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Abstract

This note presents Monte Carlo generator comparisons of the tfbb and tfWW processes at particle
level. The aim is to compare the modelling of important backgrounds to ¢t H measurements in multi-
lepton final states and in the t£H (H — bb) decay channel and the treatment of the associated theory
uncertainties for a combination of the full Run-2 t¢H results from ATLAS and CMS. As a first
step, modelling and theory uncertainties as used in ATLAS an CMS are compared in the relevant
analysis regions. Significant differences in the treatment of systematic uncertainties between the
experiments have been observed in ttbb and ttW. As a first step, ATLAS and CMS agreed on a
common reference value of the inclusive W cross section to allow direct comparisons between
experiments.
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1 Introduction

The search for Higgs boson production in association with a top quark pair (¢¢H) has been per-
formed in the H — bb [T, 2, 3, 4] decay channel and in multi-lepton final states [5, [6] which are
primarily sensitive to the decays of H— WW* H— 77 and H— ZZ*. These searches are limited
by the modelling uncertainties of the main backgrounds, ttbb and ttW, respectively. Examples of
tree-level diagrams of the background processes are shown in Fig.

A comparison of Monte Carlo (MC) generators used by ATLAS and CMS is thus performed to
compare the background modelling and the estimates of modelling uncertainties in view of future
combinations of the experimental results. The goals is to provide input to a discussion between the
experiments and between experiments and theorists to define modelling uncertainties. Furthermore,
the experiments aim to develop a common strategy for combination of the ttH(H — bb) and
ttH (multi-lepton) analyses of the full Run-2 data set. Comparisons of observables relevant for the
analyses are made at stable particle level, in a phase space similar to the reference measurements
using the RIVET analysis toolkit [7].

The note is structured as follows: comparisons of t#bb distributions will be presented in Section 2
and comparisons of ¢tV distributions in Section
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Figure 1: Examples of tree-level Feynman diagrams for ttbb (left) and t#W (right).



2 Comparisons of Monte Carlo predictions for the ttbb process

In the following section tfbb background predictions and variations considered to estimate their
uncertainties used by ATLAS and CMS in published and future analyses of ttH(H — bb) are
compared. The first Run-2 t{H(H — bb) analyses of both experiments [2, 4] based on partial
data sets predicted the tt + jets background with a tf matrix element (ME) calculated at next-
to-leading-order (NLO) accuracy in QCD in the five-flavour scheme (5FS) and matched to the
PyTHIA8 parton shower (PS) [8] in the POWHEG framework [9] 0] 1], 12} 13]. In this set-up,
b-quarks not originating in the top quark decay chain are produced by PYTHIAS.

The first predictions using a t#bb ME at NLO have been performed with stable top quarks in
5FS some time ago [14] [15] 16]. They have been matched subsequently to parton shower programs
[17]. Very recently complete calculations for the ttbb process in di-lepton top quark decay channel
have been carried out in 5FS without matching to PS by two independent groups [18, [19, 20].
Such computations are based on e*v.p~ 7,bbbb matrix elements and include all resonant and non-
resonant Feynman diagrams, interferences and off-shell effects of the top quark and the W gauge
boson.

The first t#H(H — bb) analysis based on the full Run-2 data set from ATLAS [I] ("first full
Run-2 analysis”) used as nominal generator a calculation where the t£bb ME is calculated at NLO
with massive b-quark{l] in the four-flavour scheme (4FS) [21] and matched to PYTHIAS in the
POWHEG-BOX-RES framework [21], referred to as ttbb-POWHEG in the following.

For future analyses both experiments consider to use the calculations of fbb-POWHEG matched
to PYTHIA8 as nominal generator however with different settings of the renormalisation and fac-
torisation scale compared to the original paper [2I] and slightly different settings of the internal
parameters based on more recent studies [22] as will be discussed below.

The estimation of systematic uncertainties differs significantly between the two experiments
for the published analyses. ATLAS considered uncertainties due the particular choice of matching
algorithm and of the parton shower generator. For the analyses based on partial and first full Run-2
data set, these differences were derived from 5FS ¢t sample predicted by MG5_AMC@QNLO [23] [24]
matched to PYTHIAS for the first and a sample where POWHEG is matched to HERWIGT [25] for
the latter. Since the nominal generator in the first full Run-2 analysis was based on a tfbb-POWHEG
calculation, the relative uncertainties derived from the 5FS tt samples were used. Uncertainties
due to higher order effects were estimated by varying the renormalisation and factorisation scales
in the ME, pur and pp, simultaneously up and down by a factor of two. Correlations between the
scale settings in the ME and «; in the PS ISR were considered by simultaneous variation with ug
and up to cover the effects of PS variations in the presence of matching [26].

In the first Run-2 analysis, CMS considered the uncertainty due to the choice of generator
settings by varying the hqamp parameter in POWHEG which controls the transverse momentum (pr)
of the first additional emission beyond the leading-order Feynman diagram in the PS and therefore
regulates the high-pr emission against which the ¢t system recoils. Comparisons with SHERPA
were done internally but not added to the list of systematic uncertainties. The renormalisation and
factorisation scales ur and up as well as a; in both the PS ISR and FSR were varied independently,
i.e. one parameter was changed at a time while keeping the other parameters at their nominal values.

For future analyses, both experiments consider predictions with varied pur and pp scales and
varied PS oy as well as different settings of ttbb-POWHEG internal parameters, however ATLAS
studies additional uncertainties due to parton shower and matching. To estimate the dependence on
ttbb-POWHEG internal parameters, ATLAS varies the parameter hy,q which regulates the splitting

L«quarks” refers to both quarks and anti-quarks



into the finite and the singular part of the real emission in the POWHEG framework. Variations
of the parameter hgamp were studied in Ref. [22] but no significant differences were found and
therefore this variation is not further considered for uncertainty estimates. Uncertainties due to
the particular setting of PS are estimated with set-ups of t£bb-POWHEG matched to HERWIGT and
PyTHIAS with a dipole recoil. The dependence on the particular choice of generator and the NLO
matching algorithm is studied by comparing to NLO 4FS predictions of tfbb generated with SHERPA
2.2.10 |27, 28, 29]. Details of the studies are given in Ref. [22].

In case of CMS, the dependence on ttbb-POWHEG internal parameters is estimated by varying
the matching parameter hqamp-

Both experiments consider PDF uncertainties in the published and future analyses, however
they are neglected in the studies presented here due to the smallness of the effect. Finally, in order
to get comparable results, the scale uncertainties are treated the same way for both experiments
in all studies presented here, i.e. ug and up, PS ISR and PS FSR are changed individually by a
factor 0.5 (2) while keeping the other parameters at their nominal values.

All comparisons are performed using stable final-state particles in a fiducial phase space simi-
lar to the experimental measurements implemented in a dedicated routine in the RIVET analysis
toolkit [7, B30].

The chapter is organised as follows. Section[2.1] describes the samples used for the comparison
and the technical set-up of their generation. Section[2.2] describes the observables and the fiducial
phase space used for the comparison and finally, Sec.[2.3] displays the resulting comparisons.

2.1 MC generator set-ups

The set-ups used to generate ttbb predictions with ttbb-POwHEG, POwWHEG, MG5_AMCQNLO
and SHERPA are described in the following. The generator configurations and version numbers are
summarised in Table [I] and their scale settings are given in Table The systematic uncertainty
estimates due to scale and « variations are summarised in Table

The b-quark mass is set to 4.75 GeV for CMS samples and for SHERPA, and to 4.95 GeV for
all other ATLAS samples. The top quark mass is set to 172.5 GeV. The decay of the top quark
is calculated by the corresponding generators (POWHEG, SHERPA) respecting the spin correlation.
The PDF sets used in the ME calculation are selected from the NNPDF family for all samples,
where ATLAS uses version 3.0 while CMS uses version 3.1. The ATLAS ¢tbb-POWHEG, POWHEG
and MG5_AMC@NLO samples use EvtGen [31] for simulation of the B-hadron decays, while the
SHERPA sample and all CMS samples calculate the decays within the corresponding PS codes. All
samples were produced for final states with one or two leptons.

tthb-Powheg samples:
Nominal ¢£bb predictions are calculated using the POWHEG-Bo0X-RES framework at NLO with
massive b-quarks [21] with the “4FS NLO as 0118” PDF sets. The renormalisation scale is
set to half of the geometric average of the transverse mass of top- and b-quarks defined as

mr,; = m? + p?m., where m; refers to the mass, pt; to the transverse momentum and i

to the top or b-quark. The factorisation scale is related to the average of the transverse
mass of the outgoing partons in the ME calculation, see Table For ATLAS, it follows
Ref. [21], while it is set to a factor two smaller in CMS following Ref. [32]. The ttbb-POWHEG
internal parameters differ between the experiments: hy,q is set to 5 for ATLAS and to 2 for
CMS, hgamp is set to Hp/2 for ATLAS and to 1.379 times the top quark mass for CMS. The
PyTHIAS parameters for PS and hadronisation modelling are set to the A14 [33] and CP5 [34]



tunes for ATLAS and CMS and the samples are referred to as ATLAS and CMS PPS8 ttbb
samples, respectively.

To vary ttbb-POWHEG internal parameters, ATLAS sets the parameter hy,q to 2. CMS varies
in its set-up the hgamp parameter to 2.305 times the top quark mass for the “hgamp up”
variation and to 0.8738 times the top quark mass for the “hgamp down” variation.

The ATLAS ttbb-POWHEG calculation was performed using a special option where virtual
corrections are switched off and then reweighted with virtual corrections switched onf] while
the CMS samples used default calculation.

For the PS variations, ATLAS uses the set of LHE files which store the results of the ME
calculation by ttbb-POWHEG for the PP8 ttbb sample and matches them to a different PS
prediction. For the prediction with the PYTHIA8 dipole shower only the treatment of the
recoil of the radiated parton in the shower is changed and all other parameters are kept as
the Al14 tuned values. Another sample is produced where HERWIG7 is used with the default
tune provided with this generator version.

Sherpa ttbb samples:
A ttbb sample was generated using SHERPA version 2.2.10 [27, 28, 29]. The ttbb MEs were
calculated with massive b-quarks at NLO, using the COMIX [35] and OPENLOOPS [29] ME
generators, and merged with the Sherpa PS, tuned by the authors [36]. The same renormal-
isation and factorisation scales and PDFs are used as for the ATLAS PPS8 ttbb prediction.

Inclusive tt samples:
The inclusive t¢ samples are generated with the POWHEG v2 NLO event generator [9, 10, 12|
13, B7] and MG5_AMC@NLO using a 5FS PDF set. The renormalisation and factorisation
scales were set to the average transverse mass of the top quark and antiquark.

For the POWHEG samples of both experiments, the PS and hadronisation is modeled by
PyTHIAS with the same versions and settings as for the PP8 t£bb samples above. The hdamp
parameter was set to the 1.5 times the top quark mass for ATLAS and to 1.379 times the top
quark mass for CMS. Another ATLAS sample is generated using HERWIG7 for the PS and
hadronization. These samples are referred to as ATLAS (CMS) PP8 ¢t and ATLAS PHT tt
samples.

The inclusive MG5_AMC@NLO tt sample uses the same scale settings and the same PYTHIAS
version as the ATLAS PPS tt sample and is referred to as ATLAS aMC+P8 tt sample.
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Table 3: Systematic variations of scales in the ME and PS codes used for all comparisons presented
here.

Variation

Scale variation ME  ug x 0.5, up X 0.5; ur X 2, pup X 2
ISR variation (PS) alSR % 0.5; aSR x 2.0
FSR variation (PS) SR % 0.5; "R x 2.0

2.2 Object reconstruction, fiducial volume and observables

The object definition and event selection applied in this comparison study is defined at particle level
and is the same for ATLAS and CMS. All objects are defined using stable final-state particles with
a mean lifetime of 7 > 3 x 107 !!s. Jets are reconstructed from all stable final-state particles (but
excluding leptons and neutrinos from the top quark decay chain) using the anti-k; jet algorithm [38],
39] with a radius parameter of R = 0.4. Jets which contain at least one ghost-associated [40] B-
hadron with pr > 5GeV are defined as b-jets, all other jets are considered “light” jets. The
four-momentum of the bare leptons from top quark decay are modified (“dressed”) by adding the
four-momenta of all radiated photons within a cone of size AR = 0.1. All objects are considered
within pseudo-rapidity |n| < 2.5 and with pp > 27 GeV for leptons and pp > 25 GeV for jets and
b-jets.

Leptons are removed if they are separated from a jet by less than AR = 0.4, where AR =
V (An)?2 + (A¢)?. Events are selected with at least four b-jets, and further separated into two
analysis regions: events with exactly one lepton and at least six jets (single lepton channel) and
events with exactly two leptons and at least four jets (dilepton channel).

A set of observables relevant for the ttH (H — bb) analysis is studied within this fiducial phase
space. All observables are studied for both the single lepton and the dilepton channel, however
only the variables listed in Table[d] are shown in the following figures, as no significant qualitative
difference is observed between the different top quark decay channels.

Table 4: The list of observables used for the comparison of the generators for the tfbb process.

Variable Description Channel
ARmInAR AR of the two b-jets in the event which are closest in AR  dilepton
m’g;)i“AR Invariant mass of the two b-jets closest in AR dilepton
Niets Number of jets in the event (all jet flavours) dilepton
Light jet pr Transverse momentum of the light jets in the event dilepton
Npjets Number of b-jets in the event single lepton
HE® Scalar sum of pr of jets in the event (all jet flavours) single lepton
Leading b-jet pr pr of b-jet with largest pr in the event single lepton
Fourth b-jet pr  pr of b-jet with fourth largest pr in the event single lepton
2.3 Results

Three sets of generator predictions are compared for ‘the observables given in Table |4 as follows.
All comparisons are performed with respect to the ttbb PP8 sample. The PP8 ttbb sample and the
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alternative predictions are normalised to an integral of one, after all selections and in each histogram
individually for a shape-only comparison. The scale uncertainty variations on PP8 t#bb are derived
as listed in Tablef3] and the differences are added in quadrature to the statistical uncertainties to
form the shaded area displayed in the figures.

Figure shows the nominal ¢£bb predictions from ATLAS and CMS to be used in future analyses
compared to the nominal predictions used in the early Run-2 analyses. The differences between
ATLAS and CMS set-ups cause only minor differences between the predictions. However, significant
differences between the PP8 t£bb predictions and the PPS8 ¢t predictions are observed in AR?E“AR,
the jet multiplicity and in the number of events with more than four b-jets. Furthermore, the
uncertainty band is slightly larger in the CMS ¢tbb predictions, potentially caused by the lower
factorisation scale.

In Fig. the ATLAS nominal PP8 ttbb prediction is compared to all generator variations
potentially considered as modelling uncertainties for future ATLAS tZH(H — bb) analyses, i.e.
variations in ¢tbb-POWHEG and PYTHIAS parameter settings as well as SHERPA as alternative
generator. As already discussed in Ref. [22], the parameter hp,q has only a minor influence on
the observables. Interestingly, predictions of ttbb-POWHEG matched to PYTHIAS using the dipole
shower and matched to the HERWIGT PS both show a significant decrease with respect to the
nominal PP8 ttbb in the jet multiplicity and Ht. SHERPA differs up to 10-20 % in all distributions
with significant differences in shape.

In Fig. 4l the CMS nominal PP8 ttbb prediction is compared to generator variations potentially
considered for the CMS tH(H — bb) analysis. The scale uncertainties, which include the scale
variations in the ME and the PS, are significantly larger than the differences observed for the
different hgamp variations, except at very low Ht and low leading b-jet pt where the hgamp down
variations shows up to 20 % differences. Significant statistical fluctuations are observed at regions
of low event yields, which are, however, not expected to be relevant for the analysis.

Finally, Fig. [5| shows the distributions used to estimate the systematic modelling uncertainties
of the first Run-2 analysis by CMS [4] and of the first full Run-2 analysis by ATLAS [1]. In addition
to the scale and PS o, variations, the uncertainty on the ttbb PPS8 prediction is estimated in case
of ATLAS by assigning the relative difference between PP8 ¢t and alternative t¢ predictions listed
in Table to the ttbb prediction, and in case of CMS by the hgamp variations, where also a cross
check with SHERPA ¢t has been made but was not included in the fit. Due to displaying purposes,
the ATLAS PPS8 tt prediction, which is very similar to the CMS ¢t prediction as demonstrated in
Fig. [2], is not shown.

2.4 Conclusions

Comparisons of generator predictions used by ATLAS and CMS in a typical phase space of the
ttH(H — bb) measurement were presented. Two sets are used for comparison: the generators
used in the most recent published analyses involving ¢f inclusive predictions based on 5FS PDFs to
estimate uncertainties and the set of generators in the future effort using ¢bb calculations at NLO
based on 4FS PDFs.

The difference between the predictions exceeds the uncertainties from the scale variations both
for the uncertainties considered in the published t£H (H — bb) analysis and for the future analyses.
The uncertainties due to the choice of PS and NLO generator are reduced when estimating them
based on ttbb ME predictions compared to the previously used t¢ ME matched predictions.

Despite differences in the set-ups between the experiments for the nominal PP8 t£bb generator,
only small differences are observed in the predictions. However, the considerations of the mod-
elling uncertainties differs significantly: CMS considers inherent variations of the chosen model
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as uncertainty, while ATLAS studied inherent variations and differences obtained with alternative
generator choices and the latter dominates the uncertainties. Scale variations are applied by both
experiments, however the details of the estimates differ between ATLAS and CMS in the published
analysis but the effect of the different treatment are not yet studied for the future analyses.

The presented studies shall be used as input to discussions between the experiments and theo-
rists to define theory uncertainties for future combinations of ATLAS and CMS.
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Figure 5: Comparison of predictions used for the systematic uncertainties of the first Run-2 analysis
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3 Comparisons of Monte Carlo predictions for the {1/ process

The ATLAS [5] and CMS [6] experiments measured the ¢t H production cross section in multi-lepton
final states, which are primarily sensitive to the decays of H - WW*, H — 77 and H — ZZ*.
The dominant background in these measurements stems from ¢£W production. These measurements
along with the recent CMS measurement of ttW production [41] show some tension with the SM
ttW predictions which were used to calculate the inclusive cross section and the acceptance in the
analysis phase space.

Different nominal MC predictions were used by the experiments for these measurements, AT-
LAS used SHERPA 2.2.1 [27] and CMS used MG5_AMC@NLO 2.4.2 matched to PYTHIAS using
the FxFx merging scheme [24] and including sub-leading electroweak (EW) corrections of the order
asa® where a (o) refers to the EW (QCD) coupling constant. The experiments applied different
corrections to predict the theoretical inclusive W cross section that entered the calculation of
the scale factor to data, resulting in a value of 727 fb for ATLAS [5] and 650 fb for CMS [6]. Both
experiments estimate the uncertainty of the MC prediction related to missing higher order correc-
tions by varying the renormalisation and factorisation scales in the ME. However, ATLAS considers
additionally uncertainties associated with the modelling of additional QCD radiation by comparing
the nominal W prediction with that of MG5_AMC@NLO+Pythia8 as alternative MC generator
differing in particular in the number of additional partons in the ME calculation, the parton shower
and merging algorithm.

In recent times there have been significant theoretical developments in t¢WW modelling despite
the challenges associated with calculations of ¢¢W with higher order corrections in the QCD, as,
and EWK, «, couplings. Even at LO in a,, complications arise because ttW is a q¢g-initiated
process in which the radiation of the W-boson from one of the initial state quarks polarises the
incoming quark, making spin correlations all the more important [42]. Initial calculations of ttW
production at next-to-leading order (NLO) in QCD at fixed order [43] and later matched to a
parton shower [44] [45] were later augmented with NLO EWK corrections (of order a?a?) [46] to
provide the higher order cross sections used across the LHC programme for a number of years [47].
Furthermore, full NLO calculations including fixed-order corrections matched to parton shower
in the POWHEG-BOX framework and accounting for LO spin-correlation of decay product have
recently been provided in [48].

Since then there has been significant theoretical progress in calculating more complex and precise
predictions. Higher order QCD corrections including ¢ttW production with additional partons open
gluon-initiated production modes with significant contributions to the total cross section. Recent
studies show that these contributions also have large next-to-leading order (NLO) corrections [23]
and that ttW jj can be large [49], both of which require NLO-merged calculations [50] for such
effects to be properly included. Furthermore, beyond the traditionally “leading” NLO EWK cor-
rections (of order a?a?) there are even larger contributions from traditionally “sub-leading” NLO
corrections (of order a?ay) [511, (52, 48] due to the existence of tW scattering contributions embedded
in to the ttWj process. Calculations at NLO in QCD accounting for next-to-next-to-leading loga-
rithmic effects (NNLL) are also available [53] as well as recent predictions at NLO+NNLL in QCD
also with NLO EWK corrections [54], [55]. Full off-shell calculations at NLO in QCD [56, 57, 58] are
also now available and more recently the NLO EWK corrections have also been incorporated [59]
into these calculations, along with the development of procedures to apply the off-shell corrections
to NLO+PS setups [60].

A first attempt to formulate an uncertainty estimate in view of these theoretical predictions
has been made in [48] where different generator codes at NLO QCD are compared with fixed order
calculations to demonstrate that a robust theoretical prediction of hadronic ¢4V production cannot
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be expressed as a simple recipe covering the specifics of all experimental observables. Therefore the
value of comparing several well tested tools is emphasised.

For future analyses, updated MC models will be used and the estimate of systematic uncertainty
is under development. In particular, ATLAS is considering SHERPA predictions including several
higher order EW corrections in addition to the predictions at NLO in the strong coupling, namely of
the order o, a?a? and a3as. Furthermore, calculations of MG5_AMC@NLO+Pythia8 employing
the FxFx merging scheme will be considered. For inclusive predictions, POWHEG predictions [4§]
are also considered. CMS will continue to use MG5_AMCQ@QNLO+Pythia8 with the FxFx merging
scheme including subleading EW corrections however the EW corrections are not included in the
present document in order to facilitate the comparison between the setups used by each experiment.
The samples will be described in the following and an overview with detailed information on the
samples is given in Table [f] The use of other theoretical developments, already outlined, will also
be considered in future but are beyond the scope of this document.

Comparisons are performed using stable final-state particles in a fiducial phase space similar
to the experimental measurements in the two same-sign leptons (2ISS) channel as implemented
in a dedicated routine in the RIVET analysis toolkit [7]. Two sets of distributions are presented,
one where the histograms are normalised to unit area to asses shape differences in the differential
distributions and another set where the generator cross sections are set to 600.8 fb the value reported
in Ref. [47]. This allows to study differences in acceptance for the different generator predictions.

The chapter is organised as follows: Section[3.1] gives the detailed set-up for the generator
samples, Section[3.2] describes the object reconstruction and event selection, Section[3.3] gives the
two sets of results and finally conclusions are drawn in Section|3.4

3.1 MC generator set-ups

This chapter describes in detail the set-up of the MC generator set-ups used for the ATLAS and
CMS samples.

ATLAS setup

The nominal sample for the comparison of this note was generated using the SHERPA 2.2.10 [27] [61]
generator with the NNPDF3.0 NLO PDF set. The ¢tWW matrix element was calculated for up to one
additional parton at NLO and up to two partons at leading order (LO) accuracy using CoMIxX [35]
and OPENLoOOPS [29], and merged with the SHERPA parton shower [36] using the MEPs@QNLO
prescription [62] with a merging scale of 30 GeV. The choice of renormalisation and factorisation
scales of the core process is ug = purp = Hr/2, where Hrt is defined as the scalar sum of the

transverse masses 4/ p2T + m?2 of all final state particles. Systematic uncertainties due to missing
higher-order QCD corrections are estimated in the nominal sample by varying the factorisation and
renormalisation scales together with « in the parton shower by a factor of 0.5 (2.0) with respect
to the central value.

In addition to this nominal prediction at NLO in the strong coupling, a separate sample is
produced which contains also higher order corrections relating to EW contributions. These are
added in two ways. First, event-by-event correction factors are applied that provide virtual NLO
EW corrections of the order a?a? derived using the formalism described in Ref. [63] along with
LO corrections of order o, both are implemented using the prescription outlined in Refs. [27, 64].
Second, sub-leading EW corrections at order a3ay [52] are partially accounted for (only the real
emission contribution) via the addition of an independent SHERPA 2.2.10 sample produced at LO
in QCD for this final state. This sample is marked as “QCD+EW?” in the following.

15



Alternative ttW predictions are produced using the MG5_AMC@NLO 2.3.3 program to gen-
erate ttWW production with up to one additional parton in the final state at NLO accuracy in the
strong coupling. The renormalisation and factorisation scales are the same as in the nominal sam-
ple. Another sample is generated using MG5_AMC@NLO 2.9.3 for up to one additional parton
at NLO accuracy and up to two additional partons at LO accuracy in the ME and merging the
different jet multiplicities using the FxFx NLO matrix-element and parton-shower merging pre-
scription [24], see detailed description in [65]. As part of the FxFx merging algorithm, scales are
dynamically chosen and set to the characteristic scale of the hard process. In both samples, spin
correlation effects between the ME decay products are accounted for by Madspin [66] and the
showering and subsequent hadronization is performed using PyTHIA 8.210 and PyTHIA 8.245 [§],
respectively, with the A14 tune [33]. These samples are referred to as “ATLAS MG5_aMC+Py8”
and “ATLAS MG5_.aMC+Py8 FxFx” in the following.

CMS setup

CMS simulates proton-proton to tt/v processes at NLO accuracy in the matrix element calcula-
tion using MG5_AMCQNLO 2.4.2. Spin correlation effects between the ME decay products are
accounted for by Madspin [66]. The ME calculation includes diagrams with up to one additional
parton at NLO and any further partons are generated by the parton shower. The renormalisation
and factorisation scales are set to the characteristic scale of the hard process. They are chosen
dynamically and are dependent kinematics of the event after the FxFx merging prescriptionﬂ

Theoretical uncertainties associated with missing higher-order QCD corrections from the ME
calculation are estimated by varying the renormalisation and factorisation scale by a factor of
0.5 and 2.0. All possible combinations of these variations, implemented using a dedicated set of
per-event weights, are then used to construct the uncertainty envelope.

The parton shower, hadronization processes and decays of 7 leptons (including polarisation
effects) are modelled using PyTHIA 8.226 with the CP5 tune. The samples is called “CMS
MG5_aMC+Py8 FxFx” in the following.

3see in particular section 2.2.3 of Ref. [24] where elements of Refs. [67, [68] are taken into account
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3.2 Object reconstruction, fiducial volume and observables

Object and event selection is defined at stable particle-level that closely matches the detector-level
described in reference [5] (ATLAS) and [6] (CMS). Jets are reconstructed from all stable final state
particles with a mean lifetime of 7 > 3 x 107!'s (but excluding leptons and neutrinos from the
top quark decay chain), using the anti-k; algorithm with a radius parameter of R = 0.4. Jets are
required to satisfy pr > 25GeV and |n| < 2.5. Jets that are matched to a b—hadrorﬁ by ghost
matching [40] are referred to as b-jets. Electrons and muons, referred to as light leptons ¢, are
required to be separated from selected jets by AR > 0.4 and are otherwise removed. Hadronically
decaying 7 leptons are required to satisfy pr > 25GeV and |n| < 2.5. Events are selected with
exactly two light leptons. The four-momentum of the bare leptons from top quark decay are
modified ("dressed”) by adding the four-momenta of all radiated photons within a cone of size
AR = 0.1. Leptons are required to have |n| < 2.5 and pr > 25(20) GeV for leading ¢y (subleading
/1) lepton (pr ordered). Leptons are required to have same charge, targeting the semi-leptonic ¢
decay and leptonic W decay.

Events with at least 3 jets and at least one of them being a b-jet are considered in the fiducial
volume. The object definition and event selection is summarised in Tables[f] and [/} These are then
split into five regions, categorized by the number of jets of any flavour (three or >4), Ny_jes (one
or >2) as well as the presence of hadronically decaying 7 lepton, as summarised in Table

The definitions of the regions are motivated by the t¢H multi-lepton analysis strategy. Regions
1 and 2 corresponds to the signal regionsE| and Regions 3 and 4 are used as control regions in the
20 same-sign 0-Tyhaq ttH channel. Definition of Region 5 is closely followedlﬂ by the selections in the
2¢ same-sign 1-7,.q ttH channel.

The list of variables for the comparison of the ¢\ generators presented in this note are sum-
marised in Table [

“no pr cut is applied
Pslightly different then in Ref. [5], in order to define a common selection with the CMS Collaboration.
Srequirement on jet multiplicity is relaxed.
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Table 6: The object reconstruction used in the RIVET analysis of the W processes. Leptons are
ordered in pr.

] Object \reconstruction and selection \

jets stable final state particles with anti-k; algorithm, radius R = 0.4
prompt ”"dressed” leptons and neutrinos are vetoed from jet
pr > 25GeV and |n| < 2.5

b-jets jets ghost matched to B-hadrons

pr > 25GeV and |n| < 2.5
light leptons (electrons and muons) dressed with photons within AR < 0.1

In| < 2.5 and pr > 25(20) GeV for leading (subleading) lepton
overlap removal remove light lepton if AR(jet,lepton) < 0.4

hadronicaly decaying 7 leptons (before decay)|pr > 25GeV and || < 2.5

Table 7: The event selection used in the RIVET analysis for the ¥ processes. Njets refers to all
jets independent of jet flavour, i.e. b-jets are included.

Event selection for 2/SS
exactly 2 leptons with same charge
]Vjets 23

Nb—jets 21

Table 8: The region definitions used in the RIVET analysis for the WV processes.

Region | Selection

Nbfjets :17 ]VJ'EtS 24, O'Thad
Nb—jets >2, ]Vjets >4, 0-Thad
Nb—jets =1, Njet5:37 0-Thad
Nbfjcts >2, J\fjcts:'?), 0-Thad
Nbfjets 217 ]\Gets 237 l'Thad

T W N =

Table 9: List of the observables for the comparison of ttWW predictions. Leptons and b-jets are
ordered in pr.

Variable|Description Regions
Niets Jet multiplicity 1,2,5
Np_jets |Number of b-jets 1,2,5
H%? s Scalar sum of transverse momentum of all jets in the event 1,2,3,4
pi}o Leading b-jet transverse momentum 1,2
pgp Leading lepton transverse momentum 1,2,5
A Ryojets [Minimum angular separation between the leading lepton ¢0 and the nearest jet| 1,2
ARyoe1 |Angular distance between the two leptons 1,2,5
max|ne| |Value of the highest lepton’s pseudorapidity in the event 1,2
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3.3 Results

The samples described in Table [5] are compared in the following. The ratio plots show the ratios
of the all MC samples with respect to ATLAS Sherpa 2.2.10, the shaded band represents scale
variations. The same set of distributions are presented twice with different focus: in Sect.[3.3.]
shapes are compared and in Sect.[3.3.2] acceptance effects are studied.

3.3.1 Shape comparison

In the following, shape comparisons between nominal and alternative generators will be presented,
i.e. the distributions are normalised to unit area. The modelling of jet based distributions are
presented in Fig. [6] for the regions without hadronic 7 leptons. Sizeable discrepancies in the mod-
elling of high jet multiplicities can be observed between the ATLAS and CMS MG5_AMC@NLO
FxFx predictions which are in opposite direction compared to SHERPA ttWW. All predictions except
ATLAS MG5_AMC@NLO+Pythia8 agree well on Ht in regions with at least four jets, but larger
discrepancies are observed for the three jet regions. The distributions of b-jet pt differ more in the
regions with one b-jet, as shown in Fig.[7]

Only ATLAS MG5_AMC@NLO+Pythia8 shows significant differences for the angular distance
between the two leptons and the value of lepton’s pseudo-rapidity as demonstrated in Fig.[8l The
lepton pr distributions are similar, but their distance to the closest jet vary at as seen in Fig.[9]

Distributions of the jet multiplicity, number of b-jets, the leading lepton transverse momentum
and the angular distance between the two leptons ARy for the Region 5 with N, ., = 1 selection
are presented in Fig.[I0] The jet multiplicity predictions of MG5_.aMC+Py8 FxFx with the ATLAS
and CMS set-ups differ most from the other predictions in this region.
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Figure 6: Distribution of the jet multiplicities (top) and the scalar sum of jets transverse momentum,
HJTets (middle), for the Region 1 with Nj_jets =1 (left) and Region 2 with Nj_jers >2 (right) selection
requiring four and more jets, and for the Region 3 Ny_jers = 1 (bottom, left) and Region 4 with
Np—jets =2 (bottom, right) selection requiring exactly three jets.
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Figure 7: Distribution of the b-jet multiplicities (top) and the leading b-jet transverse momentum
(bottom), for the Region 1 with Ny_jets=1 (left) and Region 2 with Ny_jets >2 (right) selection

requiring four and more jets.
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Figure 8: Distribution of the leading lepton transverse momentum (top) and the minimum angular
separation between the leading lepton and the nearest jet (bottom), for the Region 1 with Nj_jets=1
(left) and Region 2 with Ny_jets >2 (right) selection requiring four and more jets.
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Figure 10: Distribution of the the jet multiplicity, number of b-jets, the leading lepton transverse
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selection.
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3.3.2 Comparisons of predictions including acceptance effects

In the following section, a comparison of the generators will be given in the fiducial phase space,
i.e. the predicted distributions include acceptance effects. For this comparison, all distributions are
normalised to a common total cross section value of R4 = 600.8 fb as given in the Yellow Report
4 [47], except the distributions of Sherpa 2.2.10 QCD+EW which is normalised to its generator
cross section of 614.7 fb. The same set of distributions as discussed in Section [3.3.1] are presented.
In all distributions, a significant increase of scale uncertainties is observed, reaching up to 50 %
at high jet multiplicity. The observables related to jet multiplicity and Ht show similar trends as
in the shape comparisons, see Fig.[II] Only the discrepancy of the jet multiplicity prediction in

MG5_aMC+Py8 FxFx is significantly enhanced.
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Figure 11: Distribution of jet multiplicities (top) and scalar sum of jets transverse momentum, Hﬁfe ts
(middle), for the Region 1 with Ny_jets=1 (middle, left) and Region 2 with Nj_jets >2 (middle, right)
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(right) selection requiring four and more jets. All distributions are normalised to the YR4 cross
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Figure 15: Distribution of the the jet multiplicity, number of b-jets, the leading lepton transverse
momentum and the angular distance between the two leptons ARy for the Region 5 with 17,9
selection. All distributions are normalised to the YR4 cross section of 600.8 fb except SHERPA
2.2.10 QCD+EW which is normalised to 614.7 fb.

31



3.4 Conclusions

The ttW preditions of SHERPA and MG5_AMC@NLO-+Pythia8 with different settings have been
compared with respect to their inclusive ttW cross section predictions and their differential cross
section predictions in regions and observables relevant for the measurement of ¢tH in the multi-
lepton final state.

For the inclusive ttW cross section slightly different values are predicted [27], [50] for calculations
with similar theoretical accuracy which is subject to ongoing theoretical studies. Based on the
studies presented in this note, additional studies and discussions in the LHC Higgs Working Group
and the LHC Top Working Group [73], ATLAS and CMS agreed to use the inclusive tt{W cross
section of 722110 (scale) +£7 (PDF)fb [50] as a reference inclusive cross section to allow direct
comparisons between experiments.

The normalised distributions sensitive to shape differences have very small scale uncertainties,
below 10% in most of the phase space, while these scale uncertainties are significant when the
acceptance effects are included, i.e. the distributions are normalised to the ttW cross section.
The inclusion of tree-level EW effects only causes minor shape effects but can lead to up to 20 %
difference in the cross section at high jet multiplicity. As expected, including the FxFx algorithm
into the MG5_AMC@QNLO+Pythia8 prediction leads to significant effects in all regions, especially
at low Hp. Significant differences between the MG5_AMC@NLO+Pythia8 FxFx predictions of
ATLAS and CMS are observed, especially in the jet multiplicity. Further studies are required to
investigate the origin of these differences. Given that both setups consider the same perturbative
accuracy such differences could be attributed to the choice of merging scale value or Pythia8 tune,
so this could be an area of future study.

For many observables the shape differences between the various model predictions are within the
scale uncertainties of each prediction. Observables relating to jet activity such as the jet multiplicity
and Ht are notable exceptions to this. This is especially the case for Region 3 where the differences
in shape between predictions for Hr is particlularly large. This region is important to constrain the
interplay between ttW background and backgrounds arising from ttbar production where at least
one lepton is mis-identified. It represents a phase space where one of the jets in the ttW decay is
not reconstructed or is out of acceptance and is not expected to be as sensitive to the additional
jet modelling as Regions 1 and 2. Therefore, it is somewhat surprising that such large differences
are observed between predictions. This should be investigated in future studies.

The inclusion of EW corrections shows only a small shape and normalisation effects for most
observables. One place where a notable effect on the shape of a distribution can be observed is for
the jet multiplicity, however the effect is small enough to be covered by the QCD scale variations.
Future studies could specifically target the sub-leading EW contribution with cuts related to the
rapidity difference between jets which has been shown [51] to be different with respect to the central
ttW QCD process.

These distributions shall be used as a starting point to derive a strategy for the theory uncer-
tainty estimates for a combination of the expected measurement results based on the full Run-2 data
set. Beyond what has been shown in the comparisons included in this document, this strategy is
expected to take into consideration the latest developments on the theoretical models. For example,
the NLO+PS calculations provided in POWHEG [48] can act as systematic variation with respect to
the MG5_AMC@NLO+Pythia8 and SHERPA calculations for more inclusive phase-spaces. They
can also be used to understand parton shower, hadronisation and underlying event effects through
interfaces to PYTHIA and HERWIG. In addition, recent off-shell calculations [56, 57, 58, 59] and
in particular the single-resonant contributions could be of importance. In the absence of explicit
parton shower-matched calculations, corrections can be applied through the procedure outlined
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in Ref. [60]. It would also be important to extend existing calculations to additional final states,
such as 2¢SS. Finally, given the current discrepancy between ATLAS and CMS, the strategy must
address how different model predictions are considered in addition to the scale uncertainties as part
of the theoretical uncertainties on the measurement.
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