-p interactions in the Inner Detector.
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Figure 5.1 – Schematics of tracking inside-out approach.

approach. TRT segments without any silicon hit are also kept and used for tasks as
photon conversion reconstruction [54].

Once tracks are created, primary vertices (PV) are reconstructed in order to identify
the hard-scatter (HS) interaction, i.e. the interaction having the largest collision energy.
Primary vertex finding is divided in two steps: vertex finding and vertex fitting [56].
This procedure allows to identify possible primary vertex candidates and it can be
summarized as follows:

• Selection of tracks passing specific quality criteria [57].

• Creation of a vertex seed by looking for the global maximum in the z-distributions
of track coordinates.

• Association of tracks to this seed vertex and determination of the best vertex
position through an iterative approach.

• Once the iterative approach stops, the full procedure is repeated on the tracks
incompatible with the previously reconstructed primary vertex.

The procedure stops when the full set of tracks is used and vertices having at least two
associated tracks are considered as primary vertices. The number of primary vertices
NPV in the event corresponds to the total number of primary vertices resulting from
this procedure. Finally, a list of three-dimensional vertices positions and covariance
matrices are provided as a result of the vertex finding algorithm.

The hard-scatter interaction, corresponding to the vertex where interesting physics
is more likely to have been produced, is identified as the primary vertex carrying
the largest amount of squared transverse track momenta defined, for each primary
vertex PVi, as ∑

track ∈ PVi
p2T . (5.1)

Once the hard-scatter vertex has been identified, all the other vertices are considered
as pile-up vertices.
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Figure 5.2 – Schematic of a jet creation from soft QCD radiation.

5.2 jet reconstruction

Jets represent a key observable for the searches for new physics carried out by the
ATLAS experiment. These objects are sprays of well collimated particles resulting
from the radiative showering of strongly interactive particles (i.e. quarks and gluons)
being produced at high energy regimes. The probability of a quark to emit a gluon
can be written as

dS =
2α2CF
π

dE

E

dθ

sin θ
dφ

2π
. (5.2)

Here, CF is the QCD color factor corresponding to the value of 4/3 ≈ 1.33. From this
expression, it is possible to note that it diverges in two cases:

• For E→ 0. We generally refer to this feature as the infrared (or soft) divergence
of the gluon emission.

• For θ → 0 and θ → π. We generally refer to this feature as the collinear
divergence of the gluon emission.

These two divergences implies that an initial high energy quark radiates with an
infinite probability soft gluons along the same axis of the initial quark. This process
happens iteratively for each radiated gluon until the energy of the initial partons
is reduced to a hadronisation energy scale. This process is called the showering of
the initial parton and the result is a large set of well-collimated hadronic particles
also known as jets. Figure 5.2 provides a schematic illustrating this process. The
same reasoning is valid for an initial gluon parton with the only difference that the
CF factor must be replaced by another constant, namely CA = 3. From this value
we remark that gluons have more tendency to radiate gluons rather than quarks,
resulting in a larger number of final particles in gluon-initiated jets rather than quark-
initiated jets. This effect generally implies a larger number of particles composing
gluon-initiated jets, representing a key observable for the tagging of quark- and
gluon-initiated jets.
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5.2.1 Jet constituents and calorimeter topoclusters

Now that the jet composition and its origin has been described, it is possible to
describe how these objects are reconstructed inside a particle detector such as ATLAS.
From the previous discussion, it is natural to split jet building in two steps:

1. Building constituents resulting from the showering of the initial parton. This
can be done using several techniques such as topoclustering and calorimeter
towers as we will explain below.

2. Use the constituents built from raw detector signals to form the groups of
particles representing the physical jets. This step can be done using several
iterative algorithms, which will be described later in this chapter.

This procedure is currently used by the ATLAS jet reconstruction algorithm,
even though different techniques have been historically employed for this task. In
the context of constituent building, several approaches based on pure calorimeter
measurements have been explored. In this context, the inclusion of additional
detector information rather than calorimeter only information has been recently
explored at ATLAS in the Particle Flow algorithm that combines tracker and calorimeter
information as described in Chapter 7.

In what follows topoclustering, the standard ATLAS jet constituent reconstruction
technique, is described. This procedure consists in the clustering of entire calorimeter
cells into three-dimensional clusters using an algorithm based on the absolute value
of the cell energy significance [58]

εEM
cell =

EEM
cell

σEM
noise,cell

. (5.3)

The EM index indicates that EEM
cell and σEM

cell are measured at the electromagnetic (EM)
scale, where the energy of electrons and photons is reconstructed correctly but not
the one of hadronic particles since no corrections for the non-compensating character
of the ATLAS calorimeters have been taken into account [58]. In Run 2, ATLAS
compensated this effect in jet calibrations as described in Section 5.2.3.

The topoclustering algorithm works as follows:

1. The clustering starts from a seed calorimeter cell with |εEM
cell | > S. Here, S

represents the primary seed threshold set to S = 4 in Run 2.

2. The cluster then grows around the seed cell adding neighboring cells satisfying
|εEM

cell | > N. The threshold N is known as the growth control threshold and it
was set to N = 2 in Run 2.

3. Finally, cluster boundaries are created by adding cells satisfying |εEM
cell | > P. In

Run 2, the value of P was set to 0.

A schematic of this procedure is given in Figure 5.3. The three parameters (S,N,P)
completely defines the topoclustering algorithms and, considering the (4, 2, 0) values
used in Run 2, this clustering procedure is commonly known as the 420 ATLAS
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(c) Clustering of |εEM
cell | > 0 cells.

Figure 5.3 – Topocluster formation schematic.

topoclustering algorithm. This algorithm represents the standard ATLAS jet constituent
reconstruction technique.

While this procedure is very robust for identifying the energy deposits in the
calorimeter, large topoclusters can easily originate from the merging of different
particles decaying very close in the calorimeter. In order to avoid biases in jet-finding,
to support good jet substructure analysis and Emiss

T reconstruction, topoclusters with
two or more local maxima are split between each signal peaks in three dimensions
passing through a procedure called cluster splitting. A local signal maximum is
defined by EEM

cell > 500MeV and by the presence of at least four neighbor cells out
of which none of the neighbor has larger signal. Moreover, the local maxima cells
are restricted to the EM sampling layers EMB2 , EMB3 , EME2 , EME3 and FCAL1 in order
to exploit the high granularity of these calorimeter layers for better identification of
separated clusters. The cluster splitting algorithm finds cells which are neighbors
of two or more local signal maxima. Calorimeter cells can be shared once at most
between two local clusters and the sharing of its signal is done for two clusters of
energies EEM

1 and EEM
2 with the following set of weights:

wcell,1 =
EEM
1

EEM
1 + rEEM

2

, (5.4)

wcell,2 = 1−wcell,1, (5.5)

r = exp (d1 − d2) . (5.6)
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Here, d1 and d2 represent the position of the center of gravity of the two clusters.
After splitting, the two subclusters are considered as two topoclusters exactly like
the others and as input for jet reconstruction.

Once the topoclusters are formed, cluster kinematic quantities are defined starting
from the associated cluster cells. For this purpose, it is useful to define the total
energy of the topocluster as

EEM
clus =

Ncell∑
i=1

wcell,iE
EM
cell,i. (5.7)

The kinematic quantity x associated to a topocluster can be defined as the energy-
average across each topocluster cell

xclus =

∑Ncell
i=1 wcell,i · |EEM

cell,i| · xcell,i∑Ncell
i=1 wcell,i · |EEM

cell,i|
. (5.8)

We generally refer to these quantities as the topocluster moments. Here, the absolute
value of the energy has been used to avoid distortions due to negative signals.

From this definition, it is possible to define cluster directions as

ηclus =

∑Ncell
i=1 wcell,i · |EEM

cell,i| · ηcell,i∑Ncell
i=1 wcell,i · |EEM

cell,i|
, (5.9)

φclus =

∑Ncell
i=1 wcell,i · |EEM

cell,i| ·φcell,i∑Ncell
i=1 wcell,i · |EEM

cell,i|
. (5.10)

Other important cluster moments are provided in Table 5.1.

5.2.2 Jet building: the anti-kt algorithm

Jet building uses topoclusters as inputs to reconstruct jets. Historically, several
jet building algorithms have been employed at hadron colliders. A very important
feature of jet finding algorithms is represented by infrared and collinear (IRC) safety,
defined as the ability of a jet finding algorithm to create a final set of jets which can
not be modified by an arbitrary collinear or soft gluon emission. In general, two
different sets of jet algorithms are considered:

• cone algorithms: jets are defined using a top-down approach where jets are
represented with stable cones found using a certain set of initial seeds. Most of
these algorithms are affected by IRC unsafety issues.

• sequential algorithms: jets are defined with a bottom-up approach, starting to
cluster particles which are the closest according to different distance measures
[60]. These algorithms are widely used at the LHC due to their IRC safety.

In this section we describe the anti-kt algorithm [61], one of the most common
jet-finding algorithms employed at the LHC. This algorithm is a sequential recombi-
nation algorithm allowing to create regular jet cones using a distance measure, which
can be generally written as

dij = min
(
p
2p
T ,i,p

2p
T ,j

) ∆R2ij
R2

, diB = p2pT ,i, (5.11)
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Name Description Definition

Timing Derived from the peak amplitude of
the time-sampled analogue signal
from the calorimeter shaping ampli-
fiers.

t =

∑
(i|εEM

cell,i>2)
(wcell,i·EEM

cell,i)
2·tcell,i∑

(i|εEM
cell,i>2)

(wcell,i·EEM
cell,i)

2

Isolation Quantity included between 0 and
1 measuring the activity in the
calorimeter cells surrounding the
topocluster. If fiso = 1 the topoclus-
ter is completely isolated, if fiso = 0

the topocluster is completely sur-
rounded by other topoclusters.

fiso =

∑
s∈(sampling with EEM,tot

s >0)
EEM,tot
s

Nnoclus
cell,s

N
neighbor
cell,s∑

s∈(sampling with EEM
s >0) E

EM,tot
s

Average LAr qual-
ity

The average LAr calorimeter qual-
ity is measured by comparing the
signal pulse shape with a reference
shape in each cell, and then apply-
ing the cell average described in
Equation (5.8).

〈QLAr〉 =
∑Ncell
i=1 wcell,i·|EEM

cell,i|·QLAr
cell,i∑Ncell

i=1 wcell,i·|EEM
cell,i|

Average Tile qual-
ity

The average Tile calorimeter qual-
ity is measured by comparing the
signal pulse shape with a reference
shape in each cell, and then apply-
ing the cell average described in
Equation (5.8).

〈QTile〉 =
∑Ncell
i=1 wcell,i·|EEM

cell,i|·QTile
cell,i∑Ncell

i=1 wcell,i·|EEM
cell,i|

Fraction of bad LAr
quality cells

Fraction of cells in a topoclus-
ter having a bad LAr quality (i.e.
QLAr > 4000) [59].

fBadLArQ = Ncells(QLAr>4000)
Ntot

cells

Table 5.1 – Other useful topocluster moments [58].
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where dij represents the distance between particle i and j and diB the distance
between particle i and the beam. The parameter R is generally called the jet radius
and it represents the only free parameter of the algorithm configurable by the user.
∆Rij represents the η−φ distance defined in Equation (4.8). The parameter p is an
integer defining different types of algorithms of the sequential-recombination family:
p = 1 defines the kt algorithm [62], p = 0 represents the Cambridge/Aachen (C/A)
algorithm and p = −1 defines the anti-kt algorithm [61].

The sequential procedure to find jets with these algorithms consists of the follow-
ing steps:

1. Compute the distance between each particle i and j dij and between each
particle i and the beam diB as described in Equation (5.11) and store them into
a database.

2. Find the smallest dij and the smallest diB in the previous database and:

• If dij < diB, recombine the two particles into single one noted as ij,
remove particle i and j from the database and add particle ij to this list.

• If diB < dij, call the particle i a jet and remove it from the list of particles.

3. Repeat the above procedure until there are no particles left in the database.

Considering the anti-kt algorithm (p = −1), it is easy to understand quantitatively
how this clustering procedure works. When particle i and j are very close and very
high in pT , dij will be extremely small causing the certain merging of these particles
at first. Once these energetic particles are clustered together, the minimum term in
Equation (5.11) will add the nearby soft particles to the energetic ones due to the ∆R
term in dij. This procedure will allow to build IRC-safe cone-like jets as shown in
Figure 5.4.

ATLAS can reconstruct jets using several techniques, but topocluster-based anti-kt
jets are certainly the most historically used jet collections today. This list of jets is
built by running the anti-kt algorithm on the calorimeter topocluster defined earlier
in Section 5.2.1. In general, ATLAS uses two kind of jets:

• the small-R jets where anti-kt is run using R = 0.4 for the jet radius parameter.
These jets generally reconstructs quark/gluon initiated jets and are employed
by most of the ATLAS analyses.

• the large-R jets where anti-kt is run using R = 1.0 for the jet radius parameter.
These jets are particularly useful to reconstruct boosted particles decaying to
quarks (e.g. top,W,Z, etc.) and their identification can be performed by looking
at the internal structure of the jets. The domain studying the internal structure
of these objects is known as jet substructure.

5.2.3 Jet calibrations

It has been previously mentioned in Section 5.2.1 that the energy measurement
provided by the calorimeters is at the right scale for electromagnetic particles (elec-
trons, positrons and photons) while it is underestimated for hadronic particles due
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Figure 5.4 – Comparison of different jet algorithm with anti-kt [61].

to their interaction processes creating undetectable energy in the calorimeters. Other
effects, such as pileup and energy leaks, can also cause energy loss in the final jet
measurement which has to be accounted for correct reconstruction. In what follows,
the calibration procedure which adjusts the energy, momentum and direction of the
reconstructed jets in order to match the truth jets is described.

The different stages of the ATLAS jet calibration for small-R jets are shown on
Figure 5.5. After jet finding, during the 2015-2016 period the first calibration step
consisted in the recalculation of the four-momentum of the jets in order to point to
the hard-scatter primary vertex rather than the center of the detector. This step was
known as the Origin correction of the jet and it allowed to improve the η resolution of
these objects. This quantity represents the distance between the pseudorapidity of
the reconstructed jet and the truth jet. With this correction, the η resolution improved
from roughly 0.06 to 0.045 at a jet pT of 20GeV and from 0.03 to below 0.006 above
200GeV [63]. Since 2017, the four-momenta of topoclusters was corrected in order
to point to the hard-scatter primary vertex and the jet calibration procedure was
simplified by discarding the Origin correction.

The next calibration step consists in the removal of the in-time and out-of-time
pileup effects (see Section 4.1.1 for more details) using two consecutive correction
techniques:

1. The ρ-area subtraction where an average pileup contribution is subtracted using
the area A of the jet and the median pT density ρ of jets in the η−φ plane. The
value of ρ is adjusted on a per-event basis.
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Figure 5.5 – ATLAS calibration stages for EM-scale small-R jets [63]

2. The residual correction where an additional subtraction is parametrized using
the number of interaction per bunch crossing µ and the number of primary
vertices NPV . This correction aims at removing residual dependencies from
pileup after the ρ subtraction.

The total area correction can be parametrized as

pcorr
T = preco

T −ρ ·A
ρ-area subtraction

residual correction

−α · (NPV − 1) −β · µ, (5.12)

where preco
T refers to the EM-scale pT of the reconstructed jet, A is the area of the jet

and α,β the different parameters of the residual correction parametrized separately
in bins of ptruth

T and |η| (see Figure 5.6a).
Once the jet area subtraction is performed, we need to compensate the energy

loss due to the hadronic showers. This step is generally called the Jet Energy Scale
(JES) correction and it relies on the measurement of the jet energy response defined as

R =
Ereco

jet

Etruth
jet

. (5.13)

In this formula, reconstructed jets are matched to truth jets – i.e. jets reconstructed by
running anti-kt of the truth simulated hard-scatter particles – within ∆R = 0.3. The
response R is then binned in Etruth

jet and ηreco
jet . The resulting R distributions are then

fitted using a gaussian distribution and the average values 〈R〉 are used to invert the
jet energy through a procedure called numerical inversion

Ecalibrated
jet = Ereco

jet · 〈R〉
−1 . (5.14)

Figure 5.6 shows the distribution of 〈R〉 as a function of ηreco
jet . Gaps and transitions

between calorimeter sub-detectors result in a lower energy response due to the
undetected particles.

After the previous jet calibrations, residual dependencies of the JES on longitu-
dinal and transverse features are observed as well as effects due to the jet particle
composition and the internal jet energy distribution. In order to correct such effects,
a sequence of different sub-calibrations accounting for different physical effects also
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Figure 5.6 – Effects of residual calibration and jet energy response [63].

known as Global Sequential (GSC) Calibration is applied. Five observables have been
identified for correcting such effects:

1. The fraction of energy in the first layer of the of the hadronic Tile calorimeter
fTile0

.

2. The fraction of energy in the third layer of the LAr calorimeter fLAr3.

3. The number of tracks with pT > 1GeV ghost-associated with the jet ntrk. In
this association technique, tracks are treated as infinitesimally soft and, after
setting their pT to 1 eV, these are added to the list of inputs for jet finding
algorithm. After jet-finding is finished, tracks entering in the jet are considered
as ghost-associated with this jet.

4. The average pT -weighted distance in the η−φ plane between the jet axis and
all tracks of pT > 1GeV ghost-associated with the jet Wtrk.

5. The number of muon track segments ghost-associated with the jet nsegments.

The nsegments correction is particularly useful to account for energy leaks in the
calorimeter due to extremely energetic jets for which the calorimeter is not able to
collect the full shower. These kind of jets are called punch-through jets and this specific
correction is also known as the punch-through correction.

The pT response of each variable is shown on Figure 5.7. After the full GSC
calibration is applied, the response dependency is reduced to less than 2% for each
variable.

The last step of the calibration chain consists in the reduction of the disagreement
of the jet response between data and MC simulations. Such differences arise from the
imperfect simulation of detector material, pileup and particle showering. In order
to achieve this goal, a measurement of the jet response in data has to be performed.
However, differently from MC simulation, data events do not have accessible the
generator information necessary for the estimation of the truth energy in Equation
(5.13). This is why well-identified and calibrated physics objects (photons, Z boson,
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Figure 5.7 – Different responses for GSC calibration variables [63].
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Figure 5.8 – Different pileup jet types inside the ATLAS detector [64].

multijets) recoiling against a jet can be used for the estimation of the correct jet
energy through the following quantities:

Rin-situ =
p

jet,reco
T

pref,reco
T

. (5.15)

Here, pref,reco
T is the transverse momentum of the reference object while pjet,reco

T the
transverse momentum of the recoil jet. This calibration procedure is also known as
the in-situ calibration and it is performed by applying numerical inversion through
the quantity

c =
Rdata

in-situ

RMC
in-situ

. (5.16)

Different in-situ calibrations are applied in sequence in order to correct the discrep-
ancies in different pT ranges. At first, the Z/γ+ jets correction is performed using
well calibrated photons and Z bosons, the latter decaying to electron and muon
pairs, to measure the pT response of the recoiling jet up to a pT of 950GeV . After
this correction, the multijets balance (MJB) is performed for the high-pT jet range
300 < pT < 2000GeV using events with multiple well calibrated recoil low-pT jets.

5.2.4 Pileup jet identification

The high number of simultaneous collisions of the LHC allows to probe new
physics with very low production cross-section. However, multiple p-p collisions can
significantly contaminate the physics objects produced by the hard-scatter interaction.
In the context of jets, pileup could only modify the readout of interesting objects,
but also cause additional fake jets to be reconstructed generally called pileup jets. In
order to keep sensitivity to new physics, these jets need to be suppressed.

Pileup jets can be split in two categories:

• Stochastic pileup jets representing pileup jets created from random fluctuations
of particles in specific regions of the ATLAS calorimeters.
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from pileup jets versus hard-scatter efficiency curves for different pileup jet classification
observables [65].

• QCD pileup jets where jets are created from hard pileup interactions creating
real jets having back-to-back topologies.

Figure 5.8 illustrates these two jet categories and their creation from pileup interac-
tions.

Tracking provides the necessary information for the suppression of these pileup
jets, and their identification is performed after jet building. The pileup jet classifi-
cation is performed in ATLAS using a discriminant called Jet Vertex Tagger (JVT).
This quantity is constructed from a two-dimensional likelihood based on a k-nearest
neighbor (kNN) algorithm of two variables [65]:

RpT =

∑
k p
k
T (PVHS)

p
jet
T

, (5.17)

corrJVF =

∑
k p

trkk
T (PVHS)∑

l p
trkl
T (PVHS) +

∑
n>1
∑
k p

trkk
T (PVn)

k·ntrk
PU

. (5.18)

In these expressions,
∑
k p
k
T (PVHS) is the scalar pT sum of the tracks associated to

the jet and originating from the hard-scatter vertex. The term
∑
n>1

∑
k p

trkk
T (PVn)

represents the scalar pT sum of the rest of the jet tracks associated to the pileup
vertices PVn and ntrk

PU the total number of pileup tracks in the event. k is a constant
value taking the value k = 0.01. The distribution of JVT for hard-scatter and pileup
initiated jets, as well as the hard-scatter jet efficiency versus fake rate is provided in
Figure 5.9.
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Figure 5.10 – (a) Schematic of b-jet having a displaced b-hadron decay and (b) b-tagging
efficiency εb versus light-flavour jet rejection 1/εl for different b-tagging algorithms [66].

5.3 flavour tagging

The identification of jets being initiated by bottom quarks represents a major task
for the physics analyses performed by the ATLAS experiment, such as top, Higgs
and SUSY physics analyses. In this context, particles composing bottom-initiated
jets (or b-jets) are characterized by the presence of a long-lived b-hadron, having a
lifetime of the order of τ = 1.5 ps and an average decay length in the order of of
〈cτ〉 ≈ 0.45mm. These displaced decays inside the jet volume are generally exploited
for the identification of bottom-quark-initiated jets.

The ATLAS experiment uses different algorithms for the identification of b-jets,
also known as b-tagging algorithm, all exploiting the informations related to the
b-hadron decay as well as the properties of the b-quark fragmentation [66]. The
developed strategy consists of two stages:

• Firstly, two low-level algorithms exploit the individual properties of charged-
particle tracks and of the displaced vertex in order to identify b-hadron decays
inside jets. In the first case, the IDP2 and IDP3 algorithms [66] exploits the large
impact parameters of tracks originating from b-hadron decays. In the second
case, displaced vertices are formed starting from the tracks reconstructed in
the ID.
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• In the second stage, the outputs of the two low-level algorithms are combined
into a single output using multivariate techniques in order to increase the
performance of the b-jet identification. The default algorithm of ATLAS is
the MV2 algorithm [66] combining different input variables using a Boosted
Decision Tree (BDT). In order to optimize the b-tagging efficiency in a full jet pT
spectrum, the training is performed using a mixed sample of tt and Z ′ → bb

events.

The performance of these algorithms is generally studies by looking at the b-jet
efficiency defined as the probability of identifying a real b-jet as a b-jet εb and at the
probability of mistakenly tagging a light quark jet as a b-jet εl. The quantity 1/εl
is generally referred to as the light-flavour jet rejection. A better performance of a
b-tagging algorithm is characterized by a higher light-flavour jet rejection at a fixed
b-tagging efficiency. Several curves associated to different b-tagging algorithm are
shown on Figure 5.10b, showing the strong performance of the MV2 algorithm.

5.4 electron and photon reconstruction

Electrons and photons are generally reconstructed starting from similar energy
deposits in the EM calorimeter due to the similar showers they produce in this
subsystem. In the case of electrons, one or more tracks in the Inner Detector allows
to identify an electron/positron candidate from an EM shower, while photons are
characterized from energy deposits inside the EM calorimeter only. However, these
characteristics can be further complicated by the emission of bremsstrahlung photons
from electron/positron particles or conversion of photons into an electron-positron
pair in the Inner Detector due to the large probability of a electron-positron pair
emission at high energy. Since 2017, in replacement to the sliding-window algorithm
employed for the reconstruction of fixed-size clusters of calorimeter cells [67], the
ATLAS electron/photon reconstruction has been improved with a dynamic, variable-
size, cluster type called supercluster [68]. Superclusters are particularly useful to
recover the energy from bremsstrahlung photons or from electrons emitted by photon
conversions.

The procedure to form superclusters can be summarized as follow:

• In the first stage, all the 420 topoclusters employed also for jet reconstruction
are tested to be seeds for superclustering. An electron supercluster seed is
required to have a minimum ET of 1GeV with a matched track containing
at least four hits in the silicon tracking detectors. For photon supercluster
seeds, topoclusters are required to have a minimum ET of 1.5GeV , without any
requirement on tracks.

• The second stage is composed of the supercluster satellites identification, based
on a ∆η×∆φ window centered on the seed barycenter. For both electrons and
photons, a topocluster is considered a satellite if it falls within a ∆η×∆φ =

0.075× 0.125 range as these generally represents secondary showers generated
by the original electron or photon. For electrons only, a broader window
range of ∆η×∆φ = 0.125× 0.300 around the seed barycenter is also applied.
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Figure 5.11 – Schematic of the superclustering formation for electrons and photons [68]. Seed
clusters are shown in red while satellite clusters in blue.

For photon conversion with a conversion vertex identified by silicon tracks,
an identified electron satellite is added to the supercluster if it matches the
conversion vertex.

• Superclusters are formed by all seed clusters with their associated satellites.
The last step consists in the creation of the supercluster starting from the EM
calorimeter cells composing the seed and satellite topocluster.

Figure 5.11 shows the different possible superclusters formed by seed and satellite
topoclusters.

5.4.1 Electron and photon calibration

After supercluster creation, the electron and photon candidates are calibrated.
The calibration procedure is composed of different steps:

1. A correction to the truth electron/photon calorimeter energy is applied using a
multivariate algorithm trained on MC simulation. This regression is based on
the shower properties in the EM calorimeter.

2. Residual corrections for the non-uniformities in the calorimeter response and
non-nominal high-voltage settings for some parts of the calorimeter.

3. Adjustment for the data-to-simulation agreement using a set of high-purity
Z→ e+e− data events. Corrections are applied to simulated events in order to
better match the data.

The invariant mass of di-electron pairs in Z→ e+e− events is illustrated in Figure
5.12a for both data and MC simulation, showing good agreement after calibration.
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Figure 5.12 – (a) Invariant mass distribution of two electrons passing a Z→ e+e− selection
and (b) efficiency of different electron identification working points as a function of η [68].

5.4.2 Electron identification

In order to improve the quality of electrons and photons, different identification
and quality requirements have been defined.

For electrons, their identification relies on a likelihood discriminant constructed
from quantities based on the Inner Detector track and the longitudinal/lateral
development of the shower in the EM calorimeter [68]. The likelihood discriminant
pdfs are fixed for signal and background (i.e. true and fake electrons) using a sample
of simulated dijet, Z → e+e− and W → eν events and binned in η and ET . From
these likelihoods, three working points called Loose, Medium and Tight are defined
starting from three likelihood discriminant thresholds based on the average electron
efficiencies of 98%, 90% and 80%. Further requirements on the track quality and
pT are applied for the Medium and Tight working point. Figure 5.12b shows the
efficiency of such working points on Run 2 data as a function of the pseudorapidity
η.

For details about photon identification the reader can refer to [68].

5.5 muon reconstruction

Muon reconstruction provides muon objects for ATLAS analyses and, in a first
step, is performed separately using track hits in the Inner Detector (ID) and in the
Muon Spectrometer (MS). After reconstruction in each subsystem, the track segments
are further combined in order to provide precise muon measurements for physics
analyses. The reconstruction in the Inner Detector happens exactly as for all the
other tracks (see Section 5.1 for further details). In the MS, muon reconstruction
starts with a search for track patterns inside each muon chamber in oder to form
segments. In the CSC, segments are built using a separated combinatorial search in
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the η−φ plane of the detectors [69]. Muon track candidates are then built by fitting
together track segments found in each layer. The combination starts from segments
in the middle layers of the detector for then adding the segments in the outer and
inner layers. At least two matching segments are required to form a muon track
candidate, with the exception of the barrel-endcap transition region where only one
single high-quality segment can be used to build a track. A χ2 fit is then performed
using the hits provided by each track candidate and a track is accepted only if the χ2

fit satisfies certain selection criteria.
Once MS muon tracks are formed, combination with the ID track is performed.

Four muon types can then be defined [69]:

• Combined (CB) muons: provided by a global fit taking all the hits associated
to tracks in the ID and MS. During the global fit, MS hits might be added or
removed in order to improve the track fit quality.

• Segment-tagged (ST) muons: corresponding to tracks in the ID that, after extrap-
olation to the MS, match at least one local track segment in the MDT or CSC
chambers. These are particularly useful for low pT muons where only one
segment is found in the MS or regions with reduced MS acceptance.

• Calorimeter-tagged (CT) muons: where a muon is identified from an ID track with
a matched calorimeter energy deposit compatible with a minimum-ionizing
particle. These muons are useful to recover muon acceptance in regions of
the detector where the MS is only partially instrumented due to cabling and
services for the ID and the calorimeters.

• Extrapolated (ME) muons: corresponding to a MS track with a loose requirement
on the compatibility with an origin on the p-p interaction point. These muons
are mainly intended to extend the muon reconstruction acceptance to the region
not covered by the ID (2.5 < |η| < 2.7).

5.5.1 Muon calibration

After reconstruction, different corrections are applied to muon candidates in
order to achieve a per mille and percent precision on the muon momentum scale
and resolution respectively. In this context, correction factors are derived by looking
at Z → µ+µ− and J/Ψ → µ+µ− processes in data and MC simulated events. The
correction factors to be applied to MC simulation are defined in η − φ detector
regions [69]. These corrections are derived using only CB muons and they are based
on the transverse momentum measured in the ID and MS separately. Different effects
are corrected which are not account in simulation, such as inhomogeneities of the
magnetic fields and the dimensions of the detector perpendicular to the magnetic
field. The effects of the calibration can be seen in Figure 5.13a, where the data
and corrected/ uncorrected simulation are shown. The simulated Z mass peak is
narrower and slightly shifted before calibration, showing the beneficial effects on the
calibration procedure.
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Figure 5.13 – Muon calibration effects (a) and reconstruction efficiency (b) for Z → µ+µ−

events [69]. It is possible to note the beneficial effects of the muon momentum calibration
allowing to better match the data at the Z mass peak in the corrected simulation.

5.5.2 Muon identification

After reconstruction, muon identification is performed by applying different
quality requirements to disentangle signal muons from background induced from
the decay of hadronic particles such as pions and kaons. All the different muon
classifications in ATLAS are based on different quantities, characterizing the quality
of the track in the ID and in the MS. Among these quantities we can find the ID track
q/p significance11, the absolute value of the difference between the pT measured in
the ID and in the MS divided by the pT of the combined track notes as ρ ′ and the
normalized χ2 of the combined track fit [69]. For muon identification, four working
points are defined [69]:

• The Medium working point, representing the ATLAS default working point,
allowing to minimize the uncertainties related to muon reconstruction and
calibration. In this selection, only CB and ME muon tracks are considered. The
ME muons are supposed to extend the acceptance outside the ID geometrical
coverage. An upper cut un the q/p significance is also applied in order to
suppress contamination from hadrons misidentified as muons.

• The Loose working point, designed to maximize the muon reconstruction
efficiency while providing acceptable-quality muon tracks. All muon types are
used and all Medium quality muons are also classified as Loose muons. In this
selection, CT and ST muons are also used and restricted to the region |η| < 0.1.

• The Tight working point, designed to maximize the muon purity at the cost of
loosing in efficiency. Starting from Medium quality muons, Tight muons are

11 This is defined as the absolute value of q/p divided by the sum in quadrature of all the uncertainties
related to this quantity in the ID and MS.
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required to be provided only by CB tracks and to pass different quality require-
ments on the fit χ2, q/p significance and ρ ′ in order to remove pathological
tracks.

• The High-pT working point, specially designed to improve the momentum
resolution for muon tracks above 100GeV .

The resulting efficiency of Medium and Loose muons in a Z → µ+µ− event
selection is provided in Figure 5.13b

5.6 missing transverse momentum

The Missing Transverse Momentum (Emiss
T ) is a key quantity for ATLAS as it

allows to measure the amount of transverse momentum carried out by invisible
particles produced in p-p collisions and escaping the detection. The measurement of
this quantity relies on the perfect conservation of transverse momentum as:∑

i∈{
Particles

}
pT
i =

∑
i∈{

Visible
Particles

}
pT
i +

∑
j∈{

Invisible
Particles

}
pT
j = 0. (5.19)

In fact, defining ET
miss as the total transverse momentum carried out by invisible

particles it is possible to show using Equation (5.19) that

ET
miss =

∑
i∈{

Invisible
Particles

}
pT
i = −

∑
i∈{

Visible
Particles

}
pT
i. (5.20)

Therefore, the magnitude Emiss
T of this vector can be used to “observe" invisible

particles produced in p-p collisions, by looking at all the visible particles in the event.
A complete review of the reconstruction and performance of this quantity in Run 2

is provided in Chapter 6.

5.7 conclusion

This chapter illustrated how ATLAS performs the reconstruction of physics objects
and how these can be calibrated and identified. The Emiss

T reconstruction is essential
for supersymmetry searches and, due to its centrality in this work, further details
about the reconstruction performance of this quantity in Run 2 are provided in the
next chapter, composing the second part of this work.

Additionally, this chapter has shown how the calorimeter-only information is
used to build jets in ATLAS and how tracking information is exploited only after
jet building for the jet measurement corrections and suppression of pileup effects.
A possible way to enhance even further the reconstruction of such quantities is to
include the tracking information before the jet building stage and to enhance the
resolution of low pT constituents using the better resolution of the Inner Detector at
low momenta. This is the core idea the Particle Flow algorithm, described also in the
next part of this work (Chapter 7).
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It has been quickly illustrated in Section 5.6 that the Missing Transverse Mo-
mentum represents the total transverse momentum carried out by invisible particles
produced in the p-p collisions of the LHC. The choice of the transverse momentum is
not accidental and it is due to the lower uncertainty on the particle momenta in the
transverse plane. The longitudinal component of the momentum is largely affected
by the loss of particles in the beam pipe and to the unknown momentum of partons
along the beam axis due to the compositeness of the proton.

At the LHC, the presence of hadronic jets generally dominates the resolution
of Emiss

T . Due to this reason, Emiss
T is considered as an hadronic-based quantity and it

is also extremely sensitive to the pileup conditions of the collider. In this chapter,
further details about the ATLAS Emiss

T reconstruction and performance in Run 2 is
provided.

6.1 Emiss

T reconstruction

It has been shown in Equation (5.20) that the Missing Transverse Momentum
can be computed from the negative vector sum of the pT of all the visible particles
resulting from p-p collisions. Considering all the possible objects reconstructed by
ATLAS, it is possible to define

ET
miss = ET

miss,hard + ET
miss,soft = −

(
pT

hard + pT
hard
)

= ET
miss,µ + ET

miss,e + ET
miss,γ + ET

miss,τ + ET
miss,j

hard term

+ET
miss,soft

soft term

(6.1)

where µ, e,γ, τ, j correspond to muons, electrons, photons, taus and jets while
ET

miss,soft denotes the soft term of the event. This term represents the negative

89
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pT sum of all the particles which can not be well identified and calibrated in the
detector and associated to the hard-scatter primary vertex. On the other hand, the
total missing transverse momentum associated to the well identified and calibrated
ATLAS objects (also know as the hard objects, including µ, e,γ, τ, j ) is noted ET

miss,hard

and it is generally referred to as the hard-term of the Emiss
T . A detailed description

about the reconstruction, calibration and quality selection of these objects have been
provided in Chapter 5.

The ET
miss vector can be described using its x and y components in the transverse

plane (see Section 4.2.1 for more details) and also using the magnitude Emiss
T and

azimuthal angle φmiss of the Emiss
T vector

ET
miss =

(
Emiss
T ,x ,Emiss

T ,y
)

, (6.2)

Emiss
T = |ET

miss| =

√(
Emiss
T ,x

)2
+
(
Emiss
T ,y

)2
, (6.3)

φmiss = arctan
(
Emiss
T ,y /E

miss
T ,x
)

. (6.4)

Additionally to these quantities, the total transverse energy
∑

ET of the collision is
computed for each event starting from the scalar sum of the transverse momentum
of the objects entering in the Emiss

T calculation:∑
ET = pµT + peT + p

γ
T + p

τ
T + p

j
T + p

soft
T (6.5)

This quantity is used to quantify the hardness of the hard-scatter event in the
transverse plane.

Due to dependency of Emiss
T from the good functioning of the overall ATLAS

detector and the accuracy with which all other particles can be reconstructed, the
reconstruction of this quantity is very challenging and depends on data-taking
conditions. In this context of pileup, several techniques have been studied for the
mitigation of pileup contamination, in particular the usage of JVT for the suppression
of central pileup jets as described in Section 5.2.4, the definition of different Emiss

T

working points (further details in Section 6.3) and the development of a soft term
stable to pileup. Further details about the latter are provided in the next section.

An additional Emiss
T reconstruction method is represented by the track Emiss

T where
the soft term is treated in the same way as TST while the jet pT is estimated using
tracking information only. Since this quantity is purely track-based, it is referred to
as pmiss

T instead of Emiss
T and it has different advantages and disadvantages, at it will

be discussed later in Section 6.4.

6.1.1 The Emiss
T soft term

The soft term is a challenging but essential ingredient for the Emiss
T reconstruction.

Historically, the estimation of this term has been based on two different ways
techniques:

• The Calorimeter-based Soft Term (CST) where the soft component is estimated
using all the calorimeter topoclusters not associated to any hard object.
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Quantity Requirement

pT pT > 0.5GeV
η |η| < 2.5
d0 significance d0

σ(d0)
< 2.0

z0 |z0 sin θ| < 3mm

Table 6.1 – Track selection requirements for track-based soft term [2]. d0 and z0 denote the
transverse and longitudinal track impact parameters with respect to the hard-scatter vertex
position.

• The Track-based Soft Term (TST) where the soft term is estimated using the tracks
not associated to any hard object and associated to the hard-scatter primary
vertex.

In the case of TST, the soft term is less dependent to pileup effects even though the
pseudorapidity range is reduced to the tracker acceptance (|η| < 2.5) and the neutral
particle component is not accounted. On the other hand, CST allows to exploit a
larger η coverage (|η| < 5.0) and also to include the neutral particle information.
Due to the large dependency of CST on pileup and the exceptional luminosity of
the LHC during Run 2, the TST has shown better reconstruction resolution and
robustness, making this term the default soft term reconstruction at ATLAS during
Run 2. However, the extension of the pseudorapidity acceptance and the inclusion
of the hard-scatter neutral information are two features that would make the TST
estimation more precise, leading to better Emiss

T reconstruction performance.
For topocluster-based jets, the track-based soft term is reconstructed using the

requirements listed in Table 6.1. Among these requisites, the cuts on the d0 and
z0 parameters allow to obtain an optimal association to the hard-scatter vertex and
consequently a good mitigation of soft pileup tracks. Additionally, by not including
the neutral contributions, the track-based reconstruction entirely removes the out-of-
time pileup contributions affecting CST. All the tracks associated to the hard-objects
previously defined are discarded from the soft term calculation. In particular, the
following classes of tracks are excluded from the soft term calculation [2]:

• Tracks with ∆η < 0.2 and ∆φ < 0.05 with respect to electron and photon
candidates.

• Tracks within a ∆R = 0.2 cone around hadronically decaying τ-leptons.

• ID tracks associated with an identified muon.

• Tracks matched to jets using the ghost-association technique described in
Section 5.2.3.

• Isolated tracks with pT > 120GeV (or pT > 200GeV for |η| < 1.5) having
estimated relative resolution on their pT larger than 40% or having no associated
calorimeter energy deposit with pT larger than 65% of the track pT . This cut
removes mis-measured tracks produced from association of random hits in the
Inner Detector.
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Figure 6.1 – Emiss
T resolution for Z→ µ+µ− and VBF Higgs production as a function of the

number of primary vertices NPV [2]. The red and green lines denote the Loose and Tight
Emiss
T working points while the blue one shows the effects of the forward Jet Vertex Tagger

(see Section 5.2.4 for more details).

6.2 overlap removal treatment

ATLAS carries out an independent reconstruction of different physics object
(electrons, muons, jets, etc.) before combining these into the Emiss

T reconstruction.
This means that the same calorimeter and tracker signals can result in different objects
causing a double-counting in the Emiss

T calculation leading to a wrong estimation
of this quantity. Therefore, the treatment of ambiguities between close-by physics
objects represents a key aspect of Emiss

T reconstruction and is generally referred to as
overlap removal.

Mutually exclusive detector signals are guaranteed using an object filling sequence
starting to reconstruct the Emiss

T from muons (µ), electrons (e) followed by photons
(γ), then hadronically decaying taus (τhad) and finally jets (j).

6.3 Emiss

T working points

The resolution of Emiss
T is largely affected by the pileup jets entering in the hard

term reconstruction, specially in the forward region (|η| > 2.4) where the tracker
information is missing. In order to mitigate these effects, different Emiss

T working
points (WPs) have been defined, allowing physics analysis to choose their preferred
jet selection. This feature is important since physics analyses might have different
requirements on jet selection due to their targeted signal events. In Run 2, the set of
ATLAS Emiss

T working points included:

• The Loose working point, including central jets (|η| < 2.4) with pT > 20GeV
passing JVT requirement (see Section 5.2.4) and forward jets (|η| > 2.4) with
pT > 20GeV .

• The Tight working point, including central jets (|η| < 2.4) with pT > 20GeV
passing JVT requirement and forward jets (|η| > 2.4) with pT > 30GeV .
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(a) Emiss
T ,x ,Emiss

T ,y resolution vs. NPV (b) Emiss
T scale vs pZT

Figure 6.2 – Emiss
T resolution and scale for different Emiss

T reconstruction techniques [70]. The
red and green curves reports respectively the TST and CST reconstruction, while the track
Emiss
T is reported in blue.

Figure 6.1 reports the resolutions of these WPs as a function of the number of
primary vertices NPV . Here, we can see how the Emiss

T resolution in low jet signatures
(e.g. Z → µ+µ− events) improves when we reject more pileup jets in the forward
region. Furthermore, the forward Jet Vertex Tagger [64] allows to remove pileup jets
in the forward region (|η| > 2.5), improving the Emiss

T resolution while keeping the
resolution of VBF Higgs signatures12 high.

6.4 Emiss

T performance

The performance of Emiss
T can be studied using different quantities and event

topologies. Due to their abundance, extensive knowledge and selection purity,
Z → µ+µ− and Z → e+e− final states are widely employed for the study of fake
Emiss
T effects.

The first quantity generally used to describe the performance of missing trans-
verse momentum is the x,y Emiss

T resolution, defined as the Root Mean Square (RMS)
value of the residuals ∆Emiss,x,y

T where

∆E
miss,x,y
T = E

miss,x,y
T − E

miss,x,y,truth
T . (6.6)

An example of Emiss
T resolution plot as a function of the number of primary vertices

NPV is shown in Figure 6.2a for different Emiss
T reconstruction techniques. The red

and green curves report respectively the TST and CST reconstruction, while the
track Emiss

T is reported in blue. It is possible to note the importance of the soft term
for keeping the Emiss

T resolution low. In particular, we can note the large pileup
dependency of the CST reconstruction compared to the TST and pmiss

T ones. However,

12 These signatures generally have a lot of forward jets due to their kinematics.
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even if pmiss
T has almost no pileup dependency across NPV , the lack of neutral

information in the track jets made the TST Emiss
T reconstruction the most performant

and used Emiss
T quantity in ATLAS analyses during the second run of the LHC.

For Z→ l+l− signatures, the Emiss
T scale can be defined as the average value of the

projection of ET
miss along the Z-boson-axis AZ defined as

AZ =
pZ
T

pZT
, (6.7)

where pZ
T is the transverse momentum of the Z boson. This quantity

〈
ET

miss ·AZ

〉
allows to characterize the Emiss

T direction and its dependence on different Emiss
T objects

well. Ideally, this quantity should be zero for a perfect Emiss
T reconstruction. Figure

6.2b reports an example of the scale plot for different Emiss
T reconstruction techniques

as a function of the Z-boson transverse momentum pZT . From this plot, we can
note how the Emiss

T scale is always negative with respect to the Z boson direction,
indicating that the quantity recoiling against the Z boson is generally underestimated.
However, different regimes can be identified for different ranges of pZT in the plot.
For pZT < 20GeV the quantity recoiling against AZ is represented by the soft term
considering that the jet pT threshold is generally fixed at 20GeV . Looking at the
various curves, we see that all of them generally have an underestimated soft term,
even though the inclusion of neutral particles make the CST reconstruction slightly
better than pmiss

T and TST. However, for pZT > 20GeV where the jet component starts
to dominate the Emiss

T reconstruction, showing very different behaviors between
each Emiss

T reconstruction technique. In particular, we can note how pmiss
T is biased

along the Z-boson direction due to the total lack of neutral particles in track jets
reconstruction. For TST and CST reconstruction we can see that at very high values
of pZT the two scale plots are merging due to the dominant jet term.

Another useful quantity for studying the Emiss
T performance is represented by the

Emiss
T linearity defined as

∆lin
T =

〈
Emiss
T − Emiss,true

T

Emiss,true
T

〉
(6.8)

This value describes a good Emiss
T performance when its value is null. An example

of this plot as a function of the true Emiss
T is shown in Figure 6.3. For W± → e±ν

and W± → µ±ν signatures, when Emiss,true
T is larger than 70GeV , the reconstructed

Emiss
T estimation is 2% close to the truth one due to the reconstruction of the hadronic

recoil. On the other hand, for Emiss,true
T lower than 40GeV , the Emiss

T is consistently
overestimated with respect to Emiss,true

T (i.e. ∆lin
T > 0). This feature is mainly due to

the track-based soft term not accounting for the soft neutral component and the
contamination of pileup jets. The independence of such observations from the lepton
flavour is confirmed by the similarity of the W± → e±ν and W± → µ±ν curves. For
tt simulated events, the resolution effects tend to dominate for Emiss,true

T < 120GeV .
These effects are larger than W± → l±ν due to the presence of at least four jets with
low pT and the high sensitivity to pileup-induced fluctuations in tt signatures.
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Figure 6.3 – Emiss
T linearity as a function of truth Emiss

T for different simulations (W± → e±ν,
W± → µ±ν and tt) [70].

6.5 the track-based soft term systematics

Due to its compositeness with respect to other ATLAS objects, the Emiss
T does not

have a dedicated uncertainty and various object uncertainties are generally propa-
gated during the Emiss

T calculation. However, the soft term represents a component
uniquely estimated for the Emiss

T calculation and it needs a dedicated uncertainty. In
this section, we want to provide a description of the parametrization and estimation
of the Track-based Soft Term systematics.

The uncertainty on the soft term is characterized by how well this term is modeled
in MC simulation. In an event topology with zero true Emiss

T , the soft term momentum
pT

soft is expected to be perfectly balanced against pT
hard. Detector resolution effects

spoil the equality between phard
T and psoft

T . Different projections of psoft
T along phard

T in
data and MC can be used to study the modeling of the soft term. Three projected
quantities illustrated in Figure 6.4 are studied:

• The parallel scale (∆L), representing the mean value of the parallel projection
of psoft

T along phard
T . The component from the projection is labelled psoft,‖

T .

• The parallel resolution (σ‖), defined as the root-mean-square (RMS) of psoft,‖
T .

• The transverse resolution (σ⊥), defined as the root-mean-square (RMS) of the
perpendicular component of psoft

T with respect to phard
T . The component from

the projection is labelled psoft,⊥
T .

The transverse scale is not of physical interest as it is consistent with zero in data
and simulation.

The systematic uncertainty is computed from the maximal disagreement between
the data and different Monte Carlo generators plus parton shower models for a certain
set of phard

T bins. To account for any differences between event topologies with large
numbers of jets and those without any jets, the total systematic is additionally split
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Figure 6.4 – Sketch of the track-based soft term projections with respect to phard
T for the

calculation of the TST systematic uncertainties.

phard
T bin [GeV] σ‖[GeV] σ⊥[GeV] ∆L[GeV]

0-10 1.87 2.00 0.25

10-15 1.77 1.97 0.50

15-20 1.73 1.98 0.63

20-25 1.91 2.09 0.71

25-30 2.20 2.24 0.75

30-35 2.21 2.29 0.85

35-40 2.36 2.36 0.96

40-50 2.69 2.38 1.07

50-200 3.71 3.04 1.96

Table 6.2 – TST systematic envelope derived using the 2015-2016 ATLAS dataset, computed
as the maximal differences between data and Monte Carlo samples for the parallel scale ∆L,
parallel and transverse resolutions σ‖,σ⊥.

into jet-inclusive and jet-veto selections and merged later as the maximal variation of
these two cases. Figure 6.5 shows the three projected quantities for the jet-inclusive
and jet-veto cases. The resulting systematic envelope (see Table 6.2) is shown centered
on data, and by construction, all the considered simulated samples are covered by
this systematic envelope. The resolutions in simulation are typically smaller than
that observed in data as seen in Figure 6.5. The uncertainty increases with phard

T due
to the increasing amount of missing neutral information in the soft term estimation,
and the final uncertainty values typically range from 2GeV to 5GeV .

To apply the systematic uncertainties from Table 6.2, the projection of the soft
term is smeared by a Gaussian of the width corresponding to its phard

T value for the
resolution uncertainties. The scale variation adds the value corresponding to its phard

T

to the psoft,‖
T and it is subtracted for the opposite variation.

6.6 object-based Emiss

T significance

The degree to which the reconstructed Emiss
T is compatible with momentum

resolution and particle identification efficiencies can be identified by evaluating the
Emiss
T significance S(Emiss

T ).
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Figure 6.5 – Parallel scale, parallel and transverse resolution plots for the Track-based Soft
Term (TST) in the 2015-2016 ATLAS dataset. The pink band represents the resulting TST
systematic uncertainty applied to the Z→ e+e− Monte Carlo simulation. This band is shown
centered on data and it proves the coverage of the discrepancies with respect to simulations.
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The Emiss
T significance is defined to test the hypothesis that the total transverse

momentum carried by invisible particles (named pT
inv) is zero (null hypothesis)

against the hypothesis that pT
inv is different than zero (alternative hypothesis) [71]

S(Emiss
T )2 = 2 ln

(
maxpTinv 6=0L

(
ET

miss|pT
inv
)

maxpTinv=0L
(
ET

miss|pTinv
)) . (6.9)

An event-by-event likelihood can be calculated assuming that

• The measurement of each particle i is independent of one another.

• For each object, the probability distribution of measuring pT
i given true trans-

verse momentum value pT
i,true is represented by a Gaussian probability distri-

bution with covariance matrix Vi.

• Due to the transverse momentum conservation: −pT
inv =

∑
i pT

i,true.

Under these assumptions, the likelihood function has the form of a two dimen-
sional Gaussian:

L
(
ET

miss|pT
inv) ∝ exp

−
1

2

(
ET

miss − pT
inv)T (∑

i

Vi

)−1 (
ET

miss − pT
inv) ,

(6.10)
and the Emiss

T significance becomes a simple χ2 distribution

S(Emiss
T )2 = 2 ln

(
L
(
ET

miss|ET
miss)

L
(
ET

miss|0
) )

=
(
ET

miss)T (∑
i

Vi

)−1 (
ET

miss) . (6.11)

It is possible to show [71] that, in the coordinate system composed of the parallel
(i.e. longitudinal L) and perpendicular (i.e. transverse T ) axes to the direction of
ET

miss, the total S(Emiss
T ) can be written as

S(Emiss
T )2 =

|Emiss
T |2

σ2L
(
1− ρ2LT

) , (6.12)

where σL is the total Emiss
T variance in the longitudinal directions to the ET

miss respec-
tively and ρLT is the correlation factor between these two directional measurements.
This expression is not surprising considering as it corresponds to the definition of
statistical significance, where the numerator corresponds to the observation and
the denominator to the error on that observation. Assuming events where only jets
are present and a dominance of the stochastic term of the jet resolution, σL can be
estimated as

σL =

√∑
jet i

σ2i ∝

√√√√∑
jet i

(√
piT

)2
=

√∑
jet i

piT =
√
HT , (6.13)

leading to the standard event-based Emiss
T significance approximation

S(Emiss
T ) ≈

Emiss
T√
HT

, (6.14)
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Figure 6.6 – (a) Relative resolution of different ATLAS physics objects entering in the Emiss
T

significance calculation. (b) ROC curve showing better acceptance of events carrying invisible
particles at equal background rejection rates from the object-based Emiss

T significance with
respect to different approaches [71].

used by different ATLAS analyses.
In the object-based Emiss

T significance approach, the longitudinal Emiss
T variance

σL is determined from the resolutions of each physics object entering in the Emiss
T

calculation. Figure 6.6a shows the magnitude of these object resolutions entering
in the S(Emiss

T ) calculation. Additionally, due to their large contributions to the total
Emiss
T resolution, this approach specially treats pileup jets that are not removed by the

Jet Vertex Tagger requirement, by adding to the total S(Emiss
T ) denominator the pT

of these jets multiplied by the probability of the jet to have originated from pileup,
which is estimated from MC simulations.

Figure 6.6b shows that this object-based definition allows to better separate events
carrying real and fake Emiss

T , enhancing the sensitivity of physics analyses targeting
invisible particles to new physics.

6.7 conclusion

This chapter illustrated the reconstruction and performance of Emiss
T , as well as

the systematic uncertainties associated to this quantity. This object represents a
fundamental observable for the searches carried out by the ATLAS experiment (in
particular supersymmetry), and its optimal performance in Run 2 has played an
essential role in providing these analyses with excellent sensitivities to new physics
in Run 2. However, further improvements can be achieved, specially considering
that Emiss

T is very dependent by jets and pileup jet identification. In this context,
improvements to jet reconstruction made significant enhancement to the performance
of this quantity in Run 2. The next chapter is dedicated to the description of Particle
Flow jet and Emiss

T reconstruction, where the improved low-pT jet resolution and
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better pileup jet identification led to significant improvements of this quantity and
consequently of the ATLAS sensitivity to new physics.
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The best possible identification and reconstruction of final states particles rep-
resents an important pursuit of collider experiments. Composite objects (e.g. jets)
relying on lower level particles can be intrinsically improved when better calibration
and identification of lower level particles is provided, resulting in higher sensitivities
of ATLAS analyses to new physics.

The goal of Particle Flow (or PFlow) algorithms is to identify the individual
particles in the detector and combine the measurement of the different ATLAS sub-
detectors in an optimal way. This can be achieved with a particle detector allowing
to efficiently separate between charged and neutral particles, a feature provided by
a large magnetic field and good calorimeter granularity. One typical Particle Flow
approach is the combination of the tracker and calorimeter subsystems. When these
sub-detectors are combined, the combination procedure relies on the fact that charged
particles can be measured much better by the tracker when the particle pT is low
due to the large bending offered by the ID solenoid, while the calorimeter provides a
better measurement at high pT where the particle tracks are closer to straight lines.
Additionally, this algorithm could provide identification of neutral particles nearby
charged objects after association between charged tracks and calorimeter objects.
These algorithms were first pioneered in the ALEPH experiment at LEP [72] and
later by CMS [73] and were shown to improve the resolution of the reconstructed
jets.

7.1 the atlas particle flow algorithm

In Run 1 the ATLAS detector used pure calorimeter-based jets for the reconstruc-
tion of p-p collisions. Once the jets were built, the tracker information was used for
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the identification of pileup objects and for the calibration of the hard-scatter process.
The Particle Flow algorithm introduces an alternative approach, where the tracker
and calorimeter information are combined prior to jet and Emiss

T reconstruction. The
final objects provided by this algorithm represents ideal particles in the detector,
generally known as Particle Flow objects (or PFOs). The energy deposited by the track
of charged particles is “removed" from the calorimeter in order to better identify
neutral signals. Jet reconstruction is then performed on the “particle flow objects”
coming from the hard-scatter vertex, providing charged pileup subtraction prior
to jet building. Such approach started to be studied and discussed within ATLAS
during the first long shutdown of the LHC (2012-2015). Further work, bringing to the
final commissioning of the algorithm, has been performed during the second Run of
the LHC and this techniques is now ready to be employed for the LHC Run 3.

Additionally to the neutral particle identification, Particle Flow aims at improving
the resolution of each particle combining in an optimal way the information from the
sub-detectors. As discussed in Section 4.2.3, the resolution of the ATLAS calorimeter
can be quantified as

σ (E)

E
=
50%√
E
⊕ 3.4%⊕ 1%

E
. (7.1)

Furthermore, the inverse transverse momentum resolution for the ATLAS tracker is
[51]

σ

(
1

pT

)
pT = 0.036% · pT ⊕ 1.3%. (7.2)

In both formulas, energies and transverse momenta are measured in GeV . Therefore,
for low momenta the tracker provides better resolution while the calorimeter makes
better at high pT . This feature can be understood with the following qualitative
argument: at high pT , particle tracks have a very small bending angle, making its
momentum estimation difficult and the calorimeter energy measurement effectively
better due to the low stochastic component resulting from the high number of parti-
cles in the calorimeter shower. However, at low pT , the large stochastic uncertainty
and large noise in the calorimeter makes the tracker transverse momentum estimation
more suited for a precise pT estimation. Therefore, it is natural to use the tracker
information for low pT tracks while the calorimeter in the high pT regime. This is
exactly what the Particle Flow algorithm exploits.

Another useful feature of the tracker-calorimeter association for jet building is
represented by the difficulty to estimate correctly the azimuthal angle φ of charged
low pT particles due to the large bending power of the ATLAS 2 T solenoidal field13.
In fact, these particles can sweep out of the jet cone before reaching the calorimeter,
leading to an imperfect reconstruction of low pT jets. By using the φ of the tracks at
interaction point, these particles can be included in the jet clustering, leading to a
better jet estimation of the jet φ direction.

The steps of the ATLAS Particle Flow algorithm are described on Figure 7.1.

13 This feature is even more important for CMS, where the Inner Detector magnetic field reaches values
of 4 T .
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Figure 7.1 – Schematic of the ATLAS Particle Flow algorithm [51].

7.1.1 Track selection

The inputs of the Particle Flow algorithm are tracks and topoclusters reconstructed
using pure tracker and calorimeter information. In order to perform the matching
between tracks and topoclusters (see next section), a selection of good quality tracks
is performed for the so called tight tracks. These tracks require at least nine hits in
the silicon detectors, no missing hit in the Pixel detector and to pass |η| < 2.5 and
pT > 500MeV . At this stage, no selection on vertex association is made in order to
subtract pileup clusters in the calorimeter in an optimal way later.

Considering that at very high pT the momentum resolution of the tracks is lower
than the calorimeter measurements, tracks having pT > 40GeV were excluded in the
first version of the algorithm studied using Run 1 samples. This requirement evolved
later in Run 2. Tracks matched to medium quality electrons and muons are excluded
from the calorimeter subtraction as the algorithm is optimized for hadronic shower
subtraction.

7.1.2 Track-to-topocluster matching

The first step of the tracker-calorimeter combination procedure consists of match-
ing between tracks and topocluster in order to identify calorimeter energy deposits
caused by charged particles and perform the energy subtraction. The matching is
performed using the modified ∆R metric

∆R ′ =

√(
∆φ

σφ

)2
+

(
∆η

ση

)2
(7.3)

where ση,σφ correspond to the angular topocluster widths, computed as the standard
deviation of the displacements of the topocluster’s cells in η,φ with respect to its
barycentre. This modified metric has been preferred as it allows to account the spatial
extent of the topoclusters which may contain energy deposits from multiple particles.

A preliminary selection of topoclusters to be matched to tracks is performed
in order to reduce the amount of wrongly matched topoclusters. This is done
requiring Eclus/ptrk > 0.1, where Eclus is the energy of the topocluster and ptrk the
momentum of the reconstructed track. This preselection allows to reject 10% of
incorrect topoclusters for 1GeV < pT < 2GeV and 30− 40% for pT > 5GeV while
keeping the rejection of correct topoclusters below 1% [51].

After this preliminary selection of topoclusters, the ∆R ′ metric defined in Equation
(7.3) is used to match tracks and topoclusters by associating the closest track and
topocluster. If no preselected topocluster is found within ∆R ′ < 1.64, it is assumed
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Figure 7.2 – ∆R ′ distribution of topoclusters correctly and incorrectly associated to a track
[51].
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that the particle has not formed a sufficiently high energy deposit and the track is
retained without performing the subsequent energy subtraction. Figure 7.2 shows
the ∆R ′ distributions of the correctly and incorrectly matched topoclusters to a track.
On these figures, the dashed black line illustrates the ∆R ′ < 1.64 cut used for the
association of the tracks and topocluster objects.

7.1.3 Energy subtraction

The subtraction of the energy deposited by particle tracks in the calorimeter
represents a key aspect for the identification of neutral particles being merged with a
charged object. However, in order to subtract the right amount of charged particle
energy, an estimation of the average energy deposited by each track in the calorimeter
needs to be estimated. This step is performed by evaluating the average value of
Eclus

ref /p
trk
ref from a single pion reference sample simulated without pileup. A lookup

table is then built for 〈Eclus
ref /p

trk
ref〉 as a function of pT , η and the layer of highest energy

density 14 (LHED). Only pions have been used since these compose most of the
charged particles in a jet and this lookup table would provide the energy deposited
in the calorimeter by these tracks. Once this lookup table is available, the energy
deposited by a track having a momentum ptrk will be simply estimated as

Eclus = 〈Eclus
ref /p

trk
ref〉 · p

trk. (7.4)

At this stage, we need to subtract the energy in our calorimeter in order to
identify possible neutral objects merged with charged particles in our calorimeter.
We distinguish now two cases:

1. The expected energy from the track Eclus is larger than the energy of the
topocluster E. In this case, the entire topocluster is simply removed.

2. If Eclus < E then the cell subtraction is performed. This is done starting with the
extrapolation of the track position inside the LHED and forming equally-spaced
rings in each calorimeter layer as a function of η and φ. These rings are wide
enough to contain at least one cell inside the respective layer. Afterwards, the
subtraction begins from the layer with the higher energy density (i.e. the LHED)
according to a parametrization of the shower shape mapping the most likely
energy density profile in each layer. The subtraction is performed from the
innermost ring going outwards, ranking the rings according to their energy
density extrapolated from the single pion MC samples.

A schematic of the energy subtraction in each layer is provided in Figure 7.3 showing
the identification of the neutral object after the complete subtraction of the charged
object energy.

14 The layer of highest energy density (LHED) is the layer of the calorimeter having the largest increase in
energy density as a function of the number of interaction lengths from the front face of the calorimeter
for a given topocluster. The energy density of the j-th cell in the j-th layer is calculated as

ρij =
Eij

Vij
,
[
GeV/X30

]
where Eij is the energy of the cell in GeV and Vij the volume of the cell expressed in radiation lengths
X0.
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Figure 7.3 – Particle Flow step-by-step energy subtraction in two different EMB layers [51].

7.1.4 Remnant removal

Once the energy subtraction has been performed, we can use the spread of
the estimated energy deposition σ

(
Eclus

)
estimated from the standard deviation of

Eclus
ref /p

trk
ref in single pion samples in order to evaluate if the total track energy has

been removed by the energy subtraction. In the ATLAS Particle Flow algorithm, we
assume that if the energy left in the topocluster after energy subtraction is consistent
with the width of the reference energy distribution (i.e. it is less than 1.5σ

(
Eclus

)
)

then it is assumed that the topocluster was completely originated from a single object
and so the remaining energy is removed. This 1.5σ

(
Eclus

)
criterion was chosen as it

optimally separated cases where the matched topocluster has true deposited energy
only from a single particle and those where there are multiple contributing particles
[51]. If this requirement is not satisfied, the remnant is retained considering that the
cluster could have been originated by the overlapping of different particles.

7.2 particle flow jet and Emiss

T performance

It has been described in the previous section how the Particle Flow algorithm is
improving the jet reconstruction performance. In this section, the jet performance
is shown. Additionally, the propagation of these effects to the Emiss

T reconstruction
performance is presented.
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Figure 7.4 – Charged and neutral Particle Flow objects (PFOs).

7.2.1 Particle Flow jets

Once topoclusters and tracks have been associated, their combined information is
passed as input to a jet building algorithm. This is done by combining the tracks and
topoclusters inputs into two sets of Particle Flow objects (PFOs):

• The Neutral Particle Flow objects composed of topoclusters not associated to any
track or calorimeter signals surviving the subtraction procedure (see Figure
7.4a and 7.4b ).

• The Charged Particle Flow objects composed of isolated tracks or tracks and
topoclusters matched by the PFlow algorithm (see Figure 7.4c and 7.4d ).

The inputs to the jet finding algorithm are then represented by:

• The full set of neutral PFOs, represented by topoclusters unmatched to any
ID track and calorimeter energy deposits resulting from the charged energy
subtraction procedure.

• The charged PFOs matched to hard-scatter vertex. This step is possible due
to the available tracker information, allowing to discard calorimeter energy
deposits associated to pileup interactions before building jets.

The Particle Flow jets are finally formed by running the anti-kt algorithm on these
input constituents.

The Particle Flow jets are improved in several ways with respect to topocluster
jets. Considering that the algorithm uses the tracking information at low pT , im-
provements are expected in terms of energy and angular resolution for low pT jets.
Additionally, since charged pileup constituents are already removed before building
jets, we also expect pileup PFlow jets to be partially suppressed prior to jet creation.
The effects of the better tracker resolution are illustrated in Figure 7.5, where the
jet resolutions of the jet η,φ and pT are shown as a function of pT . In these figures
we can note that the improvements in the jet pT mostly appear for pT < 100GeV if
compared to the locally-calibrated (LC) jets. The angular resolution of the jet is also
improved in η,φ, and this happens because of three reasons:
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Figure 7.5 – Resolutions of Particle Flow jets compared to topocluster-based jets [51, 74]. (a)
and (b) report the η and φ resolutions extracted from a Run 1 simulated di-jet sample with
〈µ〉 = 24. (c) shows the energy resolution as a function of the simulated truth jet pT using a
fraction of the 2017 (Run 2) collected dataset with 〈µ〉 = 37.8.
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1. The tracker angular resolution is far superior to the one estimated with the
large shower objects in the calorimeter.

2. The track angular position can be measured at the perigee, allowing to reduce
the spread due to the magnetic field surrounding the Inner Detector.

3. Charged pileup topoclusters are removed before jet building leading to a better
estimation of the jet direction.

It is also possible to note how the φ resolution matches the η one for Particle Flow
jets while this is not true for LC jets. This is due to the correction of the magnetic field
effects in φ provided using the tracking information in the Particle Flow approach.

At high pT , the transverse momentum resolution of Particle Flow jets gets slightly
worse than the LC-calibrated jets. This happens because of two reasons:

• The dense core of high-energy jets comes with challenges for tracking algo-
rithms, causing the tracking efficiency and accuracy to degrade at high pT .

• The proximity of the different showers within the high-momentum jets increases
the probability of mismatching between tracks and topoclusters, resulting in
an incorrect energy subtraction leading to a wrong final jet energy estimation.
This effect is also known as the confusion of the Particle Flow algorithm.

This affected the Particle Flow algorithm evaluated using Run 1 data, and it was
partly removed by applying the energy subtraction from tracks satisfying pT <
40GeV . In Run 2, a smooth disabling of the algorithm for individual tracks in dense
environments better restores the performance of Particle Flow jets at high pT . For all
tracks up to 100GeV of pT , the energy subtraction is not performed if [76]

Eclus −
〈
Eclus

exp

〉
σ
(
Eclus

exp

) > 33.2 · log
10

(
40GeV/ptrk

T

)
, (7.5)

where Eclus is the calorimeter energy in a cone ∆R < 0.15 around the extrapolated
track,

〈
Eclus

exp

〉
and σ

(
Eclus

exp

)
are the average expected energy deposited by a pion and

its variation. This cut practically truncates tracks above 40GeV but it also excludes
lower pT tracks from the energy subtraction if these are found to be in very dense
environments [76].

Figure 7.6 shows the amount of pileup and hard-scatter jets which are selected
by the Particle Flow and topoclustering jet building approach. In particular, we can
note in Figure 7.6b how better the Particle Flow pileup jet rejection is compared to
the standard topocluster jets, specially after JVT requirement (refer to Section 5.2.4
for further details). The JVT still has an effect on Particle Flow jets as pileup jets can
be created by the neutral pileup particles which can not be removed through the
utilization of the tracker information. On the other hand, the efficiency of hard-scatter
jets shown in Figure 7.6a shows that while Particle Flow provides a better pileup
jet rejection it also provides a larger acceptance of the hard-scatter jets, proving that
the pileup jet removal is effectively more efficient for Particle Flow jets across the
tracker acceptance (|η| < 2.4). Moreover, we can note how the shape of the Particle
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Figure 7.6 – Reconstruction efficiency of hard-scatter (HS) jets and average amount of pileup
(fake) jets for Particle Flow and Topocluster-based jet collections [75]. The first row reports
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Figure 7.7 – Emiss
T x-y resolution vs 〈µ〉 in 2015 MC Z → µ+µ− simulated events. The

different curves show the resolution of the TST and CST soft term reconstruction in the
topocluster-based (EMTopo) and Particle Flow (EMPFlow) approaches.

Flow hard-scatter and pileup jets is more regular within |η| < 2.4 compared to the
pure calorimeter-based jets. These feature is due to the removal of the pileup effects
affecting the transition region between between the barrel and the extended barrel of
the Tile calorimeter (see Section 4.2.3 for more details). Differences in the topocluster
and Particle Flow jet reconstruction approach are much less evident for pT > 40GeV
due to the lower presence of pileup jets at higher jet pT as shown in Figure 7.6c and
7.6d.

7.2.2 Particle Flow Emiss
T

We have already illustrated in Chapter 6 how Emiss
T is reconstructed at the ATLAS

experiment. In particular, we have highlighted the importance of the soft term
for the reconstruction of this quantity and the advantages and disadvantages of
the track-based and calorimeter-based soft terms (TST and CST), mainly related
to the utilization of the pure charged and neutral particle information for the soft
term estimation. With Particle Flow, we now have the possibility to exploit a set of
separated charged and neutral objects and to improve the Emiss

T in two ways:

1. Through the better reconstruction of Particle Flow jets: pT , η, φ resolution and
pileup jet removal.

2. Through inclusion of the neutral information inside the TST estimation.

Similarly to the topocluster Emiss
T , for Particle Flow Emiss

T we distinguish a TST and
a CST approach. In the Particle Flow TST, we essentially reconstruct the soft term
from all the tracks of the hard-scatter charged Particle Flow objects, not associated to
any hard object. The tracks are considered to come from the hard-scatter vertex if

|z0 sin θ| < 2.0mm. (7.6)

Since the tracks are reconstructed only within the tracker acceptance, this implies
that the Particle Flow TST is essentially identical to the topocluster-based TST, and
that the Particle Flow Emiss

T improvements are due to the improvements to the jet term
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only. On the other hand, the Particle Flow CST represents the second reconstruction
approach and it is composed of:

• All the soft charged Particle Flow objects associated to hard-scatter vertex
through the requirement provided in Equation (7.6).

• All the neutral Particle Flow objects not associated to any hard object.

From this definition it clear then that the Particle Flow CST represents the ideal way
to reconstruct the Emiss

T soft term in the ATLAS detector as it exploits maximally
the tracker information for pilup mitigation and it also includes the soft neutral
information within the full detector acceptance.

Figure 7.7 shows the resolution of the topocluster and Particle Flow-based TST
and CST reconstruction as a function of 〈µ〉. In these plots we can see how the Emiss

T

resolution of Particle Flow is better than the topocluster TST approach (EMtopo TST).
These improvements are mostly caused by the better estimation of the jet term, even
though the JVT requirements were applied only on the topocluster jets as these were
not investigated for Particle Flow jet only during the 2016 data taking. The resolution
plot for Z → µ+µ− events with zero jets shows the effect of the Particle Flow soft
term. In particular, it is possible to note that Particle Flow CST does not perform
better than TST, as it could have been expected while Particle Flow TST performs
similarly to the standard TST Emiss

T . Moreover, the zero jet plot shows a worsening on
Particle Flow CST with 〈µ〉 suggesting that the worse performance is caused by the
presence of neutral pileup clusters which can not be removed by the Particle Flow
algorithm.

The effects of JVT applied to Particle Flow Emiss
T are shown in Figure 7.9 using

2015 and 2016 simulated ATLAS Z→ µ+µ− events for three different jet selections:
inclusive jet selection, forward jet veto (i.e. no jets with |η| > 2.4) and jet veto (i.e.
zero jets). In the resolution plots shown on Figure 7.9b, 7.9d and 7.9f it is possible
to see that the JVT improves even further the resolution of Particle Flow TST Emiss

T

compared to the standard topocluster approach and that these improvements are
mostly due to the central reconstruction of the detector (|η| < 2.4). When the event
selection requires to have zero jets in the Z → µ+µ− final state, the resolution of
Particle Flow and topocluster-based Emiss

T become identical. The tails of the Emiss
T

distribution are also nicely reduced as shown on Figure 7.9a, Figure 7.9c and Figure
7.9e.

7.3 conclusion and future prospects

This chapter has illustrated the improvements that the charged energy subtraction
and pileup suppression of the ATLAS Particle Flow algorithm provided to the
ATLAS jet and Emiss

T reconstruction during Run 2. However, even if Particle Flow
reconstruction is now well established within the ATLAS experiment for Run 3,
further improvements of the algorithms are possible for the next years. In particular,
suppression of neutral pileup constituents could represent a very interesting domain
for improving the Particle Flow jet performance even further. In this context, some
possible techniques for neutral pileup mitigation in Particle Flow has been explored
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in ATLAS during Run 2. One specific approach [77], based on multivariate analysis
techniques, is presented in the next chapter.
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(b) Emiss
T x-y resolution (inclusive jet selection)
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(d) Emiss
T x-y resolution (no jets |η| > 2.4)
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Figure 7.9 – Emiss
T distributions and x-y Emiss

T resolutions for Z→ µ+µ− simulated events for
three different jet selections: inclusive jet selections, forward jet veto selection (no jets with
|η| > 2.4) and no jets.
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“The events of the world do not form an orderly queue, like the English. They
crowd around chaotically, like Italians.”

– C. Rovelli, The Order of Time
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It has been shown in Chapter 7 how the tracking information, exploited before
the jet-building stage, can improve the resolution of jets, Emiss

T and also enhance their
stability to pileup. However, the current ATLAS Particle Flow algorithm does not
apply any kind of pileup mitigation to neutral particles before building jets, a step
which could increase even further the reconstruction performance of such quantities.
Several techniques already exist for the mitigation of neutral pileup topoclusters and
new approaches have been investigated using multivariate analysis techniques [77].

8.1 overview of current constituent pileup mitigation techniques

Constituent-level pileup mitigation techniques are designed to improve jet res-
olutions on an jet-by-jet basis by cutting on different observables related to jet
constituents prior to jet building. Several techniques have been studied inside and
outside of the ATLAS experiment [78, 79] and this section aims at reviewing some of
these techniques studies before describing their application in the context of pileup
mitigation for neutral Particle Flow constituents.

8.1.1 Soft Killer

Soft Killer [79] represents an event-by-event pileup mitigation technique based
on the suppression of all the jet constituents not satisfying a certain pT cut. This cut -

115
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Figure 8.1 – Schematic of the Soft Killer pSK
T definition [79]. The x-axis illustrates a generic η

or φ axis divided into multiple patches and delimited by dotted lines.

noted as pSK
T - is chosen for each event in order to set to a zero value the median of

the energy density ρ used in the pileup-area subtraction defined in Section 5.2.3:

ρ = median
i∈ patches

(
pTi
Ai

)
(8.1)

This is done by dividing the η−φ plane into a set of squared patches of size 0.6× 0.6
and by choosing a value of pSK

T such that half of the patches are filled with particle
constituents. Such technique is schematically shown in Figure 8.1.

8.1.2 Cluster timing cleaning

In Run 2, it has been observed that the 25ns spacing between LHC p-p bunches
led to significant contamination of the calorimeter readout from out-of-time pileup
contamination (see Section 4.1.1 for more details). In this context, Figure 8.2 shows
the timing distribution of neutral Particle Flow objects associated to hard-scatter and
pileup interactions. Indeed, we know that most of the out-of-time contamination
is neutral since the timing window of silicon detectors is much shorter than the
calorimeter one, meaning that no track is generally associated to out-of-time objects.
In this picture, it is possible to note the two peaks at ±25ns corresponding to the
contamination from the previous and next bunch crossing of the LHC, leading to
contaminations in the calorimeter that can not be removed using tracking information.

In order to deal with this contamination, a specific set of rectangular cuts have
been suggested and studied by the ATLAS collaboration in order to suppress such
pileup contamination in an efficient way. A jet constituent is removed if the following
requirements are passed:

1. It falls in the central region of the detector (η < 2.5). This feature is required to
the bad timing resolution in the forward region of the detector.

2. The topocluster time t is greater than 5ns if the average LAr quality QLAr
15

is larger than 0.02. This cut aims at suppressing constituents which are very
consistent with an out-of-time readout shape and it is applied only using the
LAr quality due to the larger impact of pileup to the LAr calorimeter.

15 This quantity represents an integer number between 0 and 1 quantifying the consistency of the
calorimeter readout with a pre-loaded reference. When QLAr is close to zero the readout shape is very
consistent with the reference and very different when close to 1.
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Figure 8.2 – Neutral PFOs timing for dijet MC sample [77]. The figure reports the total,
hard-scatter and pileup contributions and the two peaks associated to ±25ns shows the
contamination from out-of-time pileup.

3. The topocluster time t is greater than 15ns if the average LAr quality QLAr

is lower than 0.02. The requirement on the topocluster time is larger here
due to the larger quality of the LAr readout shape, indicating a possibly good
topocluster.

Looking at Figure 8.3 it is possible to note how important this selection is for the
suppression of secondary peaks at ±25ns when compared to standard constituent
suppression techniques such as Soft Killer. This picture shows how the simple pT
selection applied with this technique is insufficient to kill the out-of-time pileup
contamination showing the importance of this cluster cleaning in combination with
such techniques.

8.2 multivariate neutral pileup suppression

We have illustrated in the previous sections the importance of combining different
calorimeter-based information in order to reject the pileup contamination of neutral
particles. Additionally, we have illustrated in Chapter 7 how the tracker information
can be exploited prior to jet building in order to reject calorimeter pileup constituents.
In this context, Particle Flow objects offer an ideal framework for rejecting such
contamination due to the natural separation between neutral and charged particles.

Due to these reasons, in 2018 we started to investigate even further the calorimeter
informations stored inside neutral Particle Flow objects and try to observe if the
combination of several calorimeter quantities could have achieved a better pileup
suppression compared to other constituent-based pileup mitigation techniques for
neutral particles. For this task, a Boosted Decision Tree (BDT) has been explored [77].
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Figure 8.3 – Effects of rectangular timing cleaning on topoclusters and neutral Particle Flow
objects, after application of Voronoi area subtraction [80] and Soft Killer [79].

8.2.1 Boosted Decision Trees

Boosted Decision Trees (BDTs) are common classification algorithms used in high
energy physics. A binary classification algorithm consists of a function f that, given
a certain set of inputs {xi}, provides an output identifying a specific class type y,
typically represented by a 0 or 1 integer:

y = f({xi}), where y ∈ {0, 1}. (8.2)

These algorithms are generally based on a set of weights
{
wj
}

, fixed during an
iterative process on a well known set input and output variables ({xi},y)l. This stage
is generally called the “training” of the classifier.

BDTs are a specific type of function f, based on Decision Trees. A Decision Tree is a
sequence of binary splits applied to the input variables {xi} as represented in Figure
8.4. Despite their simplicity, Decision Trees are extremely affected to overfitting16

and, in order to avoid this effect, a boosting procedure is generally applied to them.
In this procedure, a large number Ntrees of small Decision Trees is trained and, once
the trees output ht({xi}) is fixed, a combined output is provided through a specific
set of weights {wt} through

h({xi}) =

Ntrees∑
t

wtht({xi}). (8.3)

16 An overfitted model consists in a mathematical model having more parameters than the ones justified by
the data observations.
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Figure 8.4 – Decision Tree schematic

The weights {wt} are fixed according to the single tree accuracies. The output of
h({xi}) is generally a continuous number and binary classification can be applied
through definition of a specific cut value C such that

y = h({xi}) > C. (8.4)

8.2.2 Input variables and hard-scatter cluster definition

In order to understand which variables to combine inside the multivariate neutral
pileup mitigation algorithm, several calorimeter-based variables associated to the
neutral Particle Flow objects have been studied by comparing them between hard-
scatter and pileup. For this study, for each neutral PFO, we have measured the energy
of the reconstructed PFO EPFO and the truth energy associated to the hard-scatter
interaction Etruth

PFO . Therefore, we have defined a neutral PFO as a hard-scatter object if
at least half of its energy, normalized to the truth hard-scatter energy, is coming from
the hard-scatter interaction:

isHS =

(∣∣∣∣∣EPFO − Etruth
PFO

Etruth
PFO

∣∣∣∣∣ < 0.5
)

. (8.5)

Figure 8.5 shows the distributions of different topocluster moments, also described in
Section 5.2.1, considered as inputs for this multivariate analysis algorithm that were
found to provide the largest separation between hard-scatter and pileup. Further
details about these quantities can be found in Section 5.2.1.

The separation
〈
S2
〉

of a variable y used by the TMVA toolkit [81] provides a
good quantity for describing the separation power of these variables. This quantity
is defined as 〈

S2
〉
=
1

2

ˆ
(fS(y) − fB(y))

2

fS(y) + fB(y)
dy , (8.6)

where fS(y) and fB(y) are the Probability Density Functions (PDFs) of the signal and
background distributions associated to these variables. Looking at this formula, it
is easy to see that when the distributions fS(y), fB(y) are very close to each other,
the quantity

〈
S2
〉

becomes close to zero while when this separation is large this
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Figure 8.5 – Neutral PFO variables offering good separation between hard-scatter and pileup
in dijet MC samples [77].
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rank variable Separation
〈
S2
〉

1 pT 9.781× 10−2
2 |timing| 6.026× 10−2
3 |η| 4.188× 10−2
4 〈QLAr〉 2.572× 10−2
5 isolation 1.688× 10−2
6 PUPPI_alpha 1.169× 10−2
7 NPV 4.629× 10−3
8

〈
fLArBadQ

〉
1.675× 10−3

9 〈µ〉 1.551× 10−3
10 〈QTile〉 1.184× 10−3

Table 8.1 – Variables separation provided and variable ranking by the TMVA toolkit [81]. The
definition of the separation is given in Equation (8.6). The variable ranking is based on the
separation between the variables.

quantity become large and positive, giving a good estimator of the separation power
of these variables. Table 8.3 provides the separation and ranking of each variable in a
kinematic slice of the dijet MC having the leading jet pT included between the values
20GeV and 60GeV . From this table, it is possible to see that the variables providing
the largest separation are:

• The transverse momentum pT of the neutral PFO. This result is not surprising
considering that particles with large transverse momentum are more likely to
come from the hard-scatter interaction.

• The cluster timing t of the neutral PFO. This quantity is extremely useful for
the identification of the neutral energy deposits coming from out-of-time pileup
interaction (see Section 4.1.1 for more details).

• The neutral PFO pseudorapidity |η|.

• The average LAr quality 〈QLAr〉 previously defined in Section 8.1.2 and 5.2.1.

• The alpha PUPPI [78] defined as

αiPUPPI = log

∑
j

p
j
T

∆Rij
θ
(
0.02 < ∆Rij < 0.3

) , (8.7)

where the sum j is performed over the charged particle flow object coming
from the hard-scatter interaction in the central region (|η| < 2.5) and over all
the charged and neutral objects in the forward region (|η| > 2.5) due to the
restricted coverage of the ATLAS Inner Tracker. ∆Rij represents the η − φ
distance between two objects defined in Equation (4.8) while θ(x) represents
the Heaviside step function.
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Variable name Settings

Boosting algorithm AdaBoost

Number of trees Ntrees 200

Maximum tree depth 4

Number of hard-scatter neutral PFOs 92 693

Number of pileup neutral PFOs 4 108 217

Table 8.2 – Specifics of the BDT training performed using dijet events with leading jet pT
included between 20 and 60GeV [77].

rank variable importance
1 pT 2.039 · 10−1
2 |timing| 1.665 · 10−1
3 |η| 1.632 · 10−1
4 〈QLAr〉 1.352 · 10−1
5 PUPPI_alpha 1.172 · 10−1
6 isolation 8.724 · 10−2
7 NPV 7.240 · 10−2
8 〈µ〉 5.441 · 10−2
9 〈QTile〉 0.000 · 100

10 〈fLArBadQ〉 0.000 · 100

Table 8.3 – Variables importance and ranking obtained by the TMVA toolkit [81] after training.
The importance is defines as the total occurrence of a variable inside the trees of the BDT.

8.2.3 Training and performance

The training of several algorithms has been performed using the Toolkit for Multi-
variate Data Analysis with ROOT (TMVA) [81]. After evaluation of the performance
of different algorithms, a Boosted Decision Tree (BDT) has been chosen for the
classification of the neutral Particle Flow objects. Specifics about the trained BDT
algorithm are reported in Table 8.2. Roughly 4 million neutral objects have been used
for the training, all taken from a MC simulated dijet sample having leading jet pT
included between 20 and 60GeV simulated using the 2017 LHC pileup profile shown
in Figure 4.4. Table 8.3 shows the importance, calculated by the TMVA toolkit of
the variables resulting from the BDT training and their ranking. Unsurprisingly, the
transverse momentum represents the most important variable for the classification,
while timing, quality and cluster isolation quantities also play significant roles for
the classification of neutral particles.

The output of the trained BDT on a test sample, disentangled from the training
dataset, is shown in Figure 8.6a for hard-scatter (HS) and pileup (PU) neutral PFOs.
By probing different cuts on this output, a Receiver-Operating-Characteristic (ROC)
curve has been derived (see Figure 8.6), showing on the y axis the fraction of rejected
pileup objects and, on the x axis, the fraction of accepted hard-scatter objects. When
comparing different classification algorithms, their performance can be compared
by looking at these curves in order to understand which algorithm allows to accept
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Figure 8.6 – Output distribution and Receiver-Operating-Characteristic (ROC) curve curve of
trained BDT for neutral pileup suppression with PFlow [77].

more signal and reject more background. On this figure, the ROC curve associated
to a simple pT cut is also reported, showing the better performance of the BDT
approach including more information instead of pT only. Additionally, the Soft Killer
algorithm is also displayed, showing small deviations from the pT only curve as
expected.

8.2.4 Impact on Emiss
T reconstruction

The trained BDT has been used for the classification of neutral clusters in dijet
and Z→ µ+µ− samples. Negligible differences have been found in the classification
variables and training due to the presence of leptons in the final state. For the
classification, three different working points have been developed:

• A tight working point, corresponding to a cut of 0.077 on the BDT output and
corresponding to a signal efficiency of 90%.

• A medium working point, corresponding to a cut of −0.023 on the BDT output
and corresponding to a signal efficiency of 80%.

• A loose working point, corresponding to a cut of −0.108 on the BDT output and
corresponding to a signal efficiency of 60%.

Figure 8.7 illustrates the impact of these three working point on key distributions
for neutral pileup objects in dijet samples, having leading jet pT between 20GeV
and 1300GeV . This larger pT range for the performance evaluation has been chosen
with respect to the training samples in order to verify the survival of very high
pT neutral objects after multivariate classification. In these figures, it is possible
to note how the BDT approach allows to remove higher pT neutral pileup objects
with respect to the simple Soft Killer approach, where the bulk of the removal is
concentrated below 2GeV . This feature is made possible by the combination of
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Figure 8.7 – Distributions showing the impact of different BDT working points, corresponding
to the Tight (0.077), Medium (−0.023) and Loose (−0.108) BDT selections [77]. The black
curves show the distributions associated to the total neutral pileup objects. The blue curve
corresponds to the neutral pileup objects removed by the Soft Killer (SK) procedure, while
the red, green and purple curves show the neutral pileup objects removed by the three BDT
working points.

different variables, allowing to exploit the different correlations between different
quantities and resulting in a better performance than pileup mitigation techniques
based simple assumptions on pT and η−φ separation of neutral objects. The removal
of higher pT pileup clusters could represent an important improvement for the
removal higher pT pileup jets, leading to further improvements of the ATLAS Particle
Flow algorithm. Additionally, it is possible to see how the BDT is able to remove also
the peaks at ±25ns, corresponding to the out-of-time pileup contamination which
is always measured due to the lack of tracking information. In order to verify the
correct acceptance of signal particles, Figure 8.8 shows the same BDT evaluation but
applied on hard-scatter neutral objects. In this figure it is possible to see how the
BDT allows to accept high-momentum neutral objects coming from the hard-scatter
interaction.

The impact on MET has been evaluated using Z → µ+µ− events with zero
jets. The jet veto has been applied to standard Particle Flow jets since the Particle
Flow jet collections modified by the BDT would need a dedicated calibration that
has not been derived for this work. However, the track-based soft term does not
include any neutral particle information and, after neutral pileup suppression, the
Particle Flow calorimeter-based soft term could lead to improvements on this quantity.
Therefore, the resolution and Emiss

T has been evaluated for Particle Flow TST, CST
and the BDT classification on neutral CST constituents. Figure 8.9 shows the results,
showing significant improvements of the BDT-based approach with respect to the
CST distribution alone. However, the resolution of the BDT-based Emiss

T soft term
is still worse than the TST-based approach, meaning that further work needs to be
done in order to adopt this approach in ATLAS.
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Figure 8.8 – Distributions showing the impact of different BDT working points, corresponding
to the Tight (0.077), Medium (−0.023) and Loose (−0.108) BDT selections [77]. The black
curves show the distributions associated to the total neutral hard-scatter objects. The
blue curve corresponds to the neutral hard-scatter objects accepted by the Soft Killer (SK)
procedure, while the red, green and purple curves show the neutral hard-scatter objects
accepted by the three BDT working points.

Figure 8.9 – Emiss
T resolution for Z → µ+µ− events with zero jets [77]. Reported are the

standard Particle Flow track-based soft term (TST) and calorimeter-based soft term (CST)
reconstructions, as well as the CST reconstructions having neutral pileup suppression applied.
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8.3 conclusion

It has been presented in this chapter a novel approach for combining calorimeter
information for the suppression of neutral particles resulting from pileup interactions.
Despite the simplicity of the method, this first study has shown potential for improv-
ing the Particle Flow algorithm even further. However, further ideas and possible
selection improvements will be needed in future in order to evaluate the possible
implementation within the ATLAS offline reconstruction software. These ideas might
include the implementation of more sophisticated Machine Learning techniques, as
well as the utilization of lower level calorimeter cell and tracker information.
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The High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC), an upgrade of the LHC planned to be
operative starting from 2026 (Run 4), will raise the instantaneous luminosity of the
LHC up to 7.5× 1034 cm−2s−1, resulting in a number of simultaneous p-p collisions
〈µ〉 = 200 [3]. The ATLAS detector is expected to collect an integrated luminosity of
approximately 3000 fb−1 after 10 years of operations, improving the sensitivity to
rare new physics channels. Without rejecting the events faking interesting physics
topologies, this would require significant increases of the trigger thresholds and
subsequently to losses of new physics events. Jet and Emiss

T triggers largely rely on
calorimeter information and, without the presence of online tracking, the trigger
thresholds of these signatures will largely increase in Run 4. In view of these increases,
the ATLAS trigger system will be subject to major upgrades for the HL-LHC. One of
these upgrades include a completely revisited Trigger and Data Acquisition system
that, through a new online tracking system, will provide fast track reconstruction for
better physics object identification, calibration and pileup suppression.

After a brief introduction about the main ATLAS detector upgrades for HL-LHC,
this chapter presents a set of studies illustrating how track-based pileup mitigation
will improve Emiss

T and multi-jet triggers at the HL-LHC.

9.1 hl-lhc detector upgrades

Additionally to the upgrades provided to the ATLAS detector during LS2, two
major upgrades are expected to happen between the third and fourth Run of the
LHC: the replacement of the ATLAS Inner Detector - also known as Inner Tracker

127
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Figure 9.1 – Schematic view of the baseline ITk inclined layout [82]. In this schematic, the
x-axis is parallel to the beamline while the y-axis represents the radius from the interaction
point. The active elements of Strip and Pixel Detector are shown respectively in blue and red.

(ITk) - and the complete upgrade of the TDAQ system. In this section are illustrated
the main features of these changes to the ATLAS detector expected for Run 4.

9.1.1 The Inner Tracker

The Inner Tracker (ITk) is an entirely revisited tracking detector for the ATLAS
experiment, expected to be installed in the ATLAS cavern between 2024 and 2026.
Differently from the current ATLAS Inner Detector based on silicon and drift gas
chamber technologies, ITk will exploit pure silicon detectors for charged particle
detection due to the difficulty to use gas-based technologies in such a high pileup
regime. The new tracker is composed of five barrel pixel layers instrumented
with new sensor and readout electronics technologies allowing to improve the
tracking performance and cope with the high HL-LHC radiation. The baseline pixel
technology is a planar hybrid technology, which uses a sensor and a readout chip
bonded together at the pixel level. 3D sensor modules will be preferably used for the
innermost layers, because of their advantages in power consumption and radiation
tolerance [83]. In the barrel, an inclined layout of the outer pixel modules has been
planned in order to allow to reduce the number of modules and the construction
costs. The pixel detector will also include ring-shaped supports in the end-cap
region, allowing to extend the pseudorapidity acceptance up to |η| < 4.0 [82]. The
strip detectors are formed by 4 barrel and 6 endcap layers, each composed of a
pair of tilted silicon strip modules allowing to perform a two-dimensional track-hit
measurement. This system covers up to |η| < 2.7. Figure 9.1 shows a schematic view
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Figure 9.2 – ITk d0 and z0 track parameter resolutions [82].

of the layout of the different pixel and strip modules composing the baseline ITk
design.

The large number of average interactions per bunch crossing expected from the
HL-LHC every 25ns implies two primary features of the new tracking detector:

• Resistance to high radiation levels (up to 9.9MGy).

• Optimal longitudinal track impact parameter z0 resolution for pileup track
identification.

Both these features have been demonstrated in feasibility and performance studies.
The z0 resolution is shown in Figure 9.2b. Performance studies also shown that the
transverse impact parameter d0 resolution has decreased for track pT > 100GeV
(see Figure 9.2a) due to the larger radius of the innermost pixel layer 17 while the pT
resolution is improved up to a factor of 2 for pT > 100GeV due to the substitution
of the TRT with strip detectors (see Figure 9.2c).

17 The innermost pixel layer will be placed at 39mm from the interaction point due to the larger irradiation
from the HL-LHC. The current innermost pixel layer radius is 33.5mm [82].
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Figure 9.3 – Schematic of baseline design Phase-II ATLAS TDAQ architecture [85].

9.2 the phase-ii atlas tdaq upgrade

The Phase-II upgrade of the ATLAS TDAQ system aims at improving the online
event selection in order to deal with the large luminosities provided by the HL-LHC.
This upgrade is complementary to the different upgrades of the ATLAS sub-detectors
for Run 4, including:

• The new Inner Tracker (ITk) described in the previous section.

• The upgraded calorimeter readout electronics of both Liquid Argon (LAr) and
Tile calorimeters providing the trigger with full-granularity information.

• The upgrade of the Muon Trigger Chambers and readout electronics meeting
the Level-0 trigger requirements and extending the acceptance of muons in the
trigger.

In addition to these features, the ATLAS HL-LHC TDAQ upgrade will also rely
on the TDAQ upgrades made during LS2 such as the upgraded calorimeter trigger
processors and Feature Extractors (FEX) [84].

Two possible architectures have been defined for the Phase-II upgrade of the
ATLAS TDAQ system [3]:

• A baseline architecture composed of a hardware-based Level-0 (L0) trigger run-
ning at 40MHz input rate and a CPU farm-based Event Filter (EF) assisted by
hardware-based track reconstruction and running at 1MHz input rate.

• An evolved version of the baseline architecture where an intermediate Level-
1 (L1) trigger with 2-4MHz input rate provides an additional filtering step
between the Level-0 and Event Filter. In this scenario, the EF input rate is
reduced to 800-600 kHz compared to the baseline scenario.
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Figure 9.4 – Schematic of associative-memory-based tracking sequence performed by the
Hardware Track Trigger (HTT) [86].

Both architectures are designed to provide a 10 kHz output rate. A simplified
schematic of the baseline architecture design is reported in Figure 9.3.

9.2.1 Level-0 trigger

The Level-0 trigger is the first step of the new ATLAS trigger system and it will
reduce the 40MHz HL-LHC rate to the 1MHz output in the baseline trigger design.
This trigger is based on a hardware system composed of the Level-0 Calorimeter Trigger
(L0Calo), the Level-0 Muon Trigger (L0Muon), the Global Trigger and the Central Trigger
(CTP) sub-systems [3].

L0Calo provides reconstruction of calorimeter objects using different FPGA-based
FEXs, namely the electron Feature EXtractor (eFEX), the jet Feature EXtractor (jFEX),
the global Feature EXtractor (gFEX) and the forward Feature EXtractor (fFEX). These
systems allow to create complex and high-granularity objects exploiting the complete
ATLAS calorimeter coverage. L0Muon provides muon objects with sophisticated
algorithms and in an extended pseudorapidity η coverage exploiting the entirely
new muon trigger electronics. Moreover, the L0Muon upgrade also includes the first
use of precision Muon Detectors (MDTs) in the hardware-level trigger.

New functionality of the upgraded L0 trigger is provided by high-rate processing
at the Global Trigger. After L0Calo, this system improves calorimeter objects using full-
granularity energy data coming directly from upgraded calorimeter pre-processors
and implementing offline-like algorithms such as topological clustering and anti-
kt-based jet-finding [3]. Additionally, the Global Trigger takes the inputs from the
L0Calo and L0Muon systems in order to apply topological selections based on pT
and angular requirements18.

9.2.2 Event Filter and Hardware Track Trigger (HTT)

The Event Filter (EF) system is composed of a CPU-based processing farm and
a Hardware Track Trigger (HTT) co-processor. The main function of the EF is to
refine the selection of the 1MHz L0 output events through sophisticated offline-like
reconstruction techniques reducing the final output rate. The HTT includes regional

18 This feature is offered today by the ATLAS L1Topo system.
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(rHTT) and global (gHTT) track reconstruction, where regional tracking is made in
specific Regions of Interest (RoIs) limited to approximately 10% of the total Inner
Tracker data while global tracking exploits the full tracker coverage, but only for
10% of L0 selected events. Both regional and global tracking are based on associative
memory techniques, where tracking is accelerated using pre-loaded pattern banks to
be matched to the tracker output (see Figure 9.4). The final output of the EF is fixed
at 10 kHz and the trigger decision is communicated to the Dataflow system, which
transfers accepted events to permanent storage.

9.3 jet and Emiss

T trigger reconstruction at the hl-lhc

Jet and Emiss
T triggers are used in a large variety of different key ATLAS analysis at

the HL-LHC, such as searches for Dark Matter, electroweak supersymmetry, di-Higgs
measurement, and many others. This section illustrates the expected functioning of
these trigger chains in the upgraded ATLAS TDAQ system.

9.3.1 Reconstruction at the Global Trigger

The Global Trigger will exploit full calorimeter granularity, allowing to employ
offline-like reconstruction algorithms for jet and Emiss

T triggers. The nominal plan for
jet reconstruction at the Global Trigger is the utilisation of topoclusters (see Section
5.2.1 for further details) based on the “42” scheme, where topoclusters are grown
using calorimeter cells having an energy exceeding by at least twice the cell energy
uncertainty (|ET | > 2σ) starting from a seed cell having an energy four times larger
than its energy uncertainty (|ET | > 4σ). This choice is motivated by the fact that only
calorimeter cells satisfying |ET | > 2σ will be passed to the Global Trigger due to
restrictions to the data flow at 40MHz input rate. This topoclustering scheme offers
optimal performance compared to other jet trigger algorithms, as shown in Figure 9.5.
Maximal parallelism for the reconstruction of topoclusters is made possible using
Field Programmable Gate Arrays (FPGAs) [3]. Topoclusters are then passed through
an anti-kt-like algorithm (see Section 5.2.2 for more details) in order to build jets
at L0. This is an important goal of the Global Trigger, where jets are wanted to be
reconstructed as similarly as possible to EF and offline jets.

Similarly to jet reconstruction, Emiss
T will also be very close to the offline recon-

struction at the L0 global trigger. Due to the availability of anti-kt jets and other
objects such as electron and muons, a realistic offline Emiss

T reconstruction can be
achieved by subtracting the pT of all these objects, as explained in Chapter 6. We can
therefore define the missing HT (MHT) as

MHT = −
∑

object i

pT
i (9.1)

However, without tracking information for the suppression of pileup jet contributions,
this hardware-based Emiss

T reconstruction will be extremely sensitive to pileup making
the selection of low Emiss

T signals challenging. In the baseline Hardware-Track-Trigger
(HTT) scenario, no tracking information is expected to be available at the Global
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Trigger. However, in an evolved scenario, tracks could be available in an intermediate
step making track-based pileup suppression on Emiss

T quantities possible.

9.3.1.1 Track-based pileup jet suppression at the Global Trigger

The evolved ATLAS TDAQ scenario for HL-LHC expects HTT tracks at L1. These
tracks are reconstructed within Regions of Interest (RoIs) provided by the Global
trigger and, due to the limitation in the readable data accessible from the Inner
Tracker (ITk), only 10% of the detector occupancy can be readout from the strip
and the two outermost pixel layers corresponding to a tracking processing rate of
400 kHz. It has been estimated from Figure 9.6 that, for a 50GeV jet threshold, this
corresponds to 2.8 jets on average corresponding to 13− 14% of the ITk data [3]. This
means that at the Global Trigger only jets satisfying pT > 50GeV will be provided
with tracks due to the ITk readout limitations.

Now that it has been clarified from which RoIs tracks can be reconstructed, it is
time to define an algorithm for suppressing pileup jets. Considering that standard
vertexing techniques might take a significant amount of time compared to the target
L0 trigger latency, a simplified pileup jet tagger was developed in the context of
MHT reconstruction. This algorithm works as follows:

1. Split the beamline into a fixed set of segments of length ∆z. After optimiza-
tion, ∆z = 7mm was found to be an optimal value for signal-to-background
discrimination in MHT-based selections.

2. For each jet satisfying pT > 50GeV , find the provenance bin i of the jet using
the maximal total track pT as

i ≡ max

∑
i∈jet

pT

(
|ztrack − z

i
bin| <

∆z

2

) , (9.2)
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where zibin is the z coordinate associated to segment i. Fore each bin i, the result
of this procedure will be a list of associated jets where one jet can be associated
only to one segment.

3. Using all the tracks within jets satisfying pT > 50GeV , compute the bin j
having the maximal sum of track pT . This segment will be called hard-scatter
segment and the jets associated to this segment will be considered as hard-scatter
jets. All the other jets will be considered as pileup jets, and not considered in
the MHT calculation.

4. Shift the z segmentation by ∆z
2 and repeat the previous procedure. If more

hard-scatter jets are found than in the first iteration of the algorithm, consider
these new hard-scatter jets instead. This step is fundamental for the treatment
of cases where the hard-scatter interaction is very close to the boundary of a
∆z segment.

A schematic of this algorithm is provided in Figure 9.7. This algorithm is simple and
it provides a fast identification of hard-scatter and pileup jets. These jets are further
used to build the MHT value. Further discussion about the impact of this algorithm
on jet and Emiss

T triggers will be provided later in Section 9.4.

9.3.2 Reconstruction at the Event Filter

When events pass the Global Trigger they are sent to the Event Filter for further
processing. At this stage, jets can be formed by the anti-kt algorithm using the
“420” topoclusters as inputs, in analogy to the offline reconstruction. At the EF, track
information can become available at both regional and at full detector level and the
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Figure 9.7 – Schematic of simplified pileup jet tagger based on RoI based tracking. Jets
(numbered from 1 to 4) are associated to a specific z segment of length ∆z by looking for the
segment having the maximal jet track pT sum. Numbers in red indicate the jet associated to
a specific z segment. The choice of the final HS segment is made using all the tracks within
all jets, looking at the segment having the maximal sum of the track pT .

larger available processing time allows to create vertices and select hard-scatter jets
using standard offline techniques (see Section 5.1 for further details). After vertex
formation, tracks can be associated to the hard scatter vertex if these satisfy

|ztrack − z
HS
vertex| < 2σ (ztrack) . (9.3)

From these tracks, pileup jet identification techniques can be based on the RpT
quantity defined in Section 5.2.4. The reconstruction of Emiss

T benefits from the pileup
suppression made possible by offline techniques and also from the reconstruction of
the track-based soft term.

9.4 impact of htt on jet and Emiss

T triggers

The performance of Emiss
T triggers can be studied by looking at the amount of

accepted signal events at a given trigger rate. Using a minimum-bias sample19, and
assuming a total bunch-crossing rate of the LHC of 40MHz, it is possible to define
from a specific trigger output rate X a threshold T to be applied on a certain online
observable t in order to select a specific physics type. The larger the value of T , the
lower the output rate X according to the distribution of the considered online event
observable. One of the goals of the trigger system is to select, for a given the rate X,
the highest possible amount of signal events. For multi-jet and Emiss

T triggers, without
the presence of online HTT tracks, pileup jets would increase the trigger rate due to

19 A minimum-bias sample is an inclusive physics sample obtained without applying a specific physics
selection on the data.
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Figure 9.8 – Efficiency curves as a function of the offline Emiss
T for the Level-0 (a) and an EF

(b) MET triggers. For the L0 MHT reconstruction, only jets satisfying pT > 50GeV have been
considered while the EF reconstructs offline-like Emiss

T using tracks with pT > 2GeV . The
offline Emiss

T has been reconstructed using an identical technique employed in the EF, even
though track momentum coverage has been extended to pT > 2GeV .

the large amount of selected background events. Therefore, the identification and
rejection of pileup jets is particularly important for these triggers in order to decrease
their background rates and enhance the acceptance of signal events.

Once a certain threshold value T has been fixed, the efficiency curve, as a function
of an offline observable, can be derived. This curve illustrates the impact of the
online selection t > T on the offline events and two examples obtained for Emiss

T

triggers are shown in Figure 9.8. Here the impact of different tracking selections on
the offline Emiss

T is displayed. The offline Emiss
T has been reconstructed including jets

(pT > 20GeV) and a soft term, for which pileup suppression was applied through
RpT and the track-to-vertex association illustrated in Equation (9.3). For different
trigger rates, the threshold corresponding to the 95% trigger efficiency T95 can be
derived. Figure 9.9 reports a scan of different background trigger rates X versus T95
for different HTT configurations. In particular, Figure 9.9a and 9.9b show the impact
of the simplified pileup jet suppression described in Section 9.3.1.1 on L0 MHT-based
triggers for different reconstructed track pT and η. The inclusion of the simplified
pileup jet suppression results in reduction of trigger background rates by a factor of
2 to 10 and no major difference is observed for track pT between 1 and 4GeV . The
eta dependency is also negligible here, even though this is probably related to the
low number of high-pseudorapidity signal jets in ZH → ννbb events. Figure 9.9c
and 9.9d report the pT and η dependency from regional tracking in Emiss

T triggers at
the Event Filter. Since tracks are considered to be only reconstructed within Region
of Interests associated to jets, this EF Emiss

T definition does not include any soft term.
The track pT dependency is more visible with respect to the simplified pileup jet
suppression applied at the Global Trigger while the η dependency is negligible. On
the other hand, Figure 9.9e and 9.9f show the pT and η dependency of full-scan
tracks at the Event Filter. Here, the dependency from pT and η is more pronounced
with respect to the regional tracking case due to the inclusion of the soft term. The
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Figure 9.9 – Background rate versus offline Emiss
T threshold defining the 95% signal efficiency

on ZH→ ννbb events for different HTT tracking scenarios and requirements on the track pT
and η [3]. (a) and (b) show the impact of the simplified pileup suppression at L0 described
in Section 9.3.1.1. (c) and (d) show the impact of regional tracking at the EF while (e) and (f)
the full-scan tracking at the EF.
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Figure 9.10 – Background rate versus offline Emiss
T threshold defining the 95% signal efficiency

on HH→ bbbb events for regional HTT tracking scenarios with different requirements on
the online track pT [3].

full-scan tracking curve with pT > 1GeV and |η| < 4.0 provides the overall best
background rate curve.

Figure 9.10 shows the scan of different background trigger rates X versus T95
for the four-jet trigger. This selection is particularly important for the selection of
HH → bbbb events, one of the main ATLAS physics signatures for Run 4. The
track pT dependency of the regional HTT configuration at the EF is shown. No
improvement at for fourth-truth jet pT larger than 80GeV is shown due to the
only presence of hard-scatter jets at such a high jet pT . For lower fourth-jet pT ,
tracking reduces the trigger rate up to a factor of 10 at 50GeV . However, the track-
pT dependency stops at certain points due to the lack of tracks passing the pT
requirement for low pT jets.

9.5 further ideas and improvements

For Emiss
T triggers, the current design of the upgraded ATLAS TDAQ system

and of HTT allows to achieve trigger thresholds very close to the Run 2 values.
However, this feature will not be achieved in the current baseline trigger scenario
for HH → bbbb, where the thresholds of the fourth pT will increase from 45GeV

in Run 2 with one b-tagged jet to 65GeV in Run 4 with two b-tagged jets [3]. This
limitation is currently imposed by the Level-0 system. In future, the acceptance of
these events might be further enhanced in several ways:

The following ideas might result in improved Level-0 selections for HH→ bbbb

events. Some of them are currently considered within the ATLAS TDAQ community,
but none of them is included in the results presented in this work.

• Inclusion of jet calibrations similar to offline at the Global Trigger in order to
make the turn-ons of Figure 9.5 sharper.
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• Application of more complex selections on jet momenta and other topological
quantities such as di-jet masses, jet separation and asymmetric selections on
the pT of the four leading jets.

• Inclusion of b-tagging in the Global Trigger. In the evolved TDAQ scenario,
this could be achieved using L1 tracks for the tagging of displaced b-vertices
before the Event Filter. At L0, this might be more complicated considering the
lack of tracking information. In this case, pure calorimeter information might
possibly be exploited for fast b-tagging estimation, even though further work
will be needed for assessing the feasibility of this approach.

9.6 conclusion

This chapter illustrated the impact of different HTT scenarios and requirements
on the track pT and η for the Phase-II TDAQ upgrade. A simplified algorithm for the
pileup mitigation at the Global Trigger has been also shown, providing reductions
of the trigger rate for Emiss

T and multijet triggers up to a value of 10 in the evolved
trigger scenario. Impact on both ZH → ννbb and HH → bbbb signatures has
been illustrated, demonstrating capabilities of the new trigger system to reduce
significantly the rate and increase the signal purity of multijet and Emiss

T triggers
output. These studies have been used to define the Phase-II ATLAS trigger menu and
have been included in the Phase-II ATLAS TDAQ Technical Design Report (TDR) [3].
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“Newt: I am writing a book about magical creatures.

Porpentina: Like an extermination guide?

Newt: No. A guide to help people understand why we should be protecting these
creatures instead of killing them.”

– J.K. Rowling, Fantastic Beasts and Where to Find Them
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One of the strongest motivations for the construction of the Large Hadron Collider
is the search for new phenomena at the high-energy frontier. In this context, the LHC
physics program has been extremely successful with discovery of the Higgs boson in
2012 by the ATLAS [20] and CMS [21] collaborations during the first run of the LHC.
However, many questions remain open in the Standard Model and no evidence for
physics Beyond the Standard Model has been found so far.
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This chapter focuses on the description of a search for new physics in events with
large jet multiplicities. In general, such signatures may be the result of long cascade
decays of heavy particles to stable states, typically provided by SUSY and other BSM
theories [87, 88, 89]. After the description of SUSY decays provided in Chapter 3, it
is clear that the long decay chains of gluino pairs can produce a high number of jets
in the final state and, due to the presence of the LSP and the fact that the collision
energy has to be shared across many different particles, the Emiss

T in such signatures
is generally low. Therefore, the search discussed in this chapter has a moderate Emiss

T

selection and a different trigger strategy compared to other SUSY searches. The
large jet multiplicity in such signatures has the advantage of having an extremely
low background due to the low Standard Model cross-sections as, for an emission
of N gluons from a certain process, the total cross-section for such process reduces
approximately by a factor (αS)

N, where αS = 0.145 is strong coupling constant. This
feature makes searches for new physics in high jet multiplicity signatures a good
channel for a potential discovery at the LHC. However, the precise estimation of
the backgrounds for such final states is extremely challenging since, using standard
simulation techniques, large uncertainties on the total background prediction are
estimated, resulting in a reduced sensitivity of these searches. This problem can be
alleviated using data-driven background estimation techniques, where background
predictions are made using large jet multiplicity data, leading to smaller uncertainties
on the total background prediction.

With respect to the firs Run of the LHC, a fundamental feature of Run 2 has
been the increase of the center-of-mass energy of p-p collisions from 8 TeV to 13 TeV ,
making the long gluino cascade decays more accessible due to the larger available
phase space with respect to Run 1. As a consequence, the Run 2 dataset has been
analyzed starting from 2015 and four versions of the analysis, using an integrated
luminosity of 3.2, 18.2, 36.1 and 139 fb−1, have been performed and documented in
references [90], [5], [6] and [4]. This chapter illustrates the analyses performed using
36.1 and 139 fb−1 collected during the Run 2 of the LHC, and these largely rely on
the design and results obtained in the previous Run 1 [91, 92] and Run 2 iterations.

10.1 analysis overview

Every SUSY analysis aims at defining a specific portion of the phase space where
a large amount of signal is expected to be present while the backgrounds are rejected
as much as possible. Such a region, where signal is the prominent component, is
defined from multiple cuts applied to different discriminating variables and it is
referred to as a Signal Region (SR) of the analysis. In this picture, SRs represent then
the main portions of the phase space where we want to compare the total number
of background and data events. The compatibility between the prediction and the
observation is performed through statistical tests as will be discussed in the next
chapter.

In order to precisely estimate the background processes contaminating the SRs in
a semi-data-driven way, Control Regions (CRs) are defined in order to evaluate the
compatibility and adjust the prediction of the dominant backgrounds with respect
to the collected data. In this context, CRs need to have a low signal contamination
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Figure 10.1 – A schematic view of a standard SUSY analysis strategy with associated Signal,
Validation and Control Regions (SRs, VRs and CRs). In this schematic, discrimination between
signal and background-like events is expected to be provided by different observables build
for this purpose, and represented here by the two axes of the cartesian graph.

while ideally having a high purity of a specific background type. Therefore, for one
specific SR, multiple CRs can be defined in order to control different background
processes.

The last set of analysis regions that every SUSY search want to define is rep-
resented by the so-called Validation Regions (VRs). After backgrounds correction
in the CRs, VRs aim at validating the background prediction with respect to data.
Therefore, similarly to CRs, the signal contamination of these regions is again aimed
to be as low as possible in order to not reveal the presence of new physics prior to
SRs unblinding20. Due to this reason and to the aimed validation of the background
estimation in SRs, VRs are typically placed between the CRs and the SRs as shown
in Figure 10.1.

In the analysis discussed later in this chapter, the signal regions are defined
by requiring events with at least 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 jets and no leptons (electrons and
muons). Sensitivity to different signal models is provided by additional requirements
on HT , Emiss

T /
√
HT , S(Emiss

T ), Nb-jets and MΣ
J . Further details about these kinematic

variables are described in Section 10.4.3. Despite the veto applied on leptons in
the reconstructed events, backgrounds containing a lepton can still affect analysis
signal regions (see Section 10.3.1 for further details). Therefore, leptonic decays of
the top-quark, W and Z bosons contaminate the signal regions, especially at high
values of Emiss

T due to the production of neutrinos associated to the semi-leptonic

20 SRs are “unblinded” when their background prediction is directly compared to the experimental
observation (i.e. the data). This step happens only when the background estimation has been fully
established and assessed.
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decay of the W boson. These backgrounds, referred to as leptonic backgrounds, are
estimated using Monte Carlo simulation techniques as discussed later in this chapter.
On the other hand, the majority of the background in signal regions (in particular
at low Emiss

T ) comes from real zero-lepton states, in particular pure QCD processes
and full hadronic decays of top pairs and W, Z bosons. This category of background
is referred to as the multi-jet background, which is estimated using a data-driven
estimation method also known as the template method as it will be discussed later in
Section 10.6.2.

10.2 signal models

Though the search described in this chapter does not apply strict cuts on event-
based observables, allowing it to be sensitive to any possible type of BSM signature
at high jet multiplicity and Emiss

T , SUSY signal models are generally used for the
interpretation of this search. Different SUSY signals have been considered in Run 2

in order to optimize the analysis selections:

1. A slice of the phenomenological MSSM (pMSSM) phase-space based on the
results of the scan of the parameter space done using the Run 1 analysis [93].
This model produces a relatively large number of heavy flavour jets compared
to other models.

2. A simplified model of gluino production with a two-step decay of the gluino
through a chargino, neutralino-2 and then finally decaying to the LSP. We refer
to this model as the two-step gluino decay model.

3. Another simplified model of a gluino decay that, through mediation of a top
squark, decays to a top quark pair and a neutralino. Therefore, final states can
contain a large number of heavy-flavour jets due to the large presence of top
quarks in the final state.

4. A R-parity-violating (RPV) model in which a gluino pair decays via a stop to
tsb .

All of these models have been used for optimization studies, with particular emphasis
on the 2-step and pMSSM models. All models are then considered in the final
interpretation and limit setting.

10.2.1 Phenomenological MSSM slice

The Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM) has over one hundred
parameters describing the spectrum of sparticles and their decay. However, by
applying a certain set of requirements imposed by theory choices and experimental
results, these numbers of parameters can be reduced to 19 (see Table 10.1). This model
is known as the Phenomenological Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (pMSSM)
and it considers the following assumptions [93]:

1. R-parity is exactly conserved.
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Figure 10.2 – A reference mass spectrum for a pMSSM model which is excluded by the
multi-jet search and not by any other ATLAS search. Highlighted are the Bino LSP, the
Higgsinos and the gluino.

2. No new sources of CP violation exists, on top of the ones already present in
the CKM matrix.

3. Minimal Flavour Violation (MFV) is imposed at the electroweak scale.

4. The two first generations of squarks and sleptons with the same quantum
numbers are mass degenerate and their Yukawa couplings are too small to
affect sparticle production or precision observables.

5. The LSP is the lightest neutralino, i.e. SUSY is broken by gauge mediation.

From the results of the large pMSSM scan that was performed in Run 1 [93] a
class of models was identified that were excluded only by the Run 1 version of this
analysis and not by any other ATLAS SUSY analysis. This forms an interesting area
of the parameter space that would be difficult to discover by other means, and is
obviously of great interest for interpretation of this search. An example of the mass
spectrum approached by this model is given in Figure 10.2. The gluinos are produced
easily at the LHC, and decay via a long cascade to produce many light-flavour- or
b-jets and a moderate amount of Emiss

T . The low Emiss
T selection in this analysis permits

greater sensitivity to these sparticle decays than the harsher cuts used in analyses
optimized for other parts of the SUSY phase space.

A slice of this parameter space has been formed by varying the higgsino mass pa-
rameter and the gluino mass, and fixing the LSP mass to 60GeV . A two-dimensional
projection is then defined by the physical mass of the gluino and the lightest chargino
physical mass (M3 and µ respectively). The rest of the spectrum is generally uninter-
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Parameter Note

m
L̃1
(≡ m

L̃2
) Left-handed slepton (first two gens.) mass

mẽ1(≡ mẽ2) Right-handed slepton (first two gens.) mass
m
L̃3

Let-handed stau doublet mass
mẽ3 Right-handed stau mass

m
Q̃1

(≡ m
Q̃2

) Left-handed squark (first two gens.) mass
mũ1(≡ mũ2) Right-handed up-type squark (first two gens.) mass
m
d̃1
(≡ m

d̃2
) Right-handed down-type squark (first two gens.) mass

m
Q̃3

Let-handed squark (third gen.) doublet mass
mũ3 Right-handed top squark mass
m
d̃3

Right-handed bottom squark mass

M1 Bino mass parameter
M2 Wino mass parameter
M3 Gluino mass parameter
µ Bilinear Higgs mass parameter

At Trilinear top coupling
Ab Trilinear bottom coupling
Aτ Trilinear τ lepton coupling
MA Pseudoscalar Higgs boson mass
tanβ Ratio of the Higgs vacuum expectation values

Table 10.1 – Description of the 19 parameters of the Phenomenological Minimal Supersym-
metric Standard Model (pMSSM) [93]. In the table, gen(s). refers to generation(s).

esting for collider searches, hence most of the other superpartners are decoupled by
choosing the following parameters:

MA =M2 = 3 TeV ,

tanβ = 10,

At = Ab = Aτ = 0,

m
(L̃1,L̃2,L̃3)

= m(ẽ1,ẽ2,ẽ3) = 5 TeV ,

m
(Q̃1,Q̃2,Q̃3)

= m(ũ1,ũ2,ũ3) = m(d̃1,d̃2,d̃3)
= 5 TeV .

(10.1)

It should also be noted that in this particular plane the Higgs branching ratio to the
lightest supersymmetric particle is very low, such that the limits on the invisible
width of the Higgs are respected.
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Figure 10.3 – Feynman diagrams of the two-step, pMSSM, Gtt and RPV signal models.

For a mass point of (m(g̃),m(χ̃±1 )) = (1200, 200)GeV , the branching ratios of the
decay chain in these models are:

g̃→ t+ b+ χ̃±1 (44%) χ̃±1 →W + χ̃01 (100%)

g̃→ tt+ χ̃02,3 (39%)

g̃→ tt+ χ̃01 (2%) χ̃02,3 → Z+ χ̃01 (70%)

g̃→ bb+ χ̃01 (1%) χ̃02,3 → h+ χ̃01 (30%)

g̃→ qq+ χ̃01 (9%)

which results in a large amount of jets and soft Emiss
T . The Feynman diagram

corresponding to the dominant decay is provided in Figure 10.3a.

10.2.2 Two-step gluino decay model

To allow direct comparison to different analyses, the “two-step” gluino decay is
considered. This model consists of a simplified SUSY model with the production of
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a gluino pair decaying to the LSP through a two step decay chain resulting in large
jet multiplicity final states. The decay chain can be summarized as

pp→ g̃g̃,

g̃→ qq χ̃±1 ,

χ̃±1 →W± χ̃02,

χ̃02 → Z χ̃01.

(10.2)

The parameters of the models are the mass of the gluino mg̃ and the mass of the
neutralino mχ̃01 . In this simplified model, both steps are considered to happen with
100% probability and other sparticle decays are assumed to not be kinematically
accessible. The mass of the chargino is set to mχ̃±1 = 1

2(mg̃ +mχ̃01
), while the mass of

the second neutralino is set to mχ̃02 =
1
2(mχ̃±1

+mχ̃02
). It is possible to note that the

number of b-jets of this model is expected to be lower due to the lack of tops in the
final state. The Feynman diagram for this simplified model is shown in Figure 10.3b.

10.2.3 The ‘Gtt’ model

This simplified model is characterized by the pair-production of gluinos followed
by a 100% branching ratio decay to two top pairs and a neutralino

g̃→ tt+ χ̃01. (10.3)

In this decay, the gluino decays through a virtual stop particle having a mass of
5 TeV . The parameters of this model are the gluino mass mg̃ and the neutralino
mass mχ̃01 . In this model, the stop could still be undiscovered at the LHC due to
its large mass while the gluino could be accessible by analysis looking at high jet
multiplicities and b-flavoured jets. A Feynman diagram for the off-shell model is
shown in Figure 10.3c.

10.2.4 The ‘RPV’ model

Supersymmetric models in which R-parity is violated typically give rise to final
states with low missing transverse momentum, as described in Chapter 3. Among
the inclusive strong-supersymmetry searches considered in ATLAS, the multi-jet
analysis accepts final states with sufficiently low missing transverse momentum to
be sensitive to these R-parity-violating (RPV) scenarios as shown in Figure 10.4a and
10.4b.

This model assumes production of a gluino pair decaying through g̃→ t̃+ t. An
R-parity- and baryon-number-violating stop decay is considered for the last step of
the decay chain

t̃→ s̄+ b̄, (10.4)

implying low values of Emiss
T and higher jet multiplicities in the signal final state.

Figure 10.3d shows the Feynman diagram of this model, parametrized by the values
mg̃ and mt̃.

A discussion of how this analysis contributes sensitivity to other RPV models can
be found in Section 11.5.
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Figure 10.4 – Distribution of different SUSY signals with Lint = 139 fb−1 considered by the
multi-jet analysis. All signals models consider mg̃ = 1.8 TeV and mχ̃01 = 1.0 TeV for the
R-parity conserving models.
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10.3 backgrounds

In order to increase as much as possible the sensitivity to new physics, it is fun-
damental to estimate and understand the contamination of the SRs due to Standard
Model processes in the best possible way. We refer to this contamination as the
background of the analysis.

As quickly discussed in the analysis overview (Section 10.1), Standard Model
processes can affect events with high jet multiplicity and moderate Emiss

T mainly in
two ways:

• Through Leptonic backgrounds escaping the lepton veto (i.e. electrons and muons)
applied in the SRs of the analysis. Due to the presence of leptonically-decaying
W and Z processes, these backgrounds are generally the dominant ones at high
Emiss
T values.

• Through the Multi-jet background, associated to the full hadronic component of
the backgrounds. This background dominates at low and intermediate Emiss

T

due to the lack of neutrinos in their final state.

The next sections will describe in detail the components of such backgrounds.

10.3.1 Leptonic backgrounds

Leptonic backgrounds are caused by leptonically-decaying W and Z bosons
events which can not be removed by the lepton veto applied to the signal regions of
the analysis. These processes are generally characterized by significant Emiss

T due to
presence of neutrinos in the final state. There are several causes for leptonic events
passing the lepton veto:

1. Since only electrons and muons are treated as leptons in this analysis, hadronically-
decaying τ leptons can largely affect the backgrounds of the signal regions
since these are reconstructed as jets21. The contamination from τ leptons is
mostly caused by top-pair, W and Z decays.

2. Presence of Z→ νν processes, alone or in association with other hadronically-
decaying top-pairs or W, Z bosons, causing large values of Emiss

T and the
presence of zero leptons in the reconstructed final state.

3. Electrons and muons mis-reconstructed due to a low detector signal or mis-
identified as jets.

4. Electron and muons falling out of the detector acceptance.

Two processes dominate leptonic background contributions: leptonic decays of
tt+ jets and W + jets. Despite the large uncertainties on these processes at high jet
multiplicity, the contributions from these backgrounds are estimated using Monte-
Carlo simulations which are then improved by a global fit to data in dedicated
Control Region (see Section 10.4.5).

21 Tau leptons are the only leptons being able to decay to hadronic final states due to their mass being
sufficiently large to allow decays to multiple pions.
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Figure 10.5 – Dominant Feynman diagrams for tt+ jets and W + jets processes.

In p-p collisions, the processes generating tt events are mainly gg interactions
due to the large fraction of gluons present in protons. The dominant Feynman
diagram of such process is provided in Figure 10.5a. Once top-pairs are produced,
due to the diagonal terms of the CKM matrix, we know that the t quark decays 96%
of the times to a bottom quark and a W boson [11]. Therefore, the decay of tt can be
distinguished into three cases:

• Fully-hadronic:
tt→ bbW+W− → bbqqqq,

corresponding ideally to a six jets signature (two b-jets) without real Emiss
T .

• Semi-leptonic:
tt→ bbW+W− → bbqqlν,

corresponding ideally to a signature with four jets (two b-jets), one lepton
(positively or negatively charged) and real Emiss

T .

• Di-leptonic:
tt→ bbW+W− → bbl−νl+ν,

corresponding to a signature with two b-jets, two opposite-sign leptons and
real Emiss

T .

Although additional jets can be included in these signatures by Initial and Final State
Radiation (ISR and FSR), due to the large jet multiplicity of the analysis, only the
first two categories contribute significantly to the total background of this search.
However, fully-hadronic modes are generally characterized by lower Emiss

T due to the
lack of neutrinos in the final states and they are treated together with the Multi-jet
background described later in Section 10.3.2. Therefore, the core of the leptonic
tt+ jets background is represented by semi-leptonic tt events.

Using a similar argument to the one used for top-pair production, it is easy
to understand that the production of W-bosons at the LHC is dominated by the
Feynman diagram shown on 10.5b. Clearly, ISR and FSR are needed in order
to achieve a jet multiplicity affecting the analysis signal regions, meaning that
the W + jets background will be smaller than tt+ jets due to the larger number
of radiations needed for this background. Section 10.6.1 provides further details
about the estimation of the tt+ jets and W + jets backgrounds using Monte-Carlo
simulations.



154 hunting new physics in multi-jet final states

Other leptonic backgrounds include: leptonically-decaying Z bosons (i.e. Z+ jets),
single top production, diboson production (WW, WZ or ZZ) and the production of tt
events in association with additional heavy particles, including three-top, four-top, tt
+W, tt +Z and tt +WW, also referred to as “tt+X”. These backgrounds contaminates
less the analysis final states due to the large number of final state particles and low
cross-section of electroweak processes.

10.3.2 Multi-jet background

The multi-jet background identifies all the fully-hadronic Standard Model pro-
cesses entering in the signal regions of the analysis. In this context, pure QCD
processes represent the dominant contribution to this background even though the
fully-hadronic tt+ jets production, previously described in Section 10.3.1, repre-
sents a non-negligible fraction of this background. Other contributions come from
fully-hadronic decays of W + jets, Z+ jets, diboson and tt+X processes.

Due to the low requirement on S(Emiss
T ), this background represents the dominant

background of our SRs. However, its estimation can not be performed using MC
simulations due to the difficulty to simulate QCD at such a high jet multiplicity.
Therefore, a data-driven “ABCD” method based on the invariance of the S(Emiss

T )

distribution from the number of jets in the final state Njets has been used for this
scope. In the context of this analysis, this method is also known as the template
method. More details about this technique are provided later in Section 10.6.2.

10.4 analysis definition

The results showed in the next chapters where made using the collisions recorder
from the LHC Run 2 started in June 2015 and ended in October 2018. Due to the
constantly changing conditions of the LHC– mainly due to the better handling of
the accelerator operations over time – the triggers used for this analysis changed
significantly between 2015 and 2018. Additionally, more sophisticated reconstruction
techniques were developed by the ATLAS Collaboration, producing relevant changes
in the analysis object definition between the beginning and end of Run 2. This section
describes the triggers, event selection and object reconstruction quantities employed
for this analysis during the Run 2 of the LHC.

10.4.1 Triggers

Triggers are responsible for the selection of the interesting events created by the
p-p collisions of the LHC (see Section 4.2.5 for more details). As specified in the
introduction of this chapter, the long decay chains provided by the models targeted
by this analysis implies lower Emiss

T compared to other SUSY searches. In this context,
the utilization of a Emiss

T trigger could sensibly reduce the reach of the analysis and
for this reason multi-jet trigger chains have been employed for the collection of the
multi-jet data.
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(a) 2015-2016: 5j60||5j65 (b) 2015-2016: 6j45
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Figure 10.6 – Efficiency turn-on curves, on data and MC, of the fifth, sixt and seventh jet
and unprescaled triggers used for the data taking of the analysis. The x-axis represents the
transverse momentum of the offline jet on which the selection is applied. The offline jets
have been reconstructed using the Particle Flow algorithm.
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In multi-jet triggers the first level of the trigger selection is provided by hardware
triggers, which reconstruct jets with a sliding window algorithm with size 0.8× 0.8 in
the η-φ space. At this stage, events are required to contain four jets with pT > 15GeV
at the EM scale (L1_4J15) and, in some cases, a further restriction to |η| < 2.5 is
applied (L1_4J150ETA25).

Events selected by the first level trigger enter the High-Level Trigger (HLT), which
implements a more refined software-based jet reconstruction and selection. In the
HLT, the jet selection is made on jets reconstructed from calorimeter topo-clusters
of energy measured in the calorimeter cells, and calibrated in a similar fashion to
the offline jets described in Section 5.2. Due to the increasing luminosity delivered
by the LHC and due to the improved jet reconstruction methods in the HLT, the
trigger definitions have evolved significantly during the LHC Run 2. As a result of
this feature, different triggers have been combined to select events for this analysis.
The selection requirements and the corresponding data periods for each trigger are
given in Table 10.2, while integrated luminosities of prescaled triggers22 are provided
in Table 10.3.

Trigger efficiency curves for the main unprescaled triggers are shown in Figure
10.6 for Particle Flow jets reconstructed offline in both data and MC simulations. The
bootstrapping sample23 for these curves was made using the single lepton triggers
providing a clear reference dataset for these studies. These efficiency curves are
in general not perfect Heaviside step functions due to the differences between the
online and offline jet reconstruction. The impact of the updated online jet calibration
techniques in 2017 is well visible by comparing the efficiency turn-ons of Figure 10.6b
and 10.6d for the 6j45 and 7j45 selections, where the selection efficiency increased
from 70% to 90% at the offline jet pT threshold of 50GeV . This motivated the usage
of multiple multi-jet triggers for the analysis of the complete Run 2 dataset. The
discrepancies observed between at low pT (i.e. 20GeV − 50GeV) in Figure 10.6,
are attributed to mis-modeling of the trigger simulation in MC samples. However,
these discrepancies do not affect the background modeling of the analysis since,
as described later in Section 10.4.5, offline jet pT thresholds are applied at 50 and
80GeV jet pT for the offline selection of events composing the analysis regions.

The pT threshold applied on the online jet defining the trigger selection is
provided by the output rate of the HLT. Generally, high jet multiplicity triggers can
access a pT threshold lower compared to single or double jet triggers, simply due to
the lower cross-section of multi-jet production. This is the main reason why between
the fifth, sixt and seventh jet triggers the requirement on the jet pT decreases.

Once Particle Flow jets became available offline during Run 2, it was clear that
the larger differences with respect to the online topocluster-based jet reconstruction
would have led to slightly worse turn-on in the trigger efficiency curves with respect
to offline topocluster-based jets. This effect is due to the larger differences between

22 Note that some of the sixt jet triggers became prescaled starting from 2017 due to the large trigger rates.
23 When calculating trigger efficiencies for a selection A on data, a bootstrapping sample is formed by a

selection B being uncorrelated and inclusive for A (i.e. A ⊂ B) such that the efficiency of A becomes

ε(A) = ε(A|B)ε(B).
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Table 10.2 – Triggers used to collect data for the analysis between 2015 and 2018, stating their
prescale and the calibration methods used. If not explicitly stated, the hardware selection was
made with L1_4J15. MC JES indicates that the trigger was calibrated with only a global scale
factor to restore the mean response vs particle-level jets. Calo GSC implies that the GSC steps
based on fractions of energy in different calorimeters were applied, but not the track-based
step. Track GSC implies that the full calibration chain including the track-based GSC step
was applied, in which case the first trigger threshold specified indicates the preselection cuts
applied before calibration with tracks. A single number under the prescale column indicates
a flat prescale (i.e. no prescale) whereas a value in Hz implies a varying prescale to match
the stated target rate (at the stated luminosity).
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Figure 10.7 – Efficiency curves of the seventh leading jet trigger vs. offline topoclus-
ter (blue circles) and Particle Flow (red dots) seventh-leading jet pT in 2018 data. The
HLT_7j35_gsc45_split_L14J15 string describes the online trigger selection, corresponding
to an HLT selection of least 7 jets with pT greater than 45GeV after GSC calibration and
a L1 selection of at least 4 jets having pT > 45GeV . The inefficiency of the Particle Flow
approach is the direct consequence of the larger differences between the offline Particle
Flow-reconstructed jets and the online jets based on topocluster reconstruction.

Trigger item
Lumi-weighted Integrated

Data period
prescale luminosity (fb−1)

6j45_0eta240 6.051 7.324 2017

6j25_gsc45_0eta240_L14J150ETA25 7.009 6.322 2017

6j35_gsc45_0eta240_L14J150ETA25 17.114 3.415 2018

Table 10.3 – Details about luminosity of prescaled multi-jet triggers.

the online and offline jet reconstructions when Particle Flow is considered offline
as only topocluster-based jets were built in the HLT during Run 2. This is well
illustrated in Figure 10.7 where the efficiency provided with respect to offline Particle
Flow jets reaches the plateau later if compared to offline topoclusters jets (∼ 50GeV
for topocluster-based jets and ∼ 60GeV for Particle Flow jets). In order to make
certain that the MC simulation completely takes into account these efficiency effects,
two requirements have been applied on both data and MC simulations:

1. We select the analysis events based on different offline jet pT values - namely
pT > 50GeV for 6, 7 jet triggers and pT > 80GeV for 5 jet triggers - in order to
achieve at least 80-90% of trigger selection efficiency.

2. The trigger selection is applied on both data and MC simulation, showing
always less than 5% disagreement with respect to the data above the relevant
offline jet pT selection (see Figure 10.6).
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10.4.2 Physics object definition

The physics objects of ATLAS are designed to be reconstructed as closely as
possible to the particles characterizing the signal events. For this analysis, the latest
recommendations provided by the different ATLAS combined performance (CP)
groups have been used, ensuring the best available calibration and identification of
the final state objects.

The information stored in the EM calorimeter is used for the reconstruction of
both electron and jet candidates (these include also hadronic calorimeter information).
Because of this feature, jets corresponding to a single high-energy electron could
be formed, resulting in an energy double counting for the jet multiplicity and Emiss

T

reconstruction. Due to this feature, a set of baseline objects are defined on which the
Overlap Removal procedure is applied to solve these ambiguities. This procedure will
be also described in this section.

The ATLAS object reconstruction has been reviewed in Chapter 5. This section
provides a more specific description of the physics objects requirements used in this
analysis:

jets

Jets are reconstructed using the anti-kt jet algorithm with radius parameter
R = 0.4 on Particle Flow objects (see Section 7.2.1 for more details). Calibrations
include the MC-based Jet Energy Scale (JES) correction and the Global Sequential
Calibration (GSC) described in Section 5.2.3.

Jets are classified as baseline jets if they satisfy pT > 20GeV , |η| < 2.8. Baseline
jets are then considered as signal jets if they pass the overlap removal procedure
described below and the Jet Vertex Tagger (JVT) selection:

JVT > 0.2 or |η| > 2.4 or pT > 120GeV . (10.5)

Further details about JVT are provided in Section 5.2.4. Scale factors are also
applied to jets in order to correct the discrepancies between MC-simulated and
data events.

b-jets

Baseline anti-kt R = 0.4 jets are tagged as b-jets if they pass the 70% efficiency
working point of the MV2c10 algorithm, provided they also satisfy pT > 20GeV ,
|η| < 2.5 and pass the JVT selection listed in Equation (10.5).

Scale factors are applied to correct the discrepancies between the efficiencies
for selecting simulated b-jets from those assessed in data [94].

electrons

Electrons are classified as baseline if they satisfy pT > 10GeV and |ηclus| < 2.47,
and pass Loose quality criteria (further details in Chapter 5 and [68]). Baseline
electrons are classified as signal if, they pass the Tight quality criteria and the
Gradient isolation working point [68], as well as impact parameter requirements
|z0 sin θ| < 0.5mm and d0/σ(d0) < 5, and finally also have pT > 20GeV .

Correction scale factors derived from data are applied to simulated electrons to
improve modeling of reconstruction and identification efficiencies.
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muons

Muons are classified as baseline if they satisfy pT > 10GeV , |η| < 2.7, pass
overlap removal and the Medium quality criteria [69]. They are classified as
signal if they also pass the “FCLoose” isolation working point, as well as impact
parameter requirements |z0 sin θ| < 0.5mm and d0/σ(d0) < 3, and finally also
have pT > 20GeV .

Correction scale factors derived from data are applied to simulated muons to
improve modeling of reconstruction and identification efficiencies.

large-radius jets

Reclustered jets [95, 96] with radius parameter R = 1.0 are produced by a second
iteration of the anti-kt algorithm, where the calibrated R = 0.4 Particle Flow
jets that have passed overlap removal are the input to the clustering algorithm.
Signal jets must also have pT > 20GeV and |η| < 2.0 to be used for reclustering.
Only reclustered jets with pT > 100GeV , |η| < 1.5 are subsequently considered
for the purposes of analysis selection.

Emiss

T

The Missing Transverse Momentum Emiss
T is rebuilt from the various detector

objects as illustrated in Chapter 6. This quantity uses fully calibrated primary
objects (e, photons, µ, jets) that pass an overlap removal - based on shared
energy rather than an analysis overlap removal criteria - as well as residual soft
terms comprised purely of tracks associated with the primary vertex.

overlap removal

Overlap removal is performed using the baseline objects defined above. Between
baseline leptons and jets, the following requirements are applied sequentially:

• If an electron and muon share and ID track, the electron is removed.

• If a photon is within ∆R < 0.4 of an electron or a muon, the photon is
removed.

• If a jet and an electron are within ∆R < 0.2 the jet is removed.

• If an electron and a jet are within 0.2 < ∆R < 0.4, the electron is removed.

• If a muon track is associated to a jet, or a jet and a muon are within
∆R < 0.2, then the jet is removed if number of tracks in the jet ntrk is lower
than 3.

• If a muon and jet are within 0.2 < ∆R < 0.4, the muon is removed.

10.4.3 Kinematic variable definitions

The kinematic variables described in this section are defined purely from signal
objects and they represent key observables for the analysis.

total event transverse momentum : HT
This quantity is defined as the scalar sum of the signal jets having pT > 40GeV
and |η| < 2.8

HT =
∑

p
jet
T . (10.6)
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If leptons are identified in the event final state, these are also included to
this sum if they satisfy the same kinematic requirements of jets. The pT cut
was optimized in Run 1 as part of the studies for improving the data-driven
background estimation of the multi-jet background [92].

object-based Emiss

T significance : S(Emiss

T )

As illustrated in Section 6.6, the Emiss
T significance S(Emiss

T ) quantifies the hy-
pothesis that a certain Emiss

T measurement is consistent with a zero value (null
hypothesis) against the hypothesis that the true Emiss

T value pinv
T is different from

zero. A large value of this quantity indicates that the Emiss
T has genuinely been

created by non-interacting particles. Assuming that pure Gaussian resolutions
affect the resolution of each object, S(Emiss

T ) can be assumed to be

S(Emiss
T ) =

Emiss
T

σ
(
Emiss
T

) (10.7)

When object resolutions are considered separately for the calculation of σ
(
Emiss
T

)
,

an object-based Emiss
T significance is built. We will refer to this quantity with

the symbol S(Emiss
T ) in the next part of this chapter.

By definition, the Emiss
T significance is expected to be independent of the number

of jets in the eventNjets when it originates from pure fluctuations due to detector
mismeasurement (i.e. no invisible particles). This feature represents a key
feature of the data-driven background estimation of the multi-jet background
and it will be illustrated later in Section 10.6.2.

event-based Emiss

T significance : Emiss

T /
√
HT

We have already illustrated in Equation (10.7) the meaning of the Emiss
T signifi-

cance and its object-based estimation. However, it is possible to approximate
this quantity assuming that only stochastic fluctuations of the jet energy affect
the jet energy resolution as

σ(jet) ∝
√
p

jet
T . (10.8)

Therefore, in signatures with only jets, σ
(
Emiss
T

)
can be estimated as

σ
(
Emiss
T

)
=

√∑
jets

σ2 (pT ) ∝
√∑

jets

p
jet
T =

√
HT , (10.9)

and so Emiss
T significance becomes

S(Emiss
T ) ≈

Emiss
T√
HT

. (10.10)

We generally refer to this quantity as the event-based Emiss
T significance, and it

represents the main Emiss
T significance observable used in this analysis until

the 36 fb−1 paper [6]. The development of the object-based Emiss
T significance

approach [71] made this variable outdated and it was replaced by S(Emiss
T ) due

to the complete estimation of the jet resolutions leading to better sensitivity to
signal events.
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total large-r jet mass : MΣ
J

Heavy particles produced in the p-p collisions of the LHC and decaying to
light states lead to signatures with large momenta of final state particles.
These signatures are generally referred to as the large mass-splitting (or simply
boosted) scenarios of a certain signal model due to the large difference in the
mass parameters of th model and the large momentum characterizing these
final state physics objects. In this context, MΣ

J represents an ideal event-level
observable for the identification of these scenarios. This quantity is defined as
the total mass of the reclustered large-radius jets (R = 1.0)

MΣ
J =
∑
j

mR=1.0
j , (10.11)

and it ideally represents the total mass of the heavy particles produced in
the collision. Within this definition, large-radius jets are required to satisfy
pT > 100GeV and |η| < 1.5.

transverse mass : mT
The transverse mass mT is defined as the mass induced in the transverse plane
by a resonance decaying to two objects. For a semi-invisible decay (e.g. the
W-boson decay), this quantity can be defined from the lepton transverse mo-
mentum p`T , the Emiss

T and the angle ∆φ`,Emiss
T

between p`T and Emiss
T as

mT =

√
2p`TE

miss
T

(
1− cos∆φ`,Emiss

T

)
. (10.12)

Due to the lepton veto applied in the SRs of the analysis, this quantity is only
used for the selection of leptonic CR events as discussed later in Section 10.4.5.

Figure 10.4 shows several of these kinematic variables for different simulated
SUSY signals.

10.4.4 Event cleaning

In order to avoid noise in the data possibly leading to discrepancies with respect
to the background prediction, certain event quality preselections have been applied.
These can be summarized as follow:

good run list

Every time ATLAS starts to collect data from p-p collisions, a new Run of
the experiment is started. Each Run is labeled with an integer number and
it ideally represents a complete cycle of LHC p-p collisions. However, due to
possible issues in the ATLAS sub-detectors or in the data taking mechanism, a
list of good quality runs and lumi blocks is centrally defined by the experiment
and called Good Run List. All data analyses are required to use data events
collected only inside good Runs of the ATLAS data taking.

primary vertex

All events are required to have at least one primary vertex with at least 2

associated tracks. The events not passing this requirement are vetoed.
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electromagnetic endcap calorimeter cleaning

In 2015 and 2016, electronic noise affected the readout of the Electromagnetic
EndCap Calorimeter (EMEC) inner wheel leading to a large rate of fake jets
inside certain events [2]. These events can significantly affect the events of
the analysis due to the large number of jets possibly created by these noise
fluctuations.

These events are identified and vetoed by the presence of a large number of
high-ET clusters in the corresponding |η| calorimeter region that have poor
quality of the signal pulse shape inside the LAr calorimeter.

bad jet

Mis-identified jets from non-collision sources - commonly known as fake jets -
can seriously affect the jet and Emiss

T reconstruction of this analysis. In general,
we can distinguish three types of fake jet sources [59]:

• Beam-induced muons originating from interactions of protons with col-
limators and other accelerator components leading to jets in the ATLAS
calorimeter system.

• Cosmic ray showers, mostly induced by muons and reconstructed as jets.

• Fake jets originating from large calorimeter noises or isolated pathological
cells.

These fake jets can be removed by building variables based on the quality of
the calorimeter cells 24 and the fraction of charged particles in a jet. In this
scope, events having at least one jet with pT > 20GeV and passing the LooseBad
quality requirement defined in reference [59] are vetoed.

bad muon

Badly reconstructed muons can lead to tails in the Emiss
T distribution. Therefore

events with baseline muons which have at least 20% estimated track momentum
error are vetoed.

pile-up jets

Events are removed if there is a jet with 60 < pT < 70GeV , |η| < 2.0, JVT < 0.2
and with ∆φ(jet,Emiss

T ) > 2.2. This veto is necessary to reduce the population
of events where a pile-up jet narrowly evades the standard JVT selection.

10.4.5 Event selection

We have previously described in Section 10.1 the general strategy for a Super-
symmetry analysis through the construction of certain analysis regions. We have now
defined the physics objects and observables designed to isolate the events resembling
to new physics and compare the background prediction with the data. In this section
we want to illustrate the set of signal, control and validation regions used to perform
this search. For each region of the analysis we require events to pass all the cleaning
criteria illustrated in Section 10.4.4.

24 This can be done by comparing the signal shape with respect to a reference value.
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10.4.5.1 Signal Regions

Signal Regions are designed to isolate the signal from the background events and
to evaluate the presence of new physics. Signal-like events are isolated principally
requiring a large jet multiplicity and a moderate Emiss

T requirement imposed via the
use of a S(Emiss

T ) selection. The presence of long SUSY decay chains allows to exploit
the larger jet multiplicity of these final states in order to significantly reduce the
backgrounds in the Signal Regions.

Additionally, in order to increase the sensitivity to different SUSY models and
extend the sensitivity of the SUSY parameter space, further classification is applied
through two observables:

• The number of b-jets Nb-jets, enhancing the sensitivity to heavy-flavour-enriched
signals.

• The scalar sum of large-radius jet masses MΣ
J , allowing to achieve additional

discrimination against Standard Model backgrounds for signal scenarios with
large mass-splitting.

Exclusive ranges in Nb-jets and MΣ
J are chosen such that they can be statistically

combined to enhance exclusion sensitivity to signals as discussed in Chapter 11.
Inclusive signal regions more resembling the previous statistical analyses are also
defined for high jet multiplicity and boosted signal regions (N50jets > 11, 12 and
N80jets > 9).

The selection criteria for signal regions are applied after preselection as follows
(see also Table 10.4 for a summary):

1. Lepton veto: Events with leptons are rejected to reduce backgrounds in which
one or more semi-leptonic W decays produce neutrinos, generating real Emiss

T .

2. Jet multiplicity: An inclusive Njets requirement is placed on the events. However,
due to the different jet pT thresholds accessible by the fifth and seventh jet
triggers (see also 10.4.1), the number of jets with pT greater than 50 and 80GeV
- labeled as N50jets or N80jets- are used to count jets in signal regions. Due to the
different jet multiplicities accessible by these triggers, signal regions are formed
for N50jets > 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and N80jets > 9.

3. Flavour tag multiplicity: Similarly to the jet multiplicity, the number of b-jets
with pT greater than 50 and 80GeV - labeled as N50b-jets and N80b-jets- are used to
define the number of b-jets in the signal regions. Three divisions are made:
Nb-jets = 0, Nb-jets = 1 and Nb-jets > 2.

4. Reclustered jet mass sum: Within each Nb-jets category, the reclustered jet mass
sum MΣ

J permits a further subdivision into regions with MΣ
J thresholds at 0,

340 and 500GeV .

5. Emiss
T significance: The final analysis cut is on the S(Emiss

T ) distribution, and is
placed at S(Emiss

T ) > 5, a moderate threshold which substantially reduces the
multi-jet background component while keeping sensitivity to low and high
Emiss
T signals high.
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Selection criterion Selection ranges

Lepton veto 0 baseline leptons, pT > 10GeV

Jet multiplicity, Njets N50jets > 8, 9, 10, 11, 12

N80jets > 9

Flavour-tag multiplicity, Nb-jets = 0 = 1 > 2

Jet mass sum, MΣ
J 0-340 GeV 340-500 GeV > 500 GeV

Emiss
T significance, S(Emiss

T ) S(Emiss
T ) > 5

Table 10.4 – Summary of signal region criteria. The criteria in each row are applied to each of
the options in the preceding row, i.e. three Nb-jets bins are created for each Njets channel, and
each is subsequently divided into three MΣJ bins. The same SR S(Emiss

T ) cut is applied to all
bins.

Up to nine exclusive SR bins are therefore defined for each jet multiplicity channel,
and combined in a multi-bin fit, as described in Chapter 11.

10.4.5.2 Control Regions

Control Regions are designed to refine the estimation of the W + jets, tt+ jets
and Multi-jet background in SRs by fitting the predictions of these backgrounds to
the data. Due to these reasons, two fundamental features are necessary for CRs:

• Any type of signal contamination needs to be minimized in order to avoid
the inclusion of signals in the scaling of semi-leptonic backgrounds.

• Design CRs where the purity of background processes is maximal.

In this analysis, we distinguish two types of Control Regions:

leptonic control regions

These regions are used to control the W + jets and tt+ jets backgrounds and
they require the presence of a lepton (i.e. a muon or an electron) and a cut on the
transverse mass mT < 120GeV in order to reduce the presence of possible new
physics signals. Additionally, the purity of W + jets and tt+ jets is enhanced by
requiring Nb-jets equal to 0 and > 1 respectively. Table 10.5 shows a summary of
the requirements applied for these regions whereas Figure 10.8 shows different
S(Emiss

T ) distributions obtained using the complete Run 2 dataset (139 fb−1).
The cuts are kept as close as possible to the Signal Region ones, but some of
them are relaxed in order to increase the statistics in the higher jet multiplicity
regions.

multijets control regions

These regions are designed to control the Multi-jet background. The estimation
of the multijets background component will be described in Section 10.6.2.
These are defined by applying the same SR observable requirements, apart for



166 hunting new physics in multi-jet final states

)
miss
TE(S

1

10

210

310

410

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

E
v
e

n
ts

 /
 B

in
 W

id
th

Data 2015-2018
Total background

ll, ql→tt
+ jetsνl→W 

+ jetsννll, →Z 
Single top

+ Xtt
νqq ll, qq l→VV 

-1= 13 TeV, 139 fbs

CR1m-8ij50-0eb

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

)miss
TE(S

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

D
a

ta
/P

re
d

.

(a) 1 µ, N50jets > 8, Nb-jets = 0

)
miss
TE(S

1−10

1

10

210

310

410

510

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

E
v
e

n
ts

 /
 B

in
 W

id
th

Data 2015-2018
Total background

ll, ql→tt
+ jetsνl→W 

+ jetsννll, →Z 
Single top

+ Xtt
νqq ll, qq l→VV 

-1= 13 TeV, 139 fbs

CR1e-8ij50-1ib

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

)miss
TE(S

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

D
a

ta
/P

re
d

.
(b) 1 e, N50jets > 8, Nb-jets > 1

)
miss
TE(S

2−10

1−10

1

10

210

310

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

E
v
e

n
ts

 /
 B

in
 W

id
th

Data 2015-2018
Total background

ll, ql→tt
+ jetsνl→W 

+ jetsννll, →Z 
Single top

+ Xtt
νqq ll, qq l→VV 

-1= 13 TeV, 139 fbs

CR1m-10ij50-0eb

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

)miss
TE(S

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

D
a

ta
/P

re
d

.

(c) 1 µ, N50jets > 10, Nb-jets = 0

)
miss
TE(S

1−10

1

10

210

310

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

E
v
e

n
ts

 /
 B

in
 W

id
th

Data 2015-2018
Total background

ll, ql→tt
+ jetsνl→W 

+ jetsννll, →Z 
Single top

+ Xtt
νqq ll, qq l→VV 

-1= 13 TeV, 139 fbs

CR1e-10ij50-1ib

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

)miss
TE(S

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

D
a

ta
/P

re
d

.

(d) 1 e, N50jets > 10, Nb-jets > 1

)
miss
TE(S

2−10

1−10

1

10

210

310

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

E
v
e

n
ts

 /
 B

in
 W

id
th

Data 2015-2018
Total background

ll, ql→tt
+ jetsνl→W 

+ jetsννll, →Z 
Single top

+ Xtt
νqq ll, qq l→VV 

-1= 13 TeV, 139 fbs

CR1m-8ij80-0eb

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

)miss
TE(S

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

D
a

ta
/P

re
d

.

(e) 1 µ, N80jets > 10, Nb-jets = 0

)
miss
TE(S

3−10

2−10

1−10

1

10

210

310

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

E
v
e

n
ts

 /
 B

in
 W

id
th

Data 2015-2018
Total background

ll, ql→tt
+ jetsνl→W 

+ jetsννll, →Z 
Single top

+ Xtt
νqq ll, qq l→VV 

-1= 13 TeV, 139 fbs

CR1e-8ij80-1ib

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

)miss
TE(S

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

D
a

ta
/P

re
d

.

(f) 1 e, N80jets > 10, Nb-jets > 1

Figure 10.8 – S(Emiss
T ) distributions for different electrons (e) and muon (µ) leptonic control

regions obtained using the complete Run 2 dataset (139 fb−1).



10.4 analysis definition 167

Selection criterion Value

Trigger Same as SR

Number of leptons Exactly one baseline electron or muon

mT lower than 120GeV

Njets NSR − 1, pT and η requirements as for SR

Nb-jets Equals to 0 (W + jets) or greater

and equal than 1 (tt+ jets)

MΣ
J Same as SR

S(Emiss
T ) S(Emiss

T ) > 4.0

Table 10.5 – Definition of the leptonic Control Regions used to normalize the tt+ jets and
W + jets backgrounds.

the S(Emiss
T ) one which is fixed as 3.0 < S(Emiss

T ) < 4.0 in order to enhance the
presence of Multi-jet background.

10.4.5.3 Validation Regions

Validation Regions are used to verify the validity of the background estimation
in SRs and to assess the benefits of the CRs adjustments. These regions are generally
placed between the signal and control regions (see also Figure 10.1) and are also
required to be minimally affected by signal contamination. In this analysis, two sets
of validation regions are defined:

Emiss

T significance validation regions VRS(Emiss

T )

These regions are defined by the same set of cuts applied to SRs, apart for
the S(Emiss

T ) requirement defined as 4.0 < S(Emiss
T ) < 5.0, allowing to test the

validity of the Multi-jet background estimation.

jet multiplicity validation regions VRNjets

In contrast to VRS(Emiss
T ) regions, jet multiplicity validation regions are de-

fined through an identical requirement on Emiss
T significance to signal regions

(S(Emiss
T ) > 5.0). This allows not only to test the closure of the Multi-jet back-

ground and high S(Emiss
T ), but also to check the prediction of the semi-leptonic

contributions provided by W + jets and tt+ jets after fit of the Leptonic Control
Regions. In order to keep signal regions blinded, these VRs are kept away
from SRs by looking at lower jet multiplicities where no signals are expected.
This is done using the N80jets = 6 and N50jets = 7 jet multiplicities for 80GeV and
50GeV signal regions. Due to the loss of sixt-jet triggers for 50GeV jets in
2017, the multi-jet estimation at N50jets = 7 has been performed using prescaled
6-jet triggers as described in Section 10.4.1 and 10.6.2. Figure 10.9 shows two
examples of Emiss

T significance distributions in 50 and 80GeV VRNjets regions.

Table 10.6 reports a summary of the requirements applied for the definitions of VRNjets

and VRS(Emiss
T ).
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Region type VRS(Emiss
T ) VRNjets

Lepton veto 0 baseline leptons (electrons and muons)

Njets

Same as SR N50jets = 7

or

Same as SR N80jets = 6

Nb-jets Same as SR

MΣ
J Same as SR

S(Emiss
T ) 4.0 < S(Emiss

T ) < 5.0 Same as SR

Table 10.6 – Definition of Validation Regions for multijet, tt+ jets and W + jets background
estimation relative to each SR bin.

10.5 optimization studies

A crucial point for an analysis looking for supersymmetric particles is represented
by the optimal definition of the signal and control regions. In this section, we illustrate
the optimization studies that provided, for the different Run 2 analyses across the
years, the definitions of the various variables selections defining the SRs providing
the best sensitivity to the targeted signal models.

In the previous version of this analysis using 18.2 fb−1 [5], sensitivity plots
showed that a cut of MΣ

J > 500GeV was optimal to search for models with high
gluino mass, whereas MΣ

J > 340GeV and MΣ
J > 0GeV was more sensitive to models

with higher neutralino masses. This feature is essentially due to the different mass
splitting between ∆m = mg̃ −mχ̃01

, defining the pT of the objects resulting from the
intermediate cascade decays such that:

• For mg̃ ≈ mχ̃01 , jets have low momenta due to the small amount of energy
accessible from ∆m = mg̃ −mχ̃01

. In this case, the resulting particles are less
boosted and therefore a lower MΣ

J cut gives more sensitivity to these scenarios.

• For mg̃ � mχ̃01
, jets have large transverse momenta, resulting in a larger

sensitivity from MΣ
J > 500GeV .

Figure 10.10a and 10.10b shows such trends for 95% CL poisson discovery limits25 in
the signal region having N50jets > 9. These plots represented a fundamental study for
the optimization of these cuts.

In analogy with the MΣ
J cut, the jet-pT selection has been optimized later for

the 36 fb−1 analysis [97] in order to define the cuts allowing to exploit the maximal
sensitivity coverage in the gluino and LSP mass plane. These studies led to the
utilization of 80GeV jet pT signal regions, allowing to exploit lower jet multiplicities
than 50GeV signal regions due to the lower jet multiplicity accessible by multijet
triggers with 80GeV . Figure 10.10c and 10.10d shows the 95% CL discovery limits

25 This has been computed using the RooStats::NumberCountingUtils::BinomialExpP function docu-
mented inside https://root.cern/doc/master/NumberCountingUtils_8cxx_source.html.

https://root.cern/doc/master/NumberCountingUtils_8cxx_source.html
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Figure 10.9 – S(Emiss
T ) distributions for different VRNjets regions obtained using the complete

Run 2 dataset (139 fb−1).

associated to different jet pT selections, illustrating the larger reach in larger mass
splittings of the pT > 80GeV cut.

The low S(Emiss
T ) cut used to define the signal regions represents a unique feature

of this analysis, allowing to target physics scenarios which are unaccessible for
many of the other ATLAS searches for SUSY. In the first Run 2 iterations of this

analysis [90, 5], E
miss
T√
HT

> 4.0 was providing an optimal Emiss
T significance selection for

the analysis signal regions. However, for the 36 fb−1 analysis [6], the Emiss
T /

√
HT

cut was optimized using three signal grids: the pMSSM, the two-step and the RPV
model. Figure 10.10e and 10.10f compare the sensitivities obtained for the two-step
and RPV signal grids for the N50jets > 9 signal region. These plots clearly show that
an increased sensitivity can be reached by a cut greater than 4 for the two-step,
whereas the RPV sensitivity seems to become worse for the same set of cuts. This
feature is not surprising considering that the RPV decay chain does not contain
any stable SUSY invisible particle and therefore it is provided with a lower Emiss

T .
The enhancements of the 95% confidence limits associated to the two-step and the
pMSSM model suggested to select a larger Emiss

T /
√
HT cut for the definition of our

SRs and this value was fixed at 5 considering the small sensitivity reduction for the
RPV model with this larger Emiss

T /
√
HT cut.

10.6 background estimation

As discussed in Section 10.3, the estimation of the background processes at high
jet multiplicity is fundamental for the testing of new physics signals in the analysis
SRs. This section is dedicated to the description of the estimation of the Standard
Model processes entering in the analysis regions.
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Figure 10.10 – 95% CL poisson discovery limits for different variable optimizations in the
N50jets > 9 signal region.
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10.6.1 Leptonic backgrounds

Leptonic backgrounds in SRs are estimated using Monte-Carlo simulation tech-
niques. These techniques are able to take the theoretical description provided by the
Standard Model Lagrangian (see Chapter 2) and output a dataset containing all the
signals that these particles left in the ATLAS detector. The same kind of dataset is
recorded during the p-p collision of the LHC and it represents the data (or observation)
of the experiment. Each simulated dataset is also provided with a cross-section
allowing to estimate the total contribution with the total data integrated luminosity.

Top-pair events have been simulated using the matrix elements calculated at next-
to-leading order (NLO) using the Powheg-Box v2 generator with the NNPDF3.0NLO

PDF set [98]. For this process, the top quarks were decayed using MadSpin [99] to
preserve all spin correlations, while parton shower, fragmentation, and the underlying
event were simulated using Pythia8 [100] with the NNPDF2.3LO PDF set [101] and the
ATLAS A14 tune [102]. After hadronisation, interactions of final particles with the
ATLAS detector are simulated using the Geant framework [103]. All tt MC samples
have been normalized to the NNLO + NNLL cross-section from Top++ [104].

On the other hand, events containing a W or Z bosons have been simulated using
the Sherpa 2.2.1 generator. Matrix elements were calculated for up to two partons at
NLO and four partons at LO using the COMIX and OpenLoops [105] matrix element
generators and merged with the Sherpa parton shower [106] using the ME+PS@NLO
prescription [107]. The NNPDF3.0 NNLO PDF set was used in association with a
tuning performed by the Sherpa authors.

10.6.2 Multi-jet background

Section 10.3.2 discussed the composition of the multi-jet background and the
fact that it needs to be estimated in a data-driven way. In this context, an “ABCD”
background estimation method is applied, aiming at estimating the amount of multi-
jet background in a region D starting from the knowledge of the multi-jet yields
in regions A, B and C formed by two uncorrelated variables. In the context of this
analysis, this method is commonly known as the template method and it relies on
several properties of the S(Emiss

T ) variable:

• New physics signal will appear at high values of S(Emiss
T ), whereas backgrounds

will mostly dominate the low values of the S(Emiss
T ) shape as previously dis-

cussed in Section 6.6.

• The shape of the S(Emiss
T ) distribution is invariant under changes of the jet

multiplicity Njets for events dominated by mis-measurement effects (i.e. no real
Emiss
T ).

Therefore, the estimation of the full-hadronic background of the analysis signal
regions can be performed using the two uncorrelated variables S(Emiss

T ) and Njets.
The template method is designed to estimate the amount of multi-jet background

at high jet multiplicity and high values of S(Emiss
T ). This method relies on the

invariance of the S(Emiss
T ) shape generated by fully-hadronic processes from the jet
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Figure 10.11 – Example of regions used in the template method for the multijet background.

multiplicities Njets, N50jets and N80jets. The procedure is also schematically shown in
Figure 10.11.

The idea is the following: the expected multi-jet yield in a signal region called
D at high jet multiplicity and S(Emiss

T ) > 5.0 can be obtained from the multi-jet
background estimation at lower jet multiplicities, where no signal is expected (i.e.
regions A and B). Since the multi-jet cross-section changes significantly between
different jet multiplicities, the measured multi-jet yield in region B NB needs to be
normalized somehow to the high jet multiplicity. This can be done using the multi-jet
yields in regions A and C where, due to the low S(Emiss

T ) requirement (S(Emiss
T ) < 2.0),

no signal contamination is expected to affect the scaling of the multi-jet prediction in
Signal Region D. Dedicated studies showed that the fraction of signal contamination
for the models under test is found to be in the range < 0.1% to 10% depending on
the region. The predicted multi-jet yield in the signal region becomes then:

N̂D =
NC
NA

NB. (10.13)

In this equation,NA,NB andNC are the multi-jet yields estimated from the difference
between the data and the simulated leptonic backgrounds. A similar procedure is
used to make predictions in the control and validation regions having intermediate
ranges of S(Emiss

T ) (i.e. 3.0 < S(Emiss
T ) < 5.0) and documented in Section 10.4.5.

10.6.2.1 Template regions

It has been illustrated in the previous section how the extrapolation of the
S(Emiss

T ) template from region “B” needs to be done from a low jet multiplicity
S(Emiss

T ) distribution. We generally refer to these regions as the Template Region (TR)
of the analysis.

The utilisation of five-jet and seven-jet triggers imposes a different definition
of the template regions for N50jets and N80jets. In general, for 50GeV signal regions
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employing seven-jet triggers, the template is extrapolated from N50jets = 7 since this
is the lowest jet multiplicity accessible in data for this trigger. For the same reason,
for 80GeV signal regions the N80jets = 5 S(Emiss

T ) distribution is employed for the
extrapolation of the multi-jet estimation.

10.6.2.2 HT binning of the template method

In order to reduce the dependence on HT caused by the residual dependency of
S(Emiss

T ) from the event activity, this procedure is repeated for different bins of this
quantity. Considering i = 1, . . . ,N HT bins, the final multi-jet background estimation
is

N̂D =

N∑
i=1

N̂iD =

N∑
i=1

NiC
NiA

NiB (10.14)

where the index i denotes multi-jet yields in a specific HT bin. The choice of the HT
binning is done in an adaptive way through the following procedure:

1. We split the HT distribution into a set of bins with fixed width Wadaptive.

2. Starting from the lowest HT bin, the next highest bin is combined with the
previous one until a minimum number of events Nmin

adaptive is reached in both
low and large jet multiplicity regions.

3. The merged bin ranges are fixed, and the merging procedure is repeated on
the next HT bin.

4. This procedure is iterated until each bin in the HT distribution has been
considered.

The resulting HT ranges from this procedure represent the final set of bins used
for the HT -binning of the template method. The adaptive bin ranges are defined
independently for each signal region in order to maximize the closure of the multi-jet
background estimation and to minimize any dependency on a fixed HT -binning
choice. Additionally, it is possible to note how the entire procedure depends on two
simple parameters: Wadaptive and Nmin

adaptive. A systematic uncertainty related to the
choice of these two parameters is applied and discussed later in Section 10.7.

10.7 systematic uncertainties

Systematic uncertainties are fundamental to quantify the accuracy of the back-
ground estimation in the different analysis signal regions. In general, we distinguish
three types of systematic uncertainties, which are then considered as nuisance pa-
rameters of the profiled likelihood fit described later in Chapter 11:

• The experimental systematic uncertainties, quantifying the impact of the mis-
measurements effects related to the ATLAS detector.

• The theoretical systematic uncertainties, quantifying the precision of the theoretical
models used for the MC simulation of the background processes.
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• The template systematic uncertainties, describing the systematic effects due to the
data-driven template estimation.

All these systematics and their estimation are described in the next sections.

10.7.1 Experimental uncertainties

These include uncertainties on energy scales/resolutions of various physics
objects, including particle reconstruction and identification efficiencies, as well as the
integrated luminosity recorded by the ATLAS experiment. As expected, due to the
large number of jets characterizing the signal regions of this analysis, the dominant
experimental uncertainties are the ones related to jet reconstruction. Additionally,
due to the lepton veto in the SRs, systematics on the lepton efficiencies and on
lepton energy scale/resolution enter only through the CR measurements of the
backgrounds.

The list of important experimental systematics is provided here:

jet energy scale

These take into account the effects of the nuisance parameters associated to the
Jet Energy Scale correction (see Section 5.2.3 for further details).

jet energy resolution

Uncertainties on the jet resolution are evaluated by smearing the jet energies
using a Gaussian, whose mean and width values are determined from the
difference between the jet resolutions measured in MC and data.

jet vertex tagger

The efficiencies for tagging pileup (hard scatter) jets with the JVT discrim-
inant are corrected in MC simulation by applying scale factors derived by
measurement of jet rates in pileup-enriched (depleted) phase space regions.

flavour-tagging

Scale factors are applied to correct the simulated b-tagging (in)efficiencies to
better match the data. Uncertainties on these scale factors are determined from
variations in the various jet flavour components and for the extrapolation of
systematics into regions where the measurements are statistically limited.

missing transverse momentum soft term

Uncertainties on the hard object components in the Emiss
T are propagated from

the systematics on the selected objects. Additional uncertainties on the soft Emiss
T

component are applied as variations on the scale of the TST, and smearing of
the TST by the difference between data and MC resolutions in two orthogonal
projections of the soft term with respect to the balancing hard terms. See
Section 6.5 for further details.

pileup-reweighting

Two variations are applied to the data scale factor used for pileup-reweighting,
accounting for uncertainties on the degree of mismodelling of the minimum
bias overlay used in MC pileup simulation.
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10.7.2 Template uncertainties

As previously illustrated, the multi-jet background represents the dominant
background component of the analysis signal regions, meaning that tne systematic
uncertainties associated to this background are particularly important. Considering
that this background is purely estimated using data, data must also be used for the
evaluation of the systematic uncertainties in signal and validation regions.

In general, uncertainties on the multi-jet template prediction are assessed from
three sources:

• An overall non-closure systematic based on testing the accuracy of the predic-
tions in a set of validation regions kinematically close but orthogonal to the
signal regions. We generally refer to the uncertainty covering such effect as the
template closure systematic.

• Potential differences in the template shape due to differences in flavour compo-
sition - in particular full-hadronic tt processes - between Njets = 5, 6, 7 and high
jet multiplicities. We generally refer to the uncertainty covering such effect as
the template flavour systematic.

• Residual kinematic biases due to the binning of the predictions in HT . We
generally refer to the uncertainty covering such effect as the template HT -binning
systematics.

The sizes of these uncertainties are summarised in Figure 10.12 for the multi-bin
signal regions used in the analysis. In general, the non-closure systematic dominates,
while the HT -binning systematic is almost negligible. In a handful of cases, the
flavour-dependence systematic is comparable to the non-closure. Single-bin signal
regions showed similar results.

10.7.3 Theoretical uncertainties

Theoretical systematic uncertainties affect the MC-based predictions of the lep-
tonic backgrounds in the signal, validation and control regions. These are generally
estimated from comparisons between the nominal simulated backgrounds and the
same backgrounds simulated using different sets of simulated parameters.

The strategy for calculating the tt and single top theory uncertainties are summa-
rized in Table 10.7, while W + jets and Z+ jets uncertainties are provided in Table
10.8. The diboson systematics are be as for W + jets and Z+ jets samples, while an
overall 50% uncertainty is fixed on the rare tt+X processes.
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Figure 10.12 – Summary of the relative template systematic uncertainties in multi-bin SRs.
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Name Covered uncertainty

Hard Scatter Generation and
matching

Variations of matrix element MC calculations and matching scales.

Fragmentation/Hadronization
model

Variations of different partonic showering and hadronization
models.

Initial State Radiation (ISR), up
variation

Variations in the renormalization and factorization scales (0.5 ×
the nominal scale) and the variations in the showering.

Initial State Radiation (ISR),
down variation

Variations in the renormalization and factorization scales (2 ×
the nominal scale) and the variations in the showering.

Parton Density Function Uncertainties in the PDF calculation parameterized by the error
sets.

Final State Radiation (FSR) Variations of the strong coupling constant αS for FSR.

Table 10.7 – The theoretical uncertainty components for the tt and single top MC backgrounds.

Name Covered uncertainty

Matrix element matching Variation of the scale employed for the calculation of the overlap be-
tween jets from the ME and the PS. The nominal value for this parame-
ter is 20GeV . The up variation increases the nominal value to 30GeV
while the down variation decreases it to 15GeV .

Renormalisation scale Variation of the scale for the running strong coupling constant for the
underlying hard process. The renormalisation scale is modified to 2

and 0.5 with respect to the nominal value.
Factorisation scale Variation of the scale used for the parton density functions. The fac-

torisation scale is modified to 2 and 0.5 with respect to the nominal
value.

Resummation scale Variation of the scale used for the resummation of soft gluon emission.
The resummation scale is modified to 2 and 0.550 with respect to the
nominal value.

Parton Density Function Uncertainties in the PDF calculation.

Table 10.8 – The theoretical uncertainty components for the W + jets and Z + jets MC
backgrounds.
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“Harry: I’ll be in my bedroom, making no noise and pretending I’m not there.”
– J.K. Rowling, Harry Potter and the Chamber of Secrets
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The previous chapter described the targeted models and strategy of the multi-jet
analysis. In this chapter, we discuss the results of this search. Data have been
collected during the complete Run 2 of the LHC, including the 2015-2018 periods.
Protons were smashed at the center-of-mass energy of

√
s = 13 TeV , leading to events

with jet multiplicities never accessed before. Figure 11.1 shows an event recorded on
23 October 2016 and composing one of the SUSY candidates populating the analysis
signal regions. This event contains 16 Particle Flow jets and a Emiss

T significance
above 6.4. Figure 11.2 shows an event with higher jet multiplicity (19 Particle Flow
jets) recorded on 18 July 2018 and falling within the control regions of the analysis.
The next sections presents the statistical analysis tools used for the interpretation of
the experimental data with respect to the background prediction described in the
previous chapter.

11.1 statistical analysis

We have previously illustrated in Section 10.1 the role of Signal, Control and
Validation Regions in a search for Supersymmetry. However, the final test for new

179
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physics comparing data to Standard Model backgrounds is performed after a fit of
the backgrounds in order to enhance the precision of the background prediction in
Validation and Signal Regions. When no signs of new physics are found, exclusion
limits are set for specific SUSY models in order to illustrate the exclusion power of
a SUSY analysis. In this section, we introduce the statistical tools necessary for the
understanding of the interpretation of this analysis.

11.1.1 Probability density functions (PDFs)

Given a continuous observable x, a Probability Density Function (PDF) is a con-
tinuous function f(x) expressing the probability of obtaining a value of x inside the
interval [x, x+ dx]. This probability is quantified as f(x)dx. In Particle Physics, when
counting events in specific bins of a certain observable, the most used PDF is the
Poisson distribution given by

Pois (n;ν) = e−ν
νn

n!
. (11.1)

In this equation, n is the number of observed events and ν is the parameter of the
distribution, representing its mean (or average) value. In this context, we suppose that
the parameters of the PDF are known while the value n represents the outcome of a
single experiment. Another important PDF is the Gaussian distribution defined by

G(n;µ,σ) =
1

σ
√
2π
e−

(n−µ)2

2σ , (11.2)

where µ is the mean (or average) value and σ the standard deviation of the distribution.
A Likelihood function is generally used to extrapolate information about the PDF

when the outcome of an experiment is known. In the context of a Poisson distribution,
for a given measurement N, the likelihood distribution is represented by the function

L (ν) = Pois (N;ν) = e−ν
νN

N!
. (11.3)

It is important to note that the fixed value here is N, and not the parameter ν which
can be varied. When performing a fit for the estimation of the parameter ν for
a certain measurement N, the idea is to find the parameter ν̂ that maximizes the
Likelihood L (ν). Therefore, we can define ν̂ as

ν̂ = arg max (L (ν)) . (11.4)

In general, it is preferable to estimate ν̂ through minimization of the Negative Log
Likelihood (NLL) distribution defined as

NLL (ν) = −2 lnL (ν) , (11.5)

such that
ν̂ = arg min (NLL (ν)) . (11.6)
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For a binned approach, when multiple bins are combined inside a single PDF,
the total likelihood distribution associated to different measurements N is given by
the product of the Poisson distribution of Equation (11.3):

L (S+B) = Pois (N;S+B) =

nb∏
i=1

e−(Si+Bi)
(Si +Bi)

Ni

Ni!
. (11.7)

Here, nb is the number of bins to combine and S,B are the total number of signal
and background events associated to each bin. It is possible to note that inside this
definition we have considered for each bin νi = Si +Bi.

11.1.2 Nuisance parameters and systematics

Typical PDF parameters can be divided in two categories:

• Parameters of Interest (POIs), representing the descriptive parameters of the PDF
which are generally extracted from the data (e.g. number of signal events Si,
average value of a gaussian, etc.).

• Nuisance Parameters (NPs), representing the other parameters which are not of
immediate interest for the interpretation of a physical result but that must be
included in the description of a statistical model.

Typical examples of nuisance parameters are systematic uncertainties, noted as θ ={
θj
}

where j = 1, . . . ,nsyst. When interpreting systematic uncertainties in statistical
models, these uncertainties are considered as unknown parameters of the model
likelihood. In SUSY searches, these generally affect the background estimation Bi for
a certain bin i. The impact of systematic uncertainties on bin i is evaluated through
variations on the predicted number of events

{
∆n

j
i

}
. In the context of this this

analysis,
{
∆n

j
i

}
refers to the uncertainties described in Section 10.7. Considering

that these nuisance parameters are unknown, we consider θ =
{
θj
}

to be described
by a set of gaussian distributions G(θj; 0, 1) where µj = 0 and σj = 1. The impact of
these parameters on the background prediction Bi is then evaluated by scaling ∆nji
by θj. The estimation of θ is then extracted from the observed data and noted θ̂. The
total likelihood used for this scope includes all the gaussian constraints G(θj; 0, 1)
for every systematic term j = 1, . . . ,nsyst and it can be written as

L (S+B;θ) =
nb∏
i=1

e−(Si+Bi+
∑
j∆n

j
iθj)

(
Si +Bi +

∑
j∆n

j
iθj

)Ni
Ni!

nsyst∏
j=1

G(θj; 0, 1).

(11.8)
We generally refer to this likelihood as the profile likelihood. When the θ̂ values are
estimated, we say that systematic uncertainties have been profiled.

11.2 background-only fit

The background-only fit allows to improve the precision of the background esti-
mation in Signal Regions by adjusting the background yields in Control Regions in
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(a) Signal Region bins
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MJΣ ≥ 500 GeV WCR3 TCR3

(b) Control region bins

Figure 11.3 – Region definitions for the multibin fit for N50jets > 8, 9, 10 analysis channels.

order to match the data. It assumes no signal in Equation (11.8) (i.e. S = 0) leading
to a total Poisson likelihood of the form:

L (B;θ) =
nb∏
i=1

e−(Bi+
∑
j∆n

j
iθj)

(
Bi +

∑
j∆n

j
iθj

)Ni
Ni!

nsyst∏
j=1

G(θj; 0, 1). (11.9)

Knowing all the background yields in each bin i, the total number of background
events Bi can be written as

Bi =
∑
p

µpBi,p, (11.10)

where p corresponds to a specific background process (multi-jet, W + jets, tt+ jets,
diboson, etc.), Bi,p to the background yield measured inside bin i for process p
through MC or data-driven estimation methods. The quantities µp represent the
transfer factors (or TFs) corresponding to a scale factor correction, typically within the
[0, 1] interval, to be applied to the pre-fit background estimation values Bi,p.

As described in Section 10.1, we define CRs only for dominant backgrounds (i.e.
multi-jet, W + jets and tt+ jets), meaning that the transfer factors µp will be adjusted
only for these backgrounds while they will be fixed to unity for all other processes.
The fit is performed by combining electron and muon Control Regions. Under these
assumptions, the total background yield of Equation (11.10) will be

Bi = µtt ·Btt,i + µW ·BW,i

+ µmulti-jet ·Bmulti-jet,i

+
∑

p6=tt,W,multi-jet

Bp,i.
(11.11)

The background-only fit procedure allows to estimate the values of µtt,µW and
µmulti-jet from Control Regions and the adjusted values will be noted with µ̂tt, µ̂W

and µ̂multi-jet.
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Figure 11.4 – Fitted transfer factors µ̂W, µ̂tt and µ̂multi-jet in all multi-bin (bins 1-3) and
single-bin (bins 4-11) signal regions [4]. The error bars indicate the combination of statistical
and systematic uncertainties on the corresponding factors.

11.2.1 Multi-bin fit

Multi-bin fits are designed to combine the information from different signal
regions in order to improve sensitivity to chosen signal models through uncertainty
reduction. In this analysis, the following multi-bin statistical analysis is defined, and
performed for 8, 9 and 10 N50jets selections:

• Each Njets selection defines one channel of the fit, which may have up to nine
SR bins, divided in exclusive Nb-jets and MΣ

J selections (see Section 10.4.5).
Figure 11.3a shows a schematic of the regions used for this definition.

• Due to the explicit Nb-jets requirements in the W + jets and tt+ jets CRs, these
CRs are shared across all Nb-jets bins, but are split in MΣ

J . Figure 11.3b shows a
schematic of the regions used for this definition.

• One set of normalization factors µ̂W, µ̂tt and µ̂multi-jet is defined, allowing
background shapes to be corrected.

• Effect of systematics are estimated through one nuisance parameter per system-
atic uncertainty correlated across all SR bins. This results in an over-constrained
fit, such that some degree of profiling occurs.

The results of the background-only multi-bin fit procedure are reported for
N50jets > 8, 9, 10 in Figure 11.4 (first three bins). Here, we can see that the background
prediction is overestimated with respect to the data yields in the analysis control
regions and the extracted transfer factors associated to the multi-jet, W + jets and
tt+ jets backgrounds can be summarized as

µ̂multi-jet ≈ 0.95, µ̂W ≈ 0.6, µ̂tt ≈ 0.9. (11.12)

Figure 11.5 shows the pre-fit CR yields and the same yields after the multi-bin fit
procedure and the application of µ̂W, µ̂tt and µ̂multi-jet. After the background-only
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fit, no large shape mismodelling is observed in the three MΣ
J bins of the W, tt and

multi-jet Control Regions (WCR, TCR and QCR).

Figure 11.6 reports the yields of the VRS(Emiss
T ) and VRNjets validation regions after

the multi-bin fit procedure. In these figures, we can see that the final backgrounds are
in good agreement with data when systematic uncertainties are considered, showing
the goodness of the background estimation in the signal regions. Multi-bin signal
regions yields are reported in Figure 11.7a, 11.7b and 11.7c, where no significant
excess with respect to the background estimation has been observed.

11.2.2 Single-bin fit

The single-bin fit configuration considers a separate fitting procedure for each
selection ofNjets, Nb-jets andMΣ

J . In this context, a channel is defined by an associated
set of Signal, Validation and Control Regions as described in Section 10.4.5. This fit
approach is only applied to Signal Regions where the MΣ

J and Nb-jets are inclusive, i.e.
on 80GeV and high jet multiplicity 50GeV signal regions (N50jets = 11, 12). Identically
to the multi-bin fit regions, the estimation of the multi-jet background is provided in
each region using the template estimation described in Section 10.6.2.

Normalization factors µW,µtt and µmulti-jet are defined for each of these three
background components and determined after fitting the data in CRs minimizing
the Negative Log Likelihood as documented in 11.2. MC modeling and detector
systematics are applied as gaussian-constrained nuisance parameters (NPs) to each
of the MC predictions, while template uncertainties were similarly applied to the
template prediction (see Section 11.2).

Figure 11.4 reports the single-bin background-only transfer factors obtained after
background-only fit for the single-bin signal region (bins 4-11). From the estimated
transfer factors we can see the agreement of the single-bin fit and the multi-bin fit
results. Figure 11.8 shows the yields for different associated signal, control and
validation regions after the single-bin fit procedure. A summary plot of the post-fit
event yields in these signal regions is provided in Figure 11.7d. The agreement
between data and background prediction shows no evidence for new physics in
the boosted 80GeV regions and in the high jet multiplicity signal regions with
pT > 50GeV .

Figure 11.9 shows a selection of S(Emiss
T ) distributions comparing data and total

background for several single-bin signal regions. Here, it is possible to note the
remarkable agreement between the background estimation and the data across the
complete S(Emiss

T ) distribution, even in event selections with large jet multiplicities
(N50jets > 12).

11.3 statistical tests and model-independent fit

We often want to evaluate hypotheses about our dataset and to do that according
to a certain confidence level. In order to achieve this goal, statistical tests are performed
using a null hypothesis H0 that we would like to ideally reject and an alternative
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Figure 11.5 – Pre-fit (left) and post-fit (right) yields in the W + jets (top), tt (middle) and
multi-jet (bottom) control regions. Results are reported after the multi-bin fit of the N50jets > 8

signal regions. WCR, TCR and QCR corresponds to the W + jets, tt+ jets and Multi-jet Control
Regions.
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Figure 11.6 – Post-fit yields for the VRNjets and VRS(Emiss
T ) validation regions. Results are

reported after the multi-bin fit of the N50jets > 8, 9, 10 signal regions.
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Figure 11.7 – Post-fit yields in the multi-bin and single-bin signal regions of the analysis. No
excess with respect to the Standard Model prediction has been observed.
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(c) N80jets = 9,Nb-jets > 0

Figure 11.8 – Post-fit yields summaries in different control, validation and signal regions for
the single-bin fit configuration.
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Figure 11.9 – Distribution of S(Emiss
T ) in several signal regions [4]. The tt and W + jets

backgrounds have been normalised according to the background fits, and the multijet
background subtraction adjusted accordingly.



192 results and interpretations of the susy multi-jet search

hypothesis H1 that we would to accept in case of rejection of H0. In searches for SUSY,
we generally formulate two types of procedures for statistical tests:

• The discovery test, allowing to evaluate if we have effectively observed some
sort of signal in the designed signal regions. This statistical test considers
as null hypothesis H0 the fact of having purely background in our data and
an alternative hypothesis H1 corresponding to the observation of signal and
background in the analysis signal regions. In case of discovery, the null
hypothesis H0 must be rejected while the alternative hypothesis H1 must be
accepted.

• The exclusion test, allowing to find a certain amount of signal which is not
rejected by our data according to a certain confidence level.

When we test different hypothesis, the Neyman-Pearson Lemma implies that the
optimal discriminator for comparing hypothesis is the likelihood ratio

L (H0; data)
L (H1; data)

. (11.13)

11.3.1 Discovery test and model-independent fit

In order to test the potential discovery of new physics in the analysis signal
regions, a discovery fit is performed by reintroducing a signal to the background-
only likelihood defined in Equation (11.9). Using the general profile likelihood
definition of Equation (11.8) we can inject one signal event in the analysis bin i and
scale it by a transfer factor µsig by defining

Si = µsig · 1. (11.14)

µsig becomes then a parameter of the fit which can be estimated together with
the other background transfer factors defined in Equation (11.11) . This approach
does not consider any signal contamination in the control and validation regions.
Additionally, this fit is considered as model-independent due to the usage of a general
signal contamination of 1 inside the single signal regions.

By noting with µ the signal strength µsig and by considering the other transfer
factors as nuisance parameters of the model θ, the discovery test is performed using
the profile likelihood ratio defined by

λ (µ) =
L
(
µ; ˆ̂θ

)
L
(
µ̂; θ̂

) , (11.15)

where µ̂ and θ̂ are the maximum likelihood estimators and ˆ̂θ is the maximum
likelihood estimator for a fixed value of µ. The value of µ̂ is forced to be positive such
that only physical signals can be tested. By definition, we can see that 0 < λ (µ) 6 1
where λ (µ) close to 1 means that the signal strength µ is in good agreement with the
observed data. Figure 11.10 shows a comparison between the background-only and
a discovery fit for an RPV grid point with mg̃ = 1.4 TeV , mt̃ = 600GeV . After the
fit, it is possible to see that the signal strength µ̂sig is set to zero.
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Figure 11.10 – Post-fit parameters and uncertainties for the N50jets > 11 single-bin regions. The
results of the background-only fit are shown on the left, and the exclusion fit configuration
is shown on the right for an RPV grid point with mg̃ = 1.4 TeV , mt̃ = 600GeV . Nuisance
parameters for systematic uncertainties are shown in black points, while blue points indicate
transfer factors, including also the signal strength µsig.
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The discovery test statistic is defined as

q0 =

{
−2 ln λ (0) for µ̂ > 0,

0 for µ̂ < 0,
(11.16)

where the background-only hypothesis is the null-hypothesis that we want to reject.
The discovery p-value represents, given a certain data observation, the fraction of
outcomes that allows to accept the alternative hypothesis H1 (i.e. there is signal)
while the null-hypothesis H0 (i.e. we have pure backgrounds in our SRs) is true and
it can be written as

p0 =

ˆ ∞
qobs
0

f(q0|H0)dq0 =

ˆ ∞
qobs
0

f(q0|µ = 0)dq0. (11.17)

f(q0|H0) represents the PDF of q0 assuming the background-only hypothesis µ = 0,
which can be determined using different background-only pseudo-experiments or, in
the asymptotic regime (i.e. large number of events) using an analytical approximation
[108].

The discovery significance Z associated to the p-value p0 can be defined as

Z = Φ−1(1− p0) (11.18)

where

Φ(Z) =

ˆ Z
−∞G(x; 0, 1)dx (11.19)

and G(x; 0, 1) represents a unit gaussian defined as in Equation (11.2).

11.4 exclusion limits on rpc models

Exclusion limits can be set by finding a certain number of signal events (i.e. a
value of µ) for which the exclusion p-value associated to the exclusion test statistic

qµ =

{
−2 ln λ (µ) forµ > µ̂,

0 forµ < µ̂,
(11.20)

corresponds to 5%. Similarly to the discovery p-value, the exclusion p-value can be
defined as

pµ =

ˆ ∞
qobs
µ

f(qµ|µ)dqµ, (11.21)

and the PDF f(qµ|µ) can be estimated by creating several signal-plus-background
pseudo-experiments for a fixed value of µ. The value of µ allowing to fix pµ = 0.05
corresponds to the 95% confidence upper limit on the number of signal events in the
signal region, and it is noted as S95obs. As previously explained, this procedure allows
to set an upper limit on the number of signal events to which the analysis is sensitive
to. However, a low upper limit (i.e. a good exclusion) on a certain physics model
might be achieved when the analysis has little or no sensitivity to new physics and
when the data fluctuates down with respect to the background-only hypothesis. The
large exclusion of a certain signal model resulting from an unsensitive analysis is
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an unwanted feature of these exclusion limits. In order to protect against this effect,
the convention used by the ATLAS SUSY group is to adopt the conservative CLs
prescription [109], where the p-value of the signal-plus-background hypothesis is
normalized by the power 1− p0 of the background-only test

pCLs
µ =

pµ

1− p0
. (11.22)

This quantity represents the new p-value for a given signal strength µ and it replaces
pµ. The exclusion limits presented in the next part of this thesis are all computed
using this CLs approach.

Figure 11.11 and 11.12 report the 95% CL exclusion limits computed using
the CLs prescription previously described. These figures report the expected and
observed limits in the multi-bin and single-bin approach described in the previous
sections. The multi-bin approach allows to better contrain the signal and background
systematics in the various analysis regions due to the larger amount of data points
accessible by the fit, allowing to set stronger limits on simplified models than the
single-bin fit. Additionally, the limits obtained using the previous version of this
analysis using 36 fb−1 of Run 2 data [6] are shown, illustrating the improvements
obtained from this new fit approach and increased statistic. In the two-step gluino
decay grid, the exclusion limits of the gluino mass are improved up to 200GeV
reaching an exclusion on the gluino mass of 2 TeV . The exclusion limits on the
neutralino mass are also significantly improved, excluding neutralinos up to a mass
of 1 TeV . Similar values are reported also for the gtt model, where the mass limits
are improved for the gluino up to 1.8 TeV and 1 TeV for the neutralino.

Table 11.1 reports several exclusion parameters resulting from the single-bin
exclusion and discovery fits, including the 95% CL upper limit on the number of
expected and observed signal events S95exp and S95obs.

Signal channel 〈εσ〉95obs [fb] S95obs S95exp p(s = 0) (Z)

N50jets > 8, M
Σ
J > 500GeV 1.16 163 162+33−39 0.50 (0.00)

N50jets > 9, M
Σ
J > 340GeV 0.95 133 140+30−31 0.50 (0.00)

N50jets > 10, M
Σ
J > 340GeV 0.22 31 40+15−11 0.50 (0.00)

N50jets > 10, M
Σ
J > 500GeV 0.16 21.9 25.9+9.6

−6.8 0.50 (0.00)
N50jets > 10, M

Σ
J > 500GeV , Nb-jets > 1 0.12 16.8 22.8+8.5

−6.1 0.50 (0.00)
N50jets > 11 0.09 13.0 15.1+6.0

−4.2 0.50 (0.00)
N50jets > 12, Nb-jets > 2 0.04 5.0 5.2+2.5

−1.7 0.50 (0.00)
N80jets > 9 0.18 25.2 24.5+7.0

−6.3 0.41 (0.22)

Table 11.1 – Left to right: 95% CL upper limits on the visible cross-section (〈εσ〉95obs) and on
the number of signal events (S95obs ). The third column (S95exp) shows the 95% CL upper limit
on the number of signal events, given the expected number (and ±1σ excursions around
the expectation) of background events. The last column indicates the discovery p-value
(p(s = 0)), together with the corresponding Gaussian significance (Z).
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Figure 11.11 – Exclusion limits on the two-step gluino decay. The solid maroon line indicates
the observed exclusion limit at 95% CLS, which is the combination of the individual limits
from the multi-bin signal selections on the basis of the best expected exclusion sensitivity.
A dashed black line and yellow band respectively indicate the expected limit and its 1σ
excursions due to all uncertainties on the signal acceptance and background yields. For illus-
tration, the dashed and solid blue lines show the expected and observed limits considering
the single-bin discovery selections only. Grey shading is used to demarcate the observed
limit from the previous publication [6].
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to all uncertainties on the signal acceptance and background yields. For illustration, the
dashed and solid blue lines show the expected and observed limits considering the single-bin
discovery selections only. Grey shading is used to demarcate the observed limit from the
previous publication [6].
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11.5 exclusion limits on rpv models

Despite the large set of searches for supersymmetry performed by the ATLAS
experiment, no evidence for supersymmetric particles has been observed today at the
LHC. However, due to the lower Emiss

T and large jet multiplicities characterizing R-
parity violating (RPV) SUSY scenarios (see Chapter 3 for further details) the analysis
described in this work is well suited for studying also these SUSY scenarios. In this
section are reported the results obtained from the reinterpretation of the 36 fb−1

multi-jet search [6] in the context of different R-parity violating SUSY scenarios [7].
As a matter of fact, the low S(Emiss

T ) cut applied in this analysis also allows to probe
SUSY signals with lower Emiss

T implied by the RPV SUSY scenarios.
For the RPV grid described in Section 10.2.4, exclusion limits have also been

improved by the 139 fb−1 Run 2 search as illustrated in Figure 11.13. In particular,
the gluino mass reach is improved, reaching an exclusion limit at a maximum of
1.55 TeV and 1.1 TeV for the neutralino mass. The analysis is particularly sensitive
to this RPV model due to the presence of semi-leptonic decays of top quarks that,
mainly though hadronically-decaying τ leptons, increase the Emiss

T of this RPV model
making it visible in the analysis signal regions.

Depending on the strength of the RPV couplings λ, λ ′, λ ′′ described in Section
3.2.3, the introduction of these couplings makes the SUSY LSP unstable, allowing
the decay to Standard Model particles after a certain LSP lifetime τLSP. The value
of τLSP depends on these RPV coupling strengths as well as the masses of the
sfermions implied in the decay. Most ATLAS searches for RPV SUSY assume
coupling values which are large enough to ensure prompt decays of the SUSY LSP.
However, intermediate values of τLSP can be probed by RPC analyses when the LSP
decays out of the detector volume due to very small values of the RPV couplings or
even inside the detector acceptance, when RPV coupling values are larger. In this
context, the RPV-RPC reinterpretation [7] made in 2018 allowed to compare different
RPC analyses in order to constrain even further the RPV couplings which are not
excluded by current experimental results. A review of the signal models and results
provided in this reinterpretation are provided in the rest of this section.

11.5.1 RPV signals

For the reinterpretation of the multi-jet analysis, several RPV signals have been
generated by setting all the couplings λ and λ ′ to zero and by variating a single
baryon-number-violating coupling λ ′′ijk at the time. In these models, the LSP is
assumed to be lightest neutralino χ̃01, which is purely bino-like and has a mass
of 200GeV . This mass value has been chosen in order to allow the decay of the
neutralino to a top quark while the choice of a bino-like neutralino has been done in
order to simplify the model by removing charginos from the SUSY decay.

In the context of the multi-jet analysis, two signal models have been considered:

gqq model

This model contains light gluinos and the LSP, with a non-zero λ ′′112 RPV
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Figure 11.14 – Feynman diagrams of Gqq and Gtt models [7].
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coupling and all the other couplings equal to zero. In the RPC case, the gluino
decays to the lightest neutralino χ̃01 through the virtual squark decay

g̃→ qqχ̃01, (11.23)

where q = (u,d, s, c). The mass of the LSP is fixed at 200GeV . When the RPV
coupling λ ′′112 is introduced, the LSP can decay through χ̃01 → qqq. For large
values of λ ′′112, the gluino simply decays as

g̃→ qqq. (11.24)

The masses of the other squarks are assumed to be 3 TeV while the masses of
the other sfermions are assumed to be above 5 TeV , including third generation
squarks.

gtt model

This model contains light gluinos and the LSP, with a non-zero λ ′′323 RPV
coupling and all the other couplings equal to zero. The gluinos are pair-
produced and decays through a virtual top squark as

g̃→ ttχ̃01. (11.25)

The produced top quarks can further decay to a bottom quark and two light
quarks or a lepton-neutrino pair. The mass of the LSP is fixed at 200GeV .
When λ ′′323 becomes larger, the neutralino can decay to another top quark and
a bottom and strange quark χ̃01 → tbs while when this coupling is very large
the total decay chain is

g̃→ tbs. (11.26)

The masses of the third generation squarks are assumed to be 2.4 TeV while
the masses of the first- and second-generation squarks are assumed to be larger
than 5 TeV . This choice of the third-generation squark mass is made in order
to ensure that the branching fraction of g̃ → tbs is non-negligible before the
prompt decay regime is reached.

The Feynman diagrams associated to these two models are shown in Figure 11.14.
Due to the additional decay of the LSP to Standard Model particles, the expected
signature for increasing values of λ ′′ is large number of jets and moderate Emiss

T .
Figure 11.15 reports the distributions associated to these quantities for different LSP
lifetimes and simulated signal models [7], showing the expected behaviors when λ ′′

starts to become important.

11.5.2 Results

Figure 11.16 shows the 95% CL exclusion limits derived using the profile likelihood-
ratio test described in Section 11.2. The results are reported for both Gtt and Gqq
model.

For the Gqq model, the results are reported as a function of the neutralino lifetime
and the gluino branching ratio, as well as the RPV coupling λ ′′112 strength. Due to
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the characteristics of this model, the RPC zero-lepton 2-6 jets analysis [110] sets the
largest limits for this model. The 7-11 multi-jet analysis has reduced sensitivity to this
model at low values of λ ′′112 due to the lower jet multiplicity of this signal whereas
the sensitivity is reduced at lower values of the neutralino lifetime τLSP due to the
Emiss
T cut applied by the analysis. For a neutralino lifetime of 100ns the existence of

a gluino is excluded up to a mass of 2 TeV whereas this value is reduced down to
1 TeV for a lifetime of 1ns. Due to the similar characteristics between jets initiated
by first and second generation quarks, this limit can be extended also to λ ′′ijk with
i, j,k 6= 3. No exclusion limits are reported in these figures for λ ′′112 > 10

−4. However,
previous searches in all-hadronic final states have set a limit of about 1.2 TeV on the
gluino mass when considering the prompt decay g̃→ qqχ̃01 [97], and 0.9 TeV when
considering the prompt and direct gluino decay to light quarks g̃→ qqq [114].

The Gtt exclusion limits are very different compared to the Gqq ones, considering
that the exclusion limits extend much higher in terms of coupling strength λ ′′323 for
RPC analyses. This feature is due to the presence of top quarks in the final state,
which can lead to the presence of Emiss

T in the final state, making the RPC analyses
sensitive also to RPV couplings for this model. For low values of λ ′′323, the multi-b
search [111] is the most sensitive one considering the large cuts on the number of
b-jets in the final state and the large presence of top quarks in this specific signals.
However, for shorter neutralino lifetimes (i.e. larger values of λ ′′323), the Emiss

T cut
applied in this analysis reduces the sensitivity to RPV models and the RPV 1-lepton
search [112] becomes the most sensitive one. As a matter of fact, this analysis was
optimized for the high jet multiplicity resulting from the decay g̃ → ttχ̃01 with a
consequent disintegration of χ̃01 through χ̃01 → tbs, and it is expected to have the
largest sensitivity for high values of λ ′′323. The multi-jet 7-12 jets analysis has a lower
sensitivity compared to these two searches for this model, but it provides a very
stable sensitivity for different values of τLSP if compared to the multi-b and RPV
1-lepton search. This feature confirms the generality of this search and the sensitivity
to very different models, including also RPV signals due to its low cut on Emiss

T -based
quantities.

11.6 impact of particle flow

In order to understand the impact of the Particle Flow jet and Emiss
T reconstruction

on the analysis sensitivity, a simplified comparison of the results extracted with
the topocluster-only reconstruction was performed. Background predictions and
expected 95% CL Upper limits on the BSM event yield were extracted using the
template method and the statistical tests described in the previous sections. The
comparison is summarised in Table 11.2. In this comparison, only the multijet non-
closure and jet energy scale/resolution systematic uncertainties were included in the
statistical treatment.

It is found that the background yields from SM processes producing neutrinos
are mainly unchanged, whereas the multijet background yields are typically reduced
by 25-30%, demonstrating the superior suppression of fake Emiss

T when using the
PFlow reconstruction. This effect was confirmed using MC simulated fully-hadronic
tt samples as shown in Figure 11.17. Here, the Particle Flow Emiss

T distribution
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Figure 11.17 – Comparisons between Particle Flow and Topocluster reconstructions for (a)
Event-based Emiss

T significance Emiss
T /

√
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T . The comparison has been made
using a MC simulation of full-hadronically decaying top pairs (tt) with the 2015-2016 pileup
conditions.

shows significant enhancements with respect to the topocluster-based approach,
indicating better rejection of fake Emiss

T backgrounds due to the improved Emiss
T

reconstruction. Additionally, it has been observed a reduction of the multijet template
non-closure uncertainty by approximately 50%. This is an important component
of the total background uncertainty, even though it is often not the dominant one.
This reduction indicates that when the PFlow reconstruction is used, not only is the
multijet background reduced, it is also better determined.

Due to the consistent reduction in overall background yields and a more uneven
improvement in background uncertainties, the sensitivity to BSM signals is found to
have been improved by up to 30%, when quantified in terms of the upper limit on
the number of BSM events.

11.7 comparisons with other searches

The ATLAS Collaboration has published today (March 2020) 154 papers about
supersymmetry and, despite the large efforts, no evidence for SUSY particles has been
found in Run 1 and 2. Figure 11.18 shows a summary plot for the gluino-neutralino
mass plane and the 95% CL exclusion limits of different ATLAS SUSY searches.
These limits, even if dependent on the simulated signal models, illustrate the power
of this analysis (in light blue) if compared to other SUSY searches. In fact, the long
decay chains targeted by this search making it less sensitive than other zero-lepton
searches (e.g. g̃ → qqχ̃01) where the short decay chain makes the uncompressed
phase space more accessible due to the very clear signature with large the jet pT and
Emiss
T . However, the decays associated to these processes become rapidly small when
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Table 11.2 – Comparison of analysis results for calorimeter (Topocluster) and particle flow
(PFlow) jet reconstruction. For each single-bin signal region, results for the two reconstruction
methods are compared for the following quantities: the total background yield, the multijet
production, the systematic uncertainty due to non-closure in the multijet template estimate
(σnonClosure), the expected limit on the number of signal events falling in the SR (S95exp) and
the relative increase in S95exp when using Topocluster (∆S95exp). Only jet energy scale/resolution
and multijet template closure systematic uncertainties have been considered.
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Figure 11.18 – Exclusion limits at 95% CL based on 13 TeV data in the (gluino, lightest
neutralino) mass plane for different simplified models featuring the decay of the gluino
to the lightest supersymmetric particle (lightest neutralino or gravitino) either directly or
through a cascade chain featuring other SUSY particles with intermediate masses. For each
line, the gluino decay mode is reported in the legend and it is assumed to proceed with
100% branching ratio. Some limits depend on additional assumptions on the mass of the
intermediate states, as described in the references provided in the plot [115].
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squark masses increases. Therefore, the g̃→ ttχ̃01 model seems to be more natural as
the hierarchy problem imposes stop masses in the order of O(1 TeV). Even though
the zero-lepton multi-jet analysis provided an exclusion up to 1.8 TeV in the iteration
using the complete Run 2 dataset, the large number of b-jets in the signals and
the Nb-jets > 3 requirement applied by the multi-b analysis makes this latter more
sensitive to these kind of models. However, the lower cut applied by the multi-jet
analysis due to the usage of multi-jet triggers, makes it sensitive to a portion of the
phase space which is inaccessible to the multi-b search.

For the “two-step” model, the zero-lepton multi-jet search described in this work
provides the best coverage in the gluino-neutralino mass plane if compared to other
sensitive analyses, corresponding to the 1-lepton analysis [116] and the 2 Same-Sign
(SS) lepton analysis [117].

11.8 new signatures for flavoured dark matter models

Together with other SUSY searches, the results of the ATLAS zero-lepton multi-jet
analysis are putting under serious stress our expectations about the naturalness
argument and the accessibility of SUSY particles at the LHC. If SUSY does not solve
the hierarchy mass problem of the Higgs, the large masses of the gluinos and squarks
would also make Dark Matter difficult to be discovered in the LHC p-p collisions
due to the low production cross-sections of charginos and neutralinos. However, it
must not be forgotten that there is no direct evidence today to have such an intimate
connection between the Higgs hierarchy mass problem and the Dark Matter content
of the universe, meaning that two different BSM physics models can be considered
for these problems, even though one single SUSY model solving everything at once
would have been certainly preferable.

In the context of Dark Matter searches at the LHC, several analyses have been
performed in the first two runs of the LHC. Commonly explored signatures at the
LHC are mono-X signatures, where an object X recoils against Emiss

T [118], leading to
an observable signal in the ATLAS detector. Additionally, the production of Dark
Matter together with heavy flavour quarks has also started to be explored at the LHC
[119]. In these simplified models, a Dark Matter particle χ can be produced through
the exchange of a colour-neutral scalar or pseudoscalar spin-0 mediator (generally
noted φ and a, respectively) or a colour-charged scalar mediator φb.

Different approaches to Dark Matter models has been recently proposed [89]
where the presence of a larger number of dark sector states might give rise to final
states accessible by the SUSY zero-lepton multi-jet search. Using as guiding principle
the fact that the Standard Model seems to be composed only by three quark and
lepton families, these models assume that the Dark Matter sector could also be
composed of three particles and that, through a colored scalar mediator φ, these
might be produced in the p-p collisions of the LHC. In this model, these Dark Matter
sector particles referred to as χu,χc and χt, couples to up-type quarks through the
interaction Lagrangian terms provided by [89]

Lint = λijχiu
c
jφ+ h.c. (11.27)
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(a)

(b)

Figure 11.19 – (a) Dominant φ-pair production Feynman diagram and (b)φ-pair production
cross section [89].

Here, χi and uci corresponds to the Dark Matter sector and up-type quark particles
with flavour i = u, c, t and colour c. The φ scalar mediator is a flavour single
but it carries SU(3)C colour charge, making it interacting also with gluons. The
λij coupling tensor provides the strength of all the Dark-Matter-Standard-Model
interactions for different up-type quarks. Due to the lack of inconsistencies observed
in flavour physics, the λij tensor is considered to be diagonal in this model (i.e.
the quark and Dark Matter families are aligned) and, for simplicity reasons, to be
characterized by a single value λ for all up-type quarks. Due to this alignment
between the new Dark Matter particles and the quark sector, these kind of models
are generally known as Flavoured Dark Matter (FDM) models.

Given these three new Dark sector particles, this model proposes a relic Dark
Matter purely composed of the new top partner χt that, due to the low amount
of top quarks inside nuclei, can be less accessible by direct Dark Matter detection
experiments. However, due to the large presence of strongly-interacting particles in
p-p collisions, these scenarios could be more visible at the LHC. Given that the relic
Dark Matter is purely composed of χt partners and that also χu and χc (referred to
as χ ′ in the following) must have been abundantly produced in the early stages of
the universe, this imposes masses of the χ ′ partners to be larger than the Dark Matter
candidate χt (referred to as χ in the following). This makes the χ ′ unstable and
prompt to decay to the χ state, which is stable due to an additional U(1) symmetry.
In the assumption that the φ can be produced in pairs at the LHC (see Figure 11.20)
and considering the mass hierarchy

mφ > mχ ′ > mχ, (11.28)

this models allows long decays of the φ mediator of the type

φ→ qqtχ. (11.29)

through the emission of χ ′ as shown in Figure 11.20. These decays can compete with
the short φ→ tχ decay when mχ ≈ mχ ′ and, in the full-hadronic decay of the top
quark, two long decays resulting from a pair of φ mediators can result in a signature
with 12 soft jets and moderate Emiss

T , being accessible by the SUSY multi-jet search.
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Figure 11.20 – Long decay of the φ mediator through φ→ qqtχ [89].

These models have been simulated at truth level in the ATLAS detector starting
from the work of [89]. In these simulations, different values of mφ,mχ and λ were
scanned while the mass of χ ′ was fixed at

mχ ′ =
mφ +mχ

2
. (11.30)

Figure 11.21 shows the kinematic variables of a simulated model, where a large
number of jets and moderate Emiss

T is visible. After scan of different parameter
variables, 95% CL discovery limits have also been computed for 150 fb−1 of signal
as shown in Figure 11.22. From these figures, it is visible how the multi-jet analysis
could be sensitive to these models, in particular to values of λ close to unity.

Therefore, it is clear that these signatures with high jet multiplicity provide a very
general and powerful way to test the Standard Model and to look for new physics.
Additionally, after decoupling of the Higgs hierarchy mass from the Dark Matter
problem and after making certain assumptions about Dark Matter from common
Standard Model features, models providing identical signatures have been found
[89], justifying the pursuit of this search in the next years at the LHC.
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Figure 11.21 – Truth level (a) number of jets, (b) number of b-jets, (c) truth Emiss
T , (d) HT and

(e) Emiss
T significance. Simulations have been made using the model described in [89]. The

masses of the model particles were fixed atmφ = 2000GeV ,mχ ′ = 1200GeV ,mχ ′ = 200GeV
while λ = 0.3.
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Figure 11.22 – 95% CL poisson discovery limits in the long decays of the FDM φ mediator for
different analysis signal regions. (a) shows the discovery limits obtained for signals simulated
with λ = 0.6, while (b) considers λ = 0.8.
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C O N C L U S I O N S A N D O U T L O O K

“Luna: I think I’ll just go down and have some pudding and wait for it all to turn
up — it always does in the end.”

– J.K. Rowling, Harry Potter and the Order of the Phoenix

The Run 2 of the LHC is now finished, setting an extremely important landmark
for the exploration of new phenomena and the understanding of the natural world.
However, despite the huge efforts made by particle physicists in the last years, the
Standard Model is still holding its validity and new physics seems to be either
elusive or absent in the TeV range. This work described a specific search for strong
supersymmetry performed by the ATLAS experiment in Run 2, targeting gluino-
initiated cascade decays leading to final states with large jet multiplicities and Missing
Transverse Momentum. Despite the 139 fb−1 of data collected for this search between
2015 and 2018, no evidence for new physics has been reported.

The absence of strong supersymmetry is now seriously putting under stress the
motivations behind this theory and the hierarchy problem of the Higgs, causing large
debates within the scientific community. However, it must not be forgotten that very
often in physics, experiments not finding an answer to a specific question are the
ones leading to the greatest advancements of that field and to a better understanding
of the natural world. A classic example is the Michelson-Morley experiment (1887)
that, demonstrating the absence of an aether medium for the propagation of light,
led to one of the most significant revolutions in the understanding of the natural
world with Einstein’s theory of relativity (1905). Therefore, the increased knowledge
provided by the second run of the LHC and the increased exclusion limits on strong
supersymmetric particles might represent an extremely important achievement that
only the next decades will reveal. Meanwhile, explorations for new phenomena and
less constrained SUSY scenarios (e.g. RPV SUSY, EW SUSY, etc.) must continue in
the next years, specially at the High-Luminosity LHC where the 5 times increased
luminosity might uncover physics effects that are currently hidden due to their
extremely low production rates. In this context, this work also presented a set of
studies about online track-based pileup mitigation showing important reductions of
the background trigger rates using the Hardware-based Track Trigger (HTT) system
designed for the upgrade of the ATLAS Trigger and Data Acquisition system for HL-
LHC. This feature will be fundamental to cope with the huge data flow of HL-LHC,
allowing to keep efficient selections of important physics signal such as HH→ bbbb

and Emiss
T -initiated signatures.

This work described important contributions to the ATLAS detector and recon-
struction framework. Particle Flow reconstruction has been commissioned for the
ATLAS experiment during the second run of the LHC and the work described in the
previous chapters about Particle Flow Emiss

T represented an important piece towards
the achievement of this goal. Significant enhancements of the Particle Flow recon-
struction precision with respect to standard calorimeter-based techniques have been

213



214 conclusions and outlook

shown, leading to a new default Emiss
T reconstruction for the LHC Run 3 and probably

beyond (HL-LHC). This reconstruction might be improved even further in the future,
and new ideas for neutral pileup mitigation have been illustrated in the previous
chapters, showing potential enhancements for the future of the ATLAS jet and Emiss

T

reconstruction. Now that both ATLAS and CMS rely on Particle Flow reconstruction,
this might strengthen even more the utilization of such techniques in future collider
experiments (e.g. CLIC, FCC-ee and ILC), where an extremely accurate jet and Emiss

T

reconstruction will be needed in order to achieve the necessary precision to explore
new physics signals through precision Standard Model measurements.
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a.1 group theory and symmetries

In Particle Physics, two theories provide the description of particles interactions:
quantum mechanics and special relativity. The fusion of those theories is called theory
of quantum fields (QFT) and it provides the mathematical framework necessary for
theoretical predictions in particle physics. These theories rely on the invariance under
certain transformation groups, leading to conserved quantities due to Noether theorem
[1].

In Mathematics, a group is defined as a set G supplied by a binary operation ⊗
combining two elements of G and satisfying the following axioms:

closure ∀a,b ∈ G the result of a⊗ b is also an element of G.

associativity ∀a,b, c ∈ G then (a⊗ b)⊗ c = a⊗ (b⊗ c).

identity element ∀a ∈ G there exists a unique element e ∈ G such that e⊗ a =

a⊗ e = a.

inverse element ∀a ∈ G there exists an element a−1 ∈ G such that a⊗ a−1 =

a−1 ⊗ a = e, where e is the identity element.

Moreover, this group is called Abelian if it satisfy also the commutativity:

a⊗ b = b⊗ a, ∀a,b ∈ G. (A.1)

If this condition is not satisfied, the group is simply called a non-Abelian group.
In Quantum Field Theory, we distinguish two types of symmetries:

• Space-time symmetries: these symmetries correspond to the transformations
acting on space-time coordinates:

xµ → x ′µ(xµ) ∀ {µ,ν} ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3} . (A.2)

Classical examples of space-time symmetries are Lorentz and Poincaré transfor-
mations defining special relativity.
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• Internal symmetries: these symmetries directly act on the fields leaving space-
time unchanged:

Φa(x)→Ma
bΦ

b(x). (A.3)

These symmetries are called global if Ma
b is space-time independent while

local if Ma
b explicitly depends from space-time coordinates

In the next sections we will introduce a fundamental type of quantum field theory
based on the invariance of these symmetries also known as Yang-Mills theories.

a.2 yang-mills theories

Yang-Mills theories are gauge theories based on the invariance under Poincaré and
SU(N) groups, where SU(N) is the group of special unitary matrices of orderN26. These
theories are currently used to describe elementary particle physics using Abelian
and non-Abelian groups. The non-Abelian gauge formalism is a milestone for the
unification of the weak and electromagnetic forces (i.e. U(1)× SU(2)), as well as in
the description of quantum chromodynamics (i.e. SU(3)) for strong interactions (see
Section 2.2 and 2.1). A classical example of Abelian Yang-Mills theory is represented
by Quantum Electrodynamics (QED) which will be discussed in the following section.

a.2.1 Quantum Electrodynamics (QED)

We want to illustrate here the concept of gauge invariance and charge conservation
using a pratical example: Quantum Electrodynamics (QED). QED corresponds to the
simplest Abelian Yang-Mills theory and it is parametrised by the local gauge group
U(1). The main ingredients of such theory are a Dirac spinor ψ(x) (representing the
electron and the positron), and a gauge field Aµ (representing the photon mediator).
In QED, these fields transform as

ψ→ eieα(x) ψ(x), (A.4)

ψ→ e−ieα(x) ψ(x), (A.5)

Aµ → Aµ + ∂µα(x). (A.6)

The gauge invariance of the field Aµ is fundamental as it allows to eliminate those
components of the field which are unphysical degrees of freedom27.

In the case of a local gauge symmetry (i.e. α is space-time dependent) a covariant
derivative Dµ has to be introduced in the spinor kinetic term in order to conserve
gauge invariance. This derivative can be defined as

Dµ = ∂µ − ieAµ, (A.7)

26 A general n×n matrix U ∈ SU(N) is characterized by the properties

UU† = 1 and det (U) = 1.

27 The vector field Aµ has four degrees of freedom while spin-1 particles have at most 3 degrees of
freedom. One of these components can be removed using gauge invariance.
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and it’s possible to show that the QED Lagrangian

LQED = iψγµDµψ−mψψ−
1

4
FµνF

µν (A.8)

is invariant under U(1)gauge since

Dµψ→ eieα(x)Dµψ. (A.9)

The kinetic term associated to the vector field −14F
µνFµν is the only possible term

that depends on Aµ derivatives and which possess at the same time gauge and
Lorentz invariance, C and P invariance, and renormalizability. It is possible to note
that gauge invariance forbids mass terms of the form µ2AµAµ implying that massive
gauge bosons are forbidden in Yang-Mills theories. This could represent a problem
as the weak gauge bosons W±,Z have a well defined mass. The Higgs mechanism
provides a solution to this problem as the generation of W and Z masses is provided
after the spontaneous breaking of the gauge symmetry (refer to Section 2.3 for more
details).

a.2.2 Non-abelian Yang-Mills theories

Let us consider now the non-abelian group SU(N) whereUU† = 1 and det(U) = 1.
The U matrices can be written as

U = U(α) = exp(igαAtA), (A.10)

where the tA,A = 1, . . . ,N2− 1 are a the generators of the SU(N) group, g a coupling
constant and αA are real constants. It is possible to show that the Lie algebra endowed
by the set of generators satisfy the commutations relations[

tA, tB
]
= ifABCtC, (A.11)

where fABC are called the structure constant of the SU(N) group. As we have
previously seen, the QED U(1)local group is clearly an abelian Yang-Mills theory
simply because of the 1× 1 identity matrix spanning the group generators trivially
commute with itself.

In general, SU(N) invariant theories can be written using the N-tuplets notation
Φ such that

Φ =


φ1
φ2
...
φN

 and Φ→ Φ ′ = UΦ. (A.12)

For example, the main objects of an SU(2) invariant theory are called doublets while
triplets for an SU(3) invariant theory such as QCD.

We want to determine now the number of degrees of freedom of an SU(N) theory
as this will correspond to the number of generators tA spanning the group algebra:

ndof(SU(N)) = 2N2︸ ︷︷ ︸
N×N complex matrix

−

(
N+ 2

N(N− 1)

2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

UU†=1

− 1︸︷︷︸
det(U)=1

= N2 − 1. (A.13)

Therefore, we can distinguish the following number of degrees of freedom:
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• U(1) has 12 degrees of freedom. This corresponds to the photon in QED.

• SU(2) has 22 − 1 = 3 degrees of freedom. These correspond to the W+,W−

and Z bosons in the weak theory.

• SU(3) has 32 − 1 = 8 degrees of freedom. These correspond to the 8 gluons of
QCD.

Let us include now local gauge invariance on top of SU(N). Exactly as we did for
the abelian case we need to define a covariant derivative Dµ such that

[
Dµ,U

]
= 0

Dµ = ∂µ − igAµ, (A.14)

where Aµ = AµAt
A. It is easy to show that the transformation law

Aµ → A ′µ = UAµU−1 +
i

g
U∂µU−1 (A.15)

implies

Dµ → UDµU−1, (A.16)

and that DµΦ → UDµΦ. By considering only the first order g terms of Eq. (A.15)
we can compute

Aµ →
(
1+ igαAt

A
)
Aµ
(
1− igαAt

A
)
+
i

g

(
1+ igαAt

A
)
∂µ
(
1− igαAt

A
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
∂µαCtC

= Aµ + ig
[
αAt

A,Aµ
]
+ ∂µαCt

C = AµCt
C + igαAA

µ
C

[
tA, tC

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
ifACBtB

+∂µαCt
C

=
(
A
µ
C − gαAA

µ
Bf
ABC + ∂µαC

)
tC

and obtain the gauge transformation for AµC, C = 1, 2, . . . ,N2 − 1

A
µ
C → A

µ
C − gαAA

µ
Bf
ABC + ∂µαC. (A.17)

Starting from
[
Dµ,Dν

]
φ = −igFµνφ and (A.14) it is possible to derive a formal

definition of Fµν = FµνA tA in non-Abelian gauge theories:

Fµν =∂µAν − ∂νAµ − ig
[
Aµ,Aν

]
, (A.18)

F
µν
A =∂µAνA − ∂νAµA + gAµBA

ν
Cf
ABC. (A.19)

The Lagrangian density associated to the vector fields AµC,C = 1, 2, . . . ,N2 − 1
becomes

LYM = −
1

4
F
µν
A FAµν = −

1

4
Tr [FµνFµν] , (A.20)

where the suffix YM stands for Yang-Mills. Due to the presence of quadratic AµC
terms in Eq. (A.19), LYM contains also the self-interactions of vector fields typical of
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non-Abelian gauge theories. Indeed, after a simple calculation it is possible to show
that

LYM = −
1

4
F
µν
A FAµν = −

1

4
F
µν
A FAµν

∣∣∣∣
abelian

− gfABC (∂µAAν)A
µ
BA

ν
C

−
g2

4
fABCfADEA

µ
BA

ν
CADµAEν,

(A.21)

which shows explicitely the rising of the self-interaction terms of degree 3 and 4.
This feature has dramatically important phenomenological consequences since

the electroweak and strong gauge boson mediators (i.e. gluons and W,Z bosons)
carries self interactive terms as documentated in Section 2.1 and 2.2.

a.3 the wess-zumino model

The Wess-Zumino model represents the simplest possible form of supersymmetric
model. This model is essentially composed of two massless fields:

• a complex scalar field φ;

• a left-chiral Weyl spinor χ.

The Lagrangian corresponding to this model can be written as

L = ∂µφ∂
µφ† + χ†iσµ∂µχ, (A.22)

simply representing the combination of the kinetic terms associated to the massless
scalar field φ and the massless Weyl-spinor field χ.

At first, let us proof that this Lagrangian is invariant under supersymmetry. In
order to do this we need to introduce supersymmetry transformations. Previously, we
have illustrated that supersymmetry represents a boson-fermion symmetry. There-
fore, we can expect some type of boson-to-fermion (and also fermion-to-boson)
transformation for φ and χ. Let us introduce an infinitesimal parameter of this
transformation denoted ξ and let us begin the discussion about the φ variation δφ.
We have said that the supersymmetric transformation should transform a boson into
a fermion. Therefore, it is natural to choose

δφ ≈ ξχ. (A.23)

However, we are already in front of a problem: χ is a Weyl spinor whereas φ is a scalar.
In order to save the Lorentz invariance of the SUSY transformation it is immediately
clear that ξmust be a Weyl spinor as well and that δφ must be a Lorentz scalar. This
can be achieved by introducing by parametrising the supersymmetry transformation
with an infinitesimal left-chiral Weyl spinor ξ such as

ξ =

(
ξ1
ξ2

)
. (A.24)
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This lead us to the transformation of φ and φ† parametrised by

δφ = ξ · χ = ξaχa,

δφ† = ξ · χ = ξȧχ
ȧ.

(A.25)

It is important to remark here that the considered SUSY parameter ξ is not space-
time dependent (i.e. ∂µξ = 0), implying that the considered set of supersymmetric
transformations is global and not local. In this context, it can be shown that the
introduction of a space-time dependent SUSY parameter ξ(xµ) introduces in the
Lagrangian a new gauge field having the same properties of the graviton. Due to
this reason local SUSY transformations are called supergravity (or SUGRA) theories,
which will not be covered here as these go beyond the scope of this document.

We have now found our SUSY parameter ξ and the transformations associated to
the two degrees of freedom of the complex scalar field φ. We are still missing the
transformations of the left-chiral Weyl spinor χ. It is possible to show using a similar
argument to what it has been done for δφ, δφ† that these can be written as

δχ = −i (∂µφ)σ
µiσ2ξ∗,

δχ† = −i
(
∂µφ

†
)
ξT iσ2σµ,

(A.26)

where

ξ∗ =
(
ξ∗1
ξ∗2

)
. (A.27)

It is possible to show that the free Wess-Zumino Lagrangian (A.22) is invariant under
the SUSY transformations provided by Eq. (A.25) and (A.26). However, this equality
holds only when the equation of motion provided by the Euler-Lagrange equation
are satisfied. This means that the algebra of this SUSY model closes only when the
particles are on-shell which is not a very nice feature considering that we would like
to have supersymmetry to be valid also for virtual particles. We will see in the next
section that there is a simple workaround for this imposed by the introduction of a
non-physical scalar field generally refered as auxiliary field. However, before closing
this first introduction to the simplesy SUSY model we remark that in order to keep
the dimension of the Lagrangian density L at 4 ([L] = 4) the dimension of φ,χ and ξ
are respectively

[φ] =
[
φ†
]
= 1,

[χ] =
[
χ†
]
=
3

2
,

[ξ] =
[
ξ†
]
= −

1

2
.

(A.28)

However, as we have previously explained, the SUSY transformation of Eq. (A.25)
and (A.26) closes only on-shell for the free Wess-Zumino Lagrangian given in Eq.
(A.22). This feature can be avoided using a trick, which consists in the introduction
of a new term composed of a unphysical field F(xµ) generally called auxiliary field.
The new Lagrangian density including this field can be written as

L = ∂µφ∂
µφ† + χ†iσµ∂µχ+ FF†, (A.29)
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where we can see that, from the Euler-Lagrange equation, the auxiliary field F is
unphysical since F(xµ) = F†(xµ) = 0.
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