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Abstract Ambiguities of jet algorithmsare reinterpretedas instability wrt small variationsof input.
Optimal stability occursfor observablepossessingropertyof calorimetric continuity (C-continuity)
predeterminedy kinematicalstructureof calorimetric detectors.The so-calledC-correlatorsform a
basicclassof suchobservableandfit naturallyinto QFT framework,allowing systematidheoretical
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Quick preview

» This work givesan answerto the question“what
is a jet?” The answeris a purely “kinematical” one
(which mostexpertsseemto beill-preparedfor), and
is basedon an analysisof “kinematics” of calorime-
ric detectors,"kinematical” aspectof QFT obsev-
ables,anderrorenhancementropertiesof dataproc-
essing algrithms. The answer is as follows.

“Jets” and “jet finding algorithms” are simply

tools of approximatedescriptionof data (in a con-
crete senseexplainedbelow). Their physical signifi-
cance does not gieepetthantheleadingorderQCD
predictions(which in many casess deepenough,of
course).As any approximation,it is only useful as
long as one is satisfied with itseprsion.
* Improving upon that approximation does not
meanfinding a “perfect jet algorithm”. The notion
of a perfectjet algorithmis physically ill-conceived
becauseof the non-deterministicquantumnature of
hadronzation.

Instead,the “ideal solution” is basedon the for-
malism of C-algebra. The C-algebrais a family of
“well-behaved” observablesogetherwith a few tran-
slationrulesthat allow oneto reproduceany conven-
tional observabledefinedvia jet algorithms.For in-
stance, take a conventional distributioregéntswith
respectto, say, invariant massesof 3-jet substates,
p3 (m) (e.g. with a peakdue to a new particle at

somevalueof mass).Onecanwrite down an obsev-
able from C-algebra— call it pgj(m) — thatis an

“ideal solution” which p§ (m) approximatesn the

* The jet algorithms are a usefypproximatiortool
becausecomputing, say, pgj(m) (= the ideal 3-jet

massspectrum)from the jet patternof an eventis
easierthan from the raw event becausethere are
many fewer jets than particles. It is also cleaw the
approximationcan be improved: one should simply
computethe new observablepgj(m) from jet patterns

for assmall y,; aspossible— or directly from raw

data if one has enough computer resources to do so.

» The notorious“ambiguities of jet definition” are
then, essentially the inevitableapproximationerrors
in Eq.0.2. They are gotten rid of by letting,; — O.

* Theformalismof C-algebrais a purely kinemai-
cal one: it cannot help one e.g. to determinethe
observablewith which a new particle is best seen
aganst backgroundBut it can help one to squeeze

the most out of data once such an observable is found.

For instance,pgj(m) is, by construction,lesssens

tive to data errors and statistical fluctuations than
pge (m).
» Althoughthe perfectjet algorithmis a fiction, an

“optimal” one s not: it is an algorithm that mini-
mizestheerrorin 0.2 for agiven y; for the obsev-

ablessuchas pgj(m) . Criteria for suchan “optimal

preclustering” can be found analyticaityan explicit
form (see Seq@).

The resultsof this work shouldror be interpreted
in the sensdahat“one shouldnot countjets”, nor that
oneshouldthrow out the old codeand startimplem-
erting the ideal solutionof C-algebra.Whatis being

following sense. One can compute the new observabRiiggesteds thatvariousfeaturesof the ideal solution

from thejet patternof an event(usingany reasonable
jet algorithm)andthe resultwill be, by construction,
similar topgl? (m):

pgj(m) |jet patten = pg}d (m). 0.1

Note that the r.h.s. cannot be computedotherwise
thanfrom the jet pattern.The new observablepn the
contrary,is definedin sucha way thatit canalsobe
computeddirectly from the raw event (i.e.theevent
prior to applicationof a jet algorithm)andthe result
will be as fdlows:

pgj(m) |raw event — pgj (m) |jet pattern + O(ycut) . 0.2

(In the case otone-typealgorithmsthe erroris O(R)
whereR is the jet coneadius.)

To emphasizethe distribution pgj(m) is physcal-
ly equivalentto the conventionalB-jet massdistribu-
tion and can be computedrhour actuallyidentifying

individual jets. A similar translationcan be accan-
plished for any other jet-related antity.

shouldbe incrementallybuilt into the existing proce-

dures dependingon: the computerresourcesavai-

able, the required precision of results, amellevel of

understandingachieved.The ways to improve the

conventional data processing are:

— Regularizatiorof (all) hard cuts(Sec2.5; perhaps
including spline-basedschemesdescribedin Secl5

instead of the bin-type ones).

— One optimal preclustering(Sec7) insteadof all

convenional jet algorithms(both recombinationand
cone-type).

— Replacingconventionalobservablesvith their C-

analoguegfor this onehasto learnto translatephy-

sicsinto the languageof C-algebrawhich shouldbe
possible with the examples in Sddk:13).

— Exploiting thefully explicit andessentiallysimple
analytical form of C-observablesto develop more
flexible and precise computational schemesthan
what is possiblewith the conventionalrather rigid

algorithms.
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How to read this paper

The subject of jet-related measurements concerns both theorists and experimentalists (the latter more
than the former), and there are different obstacles that may make reading this paper difficultfor diffe
ent categories of readers. One is that the philosophy behind the new theory deviates rather considerably
from the conventional attitude to jet counting. Moreover, the “philosophical” arguments are mingled
with a reasoning that uses unusual logical patterns of general topology (convergences and continuities)
that seem to be unfamiliar to a majority of physicists (perhaps because they are so fundamental that are
usually taken for granted). This could not have been avoided — the essential uniquenesg-of the pr
sented construction cannot be agated otherwise.

Unfamiliar functional formalism of abstract measures etc. used to describe the mathematical nature
of energy flow and”-continuous observables may also be difficult for the uninitiated. This could not
have been avoided either: The mathematical description of stability of data processing algorithms in
calorimetric measurements with respect to errors in the languageéweéak convergence in a space of
linear functionals is not an invented hypothesis; it is a straightforward formalizatigrfs.*

However, a data processing expert not seeking to understand the mathematical subtleties in complete
detail but willing to give the new formalism a try in a realistic problem, may concentrate on tige discu
sion of the role of continuity of observables in 2e§ and the QFT derivation @f-correlators in
Sec6.4. For practical purposes, one needs the definitions and notations 4B8ddhe formulas of
Sec5 (discrete variants only) while the details of the reasoning oBSeay be ignored. Then one can
turn directly to the discussion of applications in S8ek3. The issues of numerical work with spectral
discrimiretors discussed in Sed$ and12 cannot be skipped.

The material of Se€¢, Secs8-9, and Sec40-12 can be studied in anyder.

Finally, it should be noted that the validity of the prescription to regularize one’s cuts as a matter of
routine (Se2.5) extends beyond the measurements in high energy physics. Similarl{2%exkl 5
describe a rather universal scheme based on linear splines for computation of various distriibutions o
tained from irregular “stochastic” approximations such as typically obtained from a sample of events
generated by a quantum process. The scheme is hardly more complex, but less sensitive to data errors
and statistical fluctuations, than the conventional bin-tygerghms.

Numbering and cross references

I hope the reader will find it convenient that Bi@.24is located between item$.23and10.25—
irrespective of what the latter are, equations or subsection headings. The universal two-level numbering
scheme (with right-aligned numbers conveniently not distracting one’s attention) offers an easy way of
finding cross references (as with page number references) while remaining coupled to the lagical stru
ture of the text. Sub- (and subsub-) section headings are treated along with proposition headings rather
like labels in the text (with a liberating effect that one no longer needs to conform to pedantic conve
tions, e.g., about whether or not a section may be split in the middle by a single subsection heading).
For that reason they do not have a separate numbering from equations, figures and tables — it is not
clear what such a separate numbering might be good for except a convenience of uncomputerized

typogrmpher.

! If one needs a proof of this fact other than the arguments of the present paper one may note that the definition
of calorimetric continuity underwent a noticeable evolufi8l, [17], [15] with the original versiofil6] rather
different in form from, but ssentially equivalent to, the final ofi£5].
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Introduction and overview 1

The jet paradigm 1.1

The jet paradigm is the foundation of the modern high-energsigshyt is based on the experimental
evidence for hadron jef$] and a QCD-based theoretical pict{#kof the hadronic energy flow in the
final state imeriting the shape of partonic energy flow in the underlying hard process. The association
of each jet with a hard part¢8], [4] is the qualitative basis for comparison of data with theory. Its
straightforward quantitative implementation leads to the so-called jet finding algorithms. For each final
state (eventlP, such an algorithm computes what may be calie@itpartern Q — i.e. the total non-
ber of jets inP and the 4-momentum of each jet:

P:{pl,pz,...prait} O %ﬂﬁﬁlng dgorlthm—» Q:{Ql’QZ’”'QNjetS} y 12

wherep; are the 4-momenta of the particles in the final state @}jilare the 4-momenta of the resul

ing jets. While the event may hag¢100) particles, a majority of events have only a few jets.éFher
fore, the jet patter@ has typically much fewer 4-momenta than the original eRenrid can be studied
much easier. Moreover, such a reduction of information brings out the physics of the process being
studied: For instance, if an unstable virtual particle decayed into quarks and gluons that hadronized into
jets, the invariant mass of the corresponding group of jets is close to that of the decayed particle.

On the use of such algorithms the current practice of measurements in high-energy physics is
founded.

Ambiguities of jet algorithms 1.3

Unfortunately, hadron jets have a finite angular width and irregular shape. So when their angular
separation is not large enough they are hard or impossible to resolve. Then the answer (the f@t pattern
on the r.h.s. o1.2) depends on inessential details of jet finding algorithms. As a result, the ambiguities
of jet definition remain a subject of the ongoing discussion (“What is a[§§t18]). Moreover, as the
research moves on to physical problems with more stringent precision requirements, the ambiguities of
jet definition manifest themselves quite tangibly: Recent results of Monte Carlo modeling indicate that
the dominant uncertainty in the determination of the top quark mass at the LHC is expected to be due to
the ambiguities of jet defition [9].

Purpose of this work 1.4

The purpose of this work is to reexamine the problem of ambiguities of jet algorithms in a systematic
fashion from the point of view of first principles of physical measurements. | maintain that asclarific
tion of the issues of kinematics and measurements must be achieved before one will be in a position to
discuss dynamics in a completely meaningful fashion. For instance, the qualitative physical notion of
length (of, say, sticks) is known to be quantified by real numbers, and the continuity of the latter plays a
crucial role in the analysis of measurement errors.

What is the precise mathematical analogue of the qualitative physical notion of energy flow of coll
sion events? And what is the corresponding continuity that would allow one to control effects-of mea
urement errors in a systematic fashion? (Cf. Tat28below.)

The focus on the aspect of measurements and kinematics constitutes the key difference between this
work and the conventional approach that emphasizes thenynaf jets.

' For an introduction to the uses of hadronic jets in experimental studies of the Standard Mode|5ee e.g.
" This fact might ignite an ideological discussion. As a preemptive measure, I've made an attempt to clarify
certain implicit assumptions behind the conventional point of view on jet counting. This resulted in
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Understanding the problem 1.5

The physical problems where jets are involved can be divided into two classes:

* Inthe problems of exploratory type one may be satisfied with observing an effect at a minimal
sufficient level of statistical significance. This is usually the first stage in studies of any new class of
physical phenomena. For instance, in what may be called descriptive theory of hadronic jets one studies
the dynamics of jets as such (a good review mostly devoted to this sort of phydi} iHere one is

mostly interested in qlitative effects that occur already in the leading order of perturbation theory (cf.

the effects of QCD coherenfEl]). Another @ample is the search for top qu4il2], [13].

*  Precision measurements comprise quantitative studies of the Standard Model (for a review see
e.g.[5]) such as precision measurement§9(Q2), the mass and width of the top quark etc. In such
problems jets are only an auxiliary intermediadgam.

Clearly, the two classes of problems differ with respect to the requirements on the data prdeessing a
gorithms employed. In the first case, one would like to have simple and fast algorithms that allow one to
represent the corresponding qualitative physical features in a most direct and visual manner-even, pe
haps, at the expense of numerical precisn.the other hand, in applications of the precisionsmea
urement class the overriding concern is the highest precision attainable for a given event sample.

Note that even in the exploratory problems one may encounter a situation with gniaMback-
ground ratio so that even to establish existence of an effect one may need to squeeze everyibit of phys
cal information out of data, which may be impossible with crudéodst

Measurements or a modeling of dynamics? 1.6

One may notice that jet algorithms were invented in the context of the problems of exploratory type
and their systematic use for data processing in the precision measurement applications may not be a
cepted uncritally.

Indeed, theoretical research into jet definition algorithms has traditionally been performed m the co
text of studies of hadronization. The latter is a non-perturbative phenomenon, is ill-understooeh, and pr
sents a fascinating field of study. As a result, the problem of adequate numerical description of mutlijet
structure has come to be regarded as a “physics issue” that concerns the “underlying jet dynamics” ra-
ther than “kinematics” and “geometty;’and that instead “the main point is that one would like to iden-
tify a class of <..> observables that are in closer correspondence with the underlying jeics/ia

The importance of understanding hadronization and jet dynamics is indisputable. But in the context of
precision measurements such a point of view makes hardly more sense than requiring that rulers and
clocks reflect the “underlying dynamics” of gravity when one studies the laws governing trajectories of
falling bodies. The rulers and clocks do reflect properties of the external world — but only irethe kin
matical aspect: first and foremost, we want our rulers to be straight and clocks, precise.

Of course, there is a valid point in the “dynamical” argument, too. Indeed, some a priori information
on the underlying dynamics helps one to perform measurements where they are most informative (e.g.

“philosophical” arguments that are somewhat lengthy and which a pragmatist may not approve of. The subject
of hadron jets, however, is fraught with prejudice (as | discovered in many conversations with both theorists
and experimentalists), and it is hard to discuss unarticulated attitudes in brief. | may add that allptphiloso

cal” arguments of this paper are more or less direct answers to the questions raised and attitudes exhibited, by
the many physicists with whom | discussed these matters.

' For instance, one may need to find — very much by trial and error — an observable with respect to which to
perform cuts so as to suppress backgrqa@g [13].

" Cf.[2] as well as the fact that the recombination algorithms of a modern type were invented in the context of
Monte Carlo event generatdtst].

" which are, no doubt, lowly subjects that have nothing to do withPTbfeund Physics.

Y The quotations are from the report of Referee A on the first versidslof
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choosing objects of convenient weight to drop from a tower of convenient height and inclination; or by
restricting a search for a new particle to events satisfying certain cuts).

But the kinematical requirement of correctness of measurements (including the data processing stage)
is a matter of firstest concern when the precision of results is at stake. Therefore, it makes gense to e
amine the problem of studying hadronic energy flow as a problem of measurement, and to try — instead
of attempting to solve the mathematically ill-posed problem of inverting hadronization — to find
“straight rulers” for measuring the multijet structure of mnatron final states.

One may further notice that defining individual jets is only an auxiliary intermediate step ireany pr
cision measurement application. A good deal of its attractiveness is due to simplicity of the jet pattern
one has to handle at the final stage (when the parameters one measures are actually obtained) and the
simplicity of the conventional jet algorithms. Simplicity and speed, however, are not the matters of pr
mary concern in precision measurements — the precision is. It makes sense, therefore, to akk which a
gorithms may be best for that particular purpose. Having found such algorithms, one can then proceed
to optimize them while being fully aware of all the tradeafi®ived.

Then the crucial first step is to subject to a scrutiny the key implicit assumption already present in the
question “what is a jet?” — the assumption that the data processing of the Zasnthe only way to
quantify the multijet structure. The theory of calorimetric observables for measuring multijet structure
outlined in[15], [16], [17], [18], [19], [20], [21] and systematically developed in this paper proves the
assumption to be wrong.

C-correlators and C-algebra 1.7

| argue that the fundamental means (the “straight rulers”) to measure the multijet structure are not the
jet algorithmsl.2 but the so-calle@-correlators' — i.e. the observables of the fallimg general form:

Fm(P): .. Eil"'Eim fm(ﬁil,...,ﬁim), 1.8
H. iy

whereE; and p; are the energy and direction of th#h particle (or calorimeter cell), each summation
runs over all particles in the event (all cells that lit up)s any positive integer, ang}, is any sufi
ciently smooth symmetric function of its arguments.

Special cases of such correlators have been well-known for a long time, e.g. the special sequences of
observables studied |@82], [23]. The energy-energy correlatorg[@4] are also closely related to the
C-correlators but correspond to discontinugjjsof a special form. However, it has never been realized
that the following two properties of the functidh8 ensure them a very special role in studies ofimult
jet structure:

First, the observablels8 have a form of multiparticle correlators that is natural from the point of
view of Quantum Field Theory. This is further discussed in.8etand6 (see als§54]).

Second, they possess special stability properties with respect to data errors — a stability that can be
briefly described as follows.

C-continuity 1.9

Consider any observahle8, any two events and any calorimetric detector installation. If the two
eventsP' andP"” (whatever their numbers of particles etc.) are seen by the detector installation as the
same, i.eP’' =P" within data errors, then the corresponding two values of the observable are guara
teed to stay closé,,(P') =F,, (P"), with the difference depending on the observable and vanighing t
gether with data errors. Note that with jet algorithms this is not always the case: two such events may
yield different numbers of jets — and a difference of two unequal integer numbers cannot be made less
thanl.

' C from “calorimetric”. The prefix will be widely used below.
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The described stability is a form of continuity (we call-itontinuity; its precise description is given
below in Secgl-5). Its importance is due to the fact that, given the same measurement errors-in the i
put data the error of an observable that is continuous in the above sense is, in general, less than the error
for the corresponding cut-type observables (S£6and3; see als¢41]).

It is also important to understand that the rol€-@ontinuity is not limited to the issues of data e
rors as such but concerns other types of small variations as well, such as higher order correwgtions, co
putational approximations, minorggramming variations, etc.

The above two properties Gtcorrelators allow one to say that the collection of values @f-abir-
relators constitutes the entip@ysical information about an event. Once one has understood that, one
realizes that any aspect of multijet structure that can be meaningfully quantified and measured, allows
an expression in the language®torrelators.

Expressing physics in the language of C-correlators. C-algebra 1.10

The next question is, how to translate the qualitative phenomenon of jets into numbers usikg only
correlators? The answer is not obvious because their energy dependence is rigidly fix8d Beft
once the central role @f-correlators is understood (in a senSe&orrelators is all one can “see” about
events using calorimetric detectors from the point of view of QFT), it becomes clear that suclaa transl
tion must be pasble.

The translation is based on a few rules that allow one to organize values of ¢acimuslators into
new observables that (i) inherit the propertyedontinuity and (ii) describe various qualitative features
of multijet structure one happens to be interested in. The expressive power of the r€saitielgra of
observables proves to be sufficient for the purposes of precision measurement applications.

There are two main applications for jet finding algorithms that can be classified as precisien mea
urements. Both usually involve a classification of the events with respect to the number/gtjgts (
in1.2).

The first application may be described as “jet counting”. The idea here is to count the fraction of
events for each number of jets in the final state. One then obtains what is: galléctions (usually
denoted ag™i€5). They provide a more detailed information than the total cross section and prove to
be greatly useful both for studying QCD and the Standard Kdthés is due to their simplicity and
their more or less direct connection with hard subprocesses (each additional jet is associated with an
additional radiated parton). For instance, the 3-jet fractieién annihilation in the lowest order of
perturbation theory receives contributions from radiation of a gluon from the quark-antiquark pair.
Therefore, it is directly sensitive to the coupling constanaind can be used to extract the latter from
experimental data. It turns out that the physical information about the “number of jets” in the final state
can be equivalently represented in terms of a special sequetiamoklatorsl.8 (the so-calleger-
number discriminators J,, introduced iff16], [15]; see also Se8 below).

The other class of applications involves studies of particles that decay into jets, which requgres inve
tigation of mass spectra of multijet substates. Here one normally selects events with a given number of
jets corresponding to the partonic subprocess where the particle is expected to be seen and then studies
invariant masses of groups of jets/partons in a more or less exhaustive fashion (i.e. considering all
combinations of two jets if the particle decays into two partons). An example is the top search in the
purely hadronic channg5] where one would have to select 6-jet events and then identify 3jet su
states that may be decay products of the top quark. The observables that can be used in such a context
are the so-callegpectral discriminators ([18], [21] and Secl0 below). These are somewhat more
complex than th€-correlatorsl.8 but use the latter as elementary building blocks. Spectral disarimin
tors contain more information about each event than multijet mass distributions obtained via jet alg

' For instance, a major part of the proceedjif@ss devoted to such applications.
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rithms, and allow one, in principle, to measure the signal from a virtual particle that decays into jets
even in situations where the jets are too wide to be resolved unambiguously by the conventional algo-
rithms. If the higher computer requirements of the new formalism prove not to be prohibitive, this may
allow one to bypass the limitations of the conventional jet algorithms (ci..Sec.

C-algebra and jet algorithms 1.11

It is remarkable that the relation between the two approaches to jet measurements — the one based on
jet algorithmsl.2 and the other on thé-correlatorsl.8 — is precisely that between an approximation
trick and an exact answer. Indeed, it is quite natural to regard the jet @atterthe r.h.s. of.2as an
approximate representation of the final sRiten the I.h.s. But what is an exact interpretation of the
adjective “approximate”? The answer is, in the sense that the values@fcamnselatorl.8 for the
r.h.s. and the |.h.s. are numerically close, and what is known as the jet resolution parggriattre

context of jet algorithms is simply a parameter that controls the approximation error:
F,.(P)=F,(Q)+O0(you) - 1.12

If one requires that the approximation error be minimal one obtains a criterion for an “optimial” jet a
gorithm (18], [19], [20] and Sec/ below). Such a criterion turns out to combine features of the jet
definitions currently in use. Then the ambiguities of the conventional jet algorithms are naturally inte
preted as approximation errors which it becomes possible to control (and, in principle, eliminate) if one
systematically employs th@-correlatorsl.8 (and othelC-continuous observables correctly constructed
from C-correlators) to quantify the multijet structure.

“Linguistic” restrictions of C-algebra 1.13

It should be emphasized that there are questions about multijet structure of an event that can not be
asked in the precise languagaisélgebra. By construction, the linguistic restrictions of this sort reflect
the intrinsic limitations of the measurement procedures based on the use of finite precision calorimetric
detectors. For instance, it is incorrect to ask how many jets a given event has, and what their 4-momenta
are. Nevertheless, as was already mentioned, it is possible to define observables that are physical equi-
valents of the conventionaljet fractions and of the mass spectra of “multijet substates”. Moreover,
since jet algorithms retain the role of an approximation trick for computatiorcohtinuous obser
ables, the concepts of “jets” and their “number” retain their value within the precision of syeh an a
proximation. (Recall e.g. quantum mechanics where it is, strictly speaking, forbidden to ask what was
the exact trajectory of an electron. However, if the electron’s motion is quasiclassical, the gqeestion b
comes meaningful to the same degree to which the quasiclassical approximationtabkctep

Plan of the paper 1.14

The theory of jet measurements described in this paper consists — like any other theory — of four
parts:philosophy (a critique of jet algorithms and a discussion of a special role of continuity ofrobser
ables in precision measurements, Ske3); formalism (elucidation of the precise mathematical nature
of energy flow and the construction@falgebra, Secd—6); computational methods (esp. the optimal
jet clustering criterion, Set; also Secd 2, 15 and6.16); applications (a description of various qoa
tities of physical interest in theriguage ofC-algebra, Sec8-13).

In Sec2 the ambiguities of the conventional jet algorithms are subjected to a scrutiny. It is-then a
gued that instead of ambiguities one should talk about instabilities of the corresponding nunaerical pr
cedures, and “instability” is, essentially, just another term for “discontinuity”. We consider a simple
onedimensional example and demonstrate how a use of continuous weights instead of hapd cuts su
presses statistical data errors. (This is a key ideological point of the present work.) Then we consider the
geometry of discontinuities and the associated instability regions in the continuum of multiparticle final
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states. We investigate the potential numerical effects of instabilities taking into account specifics of
QCD. A conclusion is that instabilities are a fundamental feature of any algorithm that attenepts to d
scribe a final state in terms of anagér number of jets.

Once the role of continuity of observables for minimization of errors is understood, it should be
clarified which particular form of continuity is the right one. The point here is that in infinitelyndime
sional spaces (such as the continuum of events/final states/energy flows), many radically different co
tinuities are possible. This issue is addressed ir3Skds pointed out that a prerequisite to defining
continuity of observables is a definition of a convergence kiggdin the space of final states. We
show that the appropriate convergence is determined uniquely by the structure of data errars of a pa
ticular class of measurement insaitins.

In Sec4 the general scenario is specialized to the case of multimodule calorimetric detectors, and the
so-calledC-convergence is described. This completes a precise maitemderpretation for the phy-
sical notion of “energy flow” which is central in the discussion of jet-related measurementsSth8ec
observables possessing the corresponding propetiicohtinuity are described. They are shown to
constitute a sort of algebra (tealgebra). The basisf the latter consists @f-correlators. Other
physically usefulC-continuous obseables can be constructed using a few rules. In63ke C-cor-
relators are discussed from the point of view of Quantum Field Theory. It is argued that they fit nat
rally into the general framework of QFT. In particular, an alternative derivatiorcofrelators is -
sented. The derivation starts with a QFT-compatible correlator-type observable and makes use of the
condition of fragmentation invariance extended to take into account finite energy and angular resolution
of calorimeters in the spirit of the preceding discussion of the role of continuity. Prospects fortheoret
cal studies and calculations Gfcorrelators are briefly dtussed.

SinceC-correlators play such a central role in the new theory,73stdresses the issue of thgir o
timal computation from data. First of all, expansions in masses of soft particles are possiblp— an o
tion that has no analog in the conventional data processing (except in the form of the problem of the
missing energy, which is discussed in.3et4). Furthermore, a stability with respect to almost nelli
ear fragmentations allows one to employ an approximation trick (“preclustering”) that is similar to co
ventional jet algorithms (cf. the discussion in 3etl). An optimal preclustering criterion is derived in
a purely analytical fashion from the well-defined requirement of minimizing approximation errors. The
new criterion is shown to possess features of the popular jet definitions but is more general i that it a
lows a simultaneous clusieg of more than 2 particles into one.

Secs8-13 are devoted to phenomenological applications, and we show how to express physics in the
language ofC-continuous observable€{correlators and their derivatives). In Sea special sequence
of C-correlators is derived (the so-called jet-number discriminakgisthat are physically equivalent to
the conventional -jet fractions. The properties of the jet-number discriminators are considered9n Sec

Sec10introduces and studies properties of a spectral discriminator. The la&ecanginuous b-
servables for measuring mass spectra of multijet substates without identifying individual jets, which
allows one to avoid instabilities of the conventional algorithms. It is demonstrated that a presence of
isolated clusters of particles results in the so-c@lepikes —d-functional contributions to spectral
discriminatorsd-spikes are a universal feature of spectral discriminators and, after averaging over all
final states, result in enhancements that signal presence of new particlé$.dééoes more complex
spectral discriminators that allow one to better focus on multijet substatel2 Semmarizes an-a
gorithm of computation of spectral discriminators from data.1Ssescribes the options available in
the formalism to enhance signal/background ratio by taking into account a priori dynamical information.
It also describes modifications needed for the case of hadronsiartdl

Sec14 contains a summary and concluding remarks. The two appendiced 83et$l 6) provide
background inforration on abstract measures.

' A non-linear one.
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“Ambiguities” of jet finding algorithms 2

The jet algorithms currently in use come in two flavors: cone-type and recombination (alternatively
called, respectively, clusterinj0] and successive combinatif#6]). The cone-type algorithms define
a jet as a group of particles that belong to a cone of certain angular[2ddjdg]. They involve a free
parameter (the radius of jgt3 and an optimizatioff] or an iterative procedufg?] to determine jet
axes, as well as a rather arbitrary prescription to deal with overlapping cones. In the case ofaecombin
tion algorithm§ the underlying idea was, apparently, to invert the hadronization. They also involve a
free parameter (the so-called jet resolution paramgterO <y, <<1) and proceed in an iterative
fashion, taking at each step two particles and deciding (using a criterion that inygiv@s a cut)
whether or not to gobine them into a jet.

For the purposes of our discussion, the details of jet algorithms are less important than the structure
of the results they yield. Such an algorithm is applied to a multiparticle state and computestits jet pa
tern (cf.1.2). Note that the jet pattern contains an implicit dependence on the control parameter of the
algorithm (v Or R). There is no criterion to fix the control parameter; the conventional practice is to
perform computations for an interval of its values. Note that the control parameter has a plgysical si
nificance in the conventional schemes that becomes manifest when one studies mass spectra of substates
consisting of a fixed number of jets. This is because the number of such substates and their invariant
masses can be completely diffat for different values of the control parameter.

Jet finding algorithms and precision measurements 2.1

Once one has realized what were the context in which the conventional jet algorithms were invented
and the implicit assumptions behind them, it is no longer self-evident that they should be an adequate
tool for the needs of precision measurement applications.

Theoretical aspects: jet algorithms vs. QFT 2.2

Precision measurements imply a comparison with high-quality theoretical calculations. For syste
atic theoretical calculations to be possible (including various kinds of corrections), they should be pe
formed within the formalism of Quantum Field Theory. The first objection to jet finding algorithms is
that they do not fit well into the QFT framewdrk.

A practical manifestation of this circumstance is that jet algorithms are hard to study theoretically:
For instance, analytical calculations of theoretical predictions are impossible even in the simplest case
of the cross section fer e~ — 3 jets in the leading order of perturbation theory, which is to lve co
trasted with the purely analytical next-next-to-leading order calculations of the total cross[88¢tion
made possible by the algorithjds}], [35], [36] that exploit the structure of multiloop Feynmaa-di
grams — the structure predetermined by QFT — to the fullest extent. Moreover, a theoretical study of
such algorithms seems to be rather involved (Sudakov resummations §aJ)cAlso, it is not clear
how to approach the issue of power corrections that have been argued to be numerically important in jet
physicg[37].

On the other hand, one can notice that the ensemble of multihadron final states is a system with a

" Luclus[14] and its derivatives JADE6], Durham[27] and Genev§28]; for a review and comparison see

[28], [29].

" This argument is sometimes underrated. Recall, however, that QFT is a very tightly knit construction; it
combines quantum mechanics, special relativity, and the experimental fact that particle interactions occur via
exchange of quanta; and it does so in a practically uniqgue way — which is expressed most clearlyiin the co
struction of perturbative QFT §30]. It thus summarizes a huge body of experimental knowledge about the
Universe. Therefore, such a “purely theoretical” objection may notshessied lightly.
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varying number of particles. The appropriate theoretical language to describe such systems is in terms
of multiparticle correlators (see any systematic textbook on QFT38]gor statistical mechanics, e.qg.

[39]). Next one notices that “jettiness” is but a special sort of geometrical correlations betwieen part

cles’ momenta. Then one is driven towards a logical conclusion that it should be possible to describe the
multijet structure in terms of multiparticle correlators, which would provide a direct connection to the
formalism of QFT. We will see that such a descriptiomdeed possible.

Instabilities of jet algorithms 2.3

Let us now turn to the key idea behind jet algorithms, which is to reconstruct the pattern gf underl
ing hard partons’ momenta by, in effect, inverting the hadronization. The first observation is that the
evolution of a hard parton state into hadrons is neither classical nor deterministic. Its invergen, ther
fore, is bound to be a mathematically ill-posed problem. This means that such an inversion may not be
always stable with respect to small changes of input data.

Instability of an algorithm means that there are large changes in the output when the input is changed
a little. The simplest reason for that is a discontinuity of the algorithm with respect to input data. For
instance, the number of jets (whatever algorithm is used to define it) is an integer-valued function of
events, and such a function cannot be continuous in any non-pathological sense on a conneeted conti
uum, i.e. a continuum in which any two points can be connected by a continuous curve (as is the case
with multiparticle final states where any such state can be continuously deformed into any other). In
such a situation the maximal output error due to input errors is of order of the discontinuigy — irr
spective of the size of the input errors (cf..Eid1below). Although the size of the region in th@-co
tinuum of final states where the instability occurs does get smaller as the errors decrease swithat the ¢
mulative integral error also decreases, nevertheless the numerical estimate®.6d8ewnstrate that
a well-behaved continuous algorithm may have a considerable advantage over (and is never worse than)
discontinuous lgorithms in this respect.

Another form of instability of jet algorithms — also connected with their discontinuity — affects jets’
4-momenta. Recall that masses of particles that decay into jets are reconstructed from the invariant
masses of the corresponding multijet substates. Now a jet algorithm enforces a representation of the f
nal state by a few jets’ 4-momenta in spite of the jets’ non-zero angular width and overlaps. In the latter
case different jet algorithms will never assign particles to jets in exactly the same way, and the resulting
jet pattern will be different. Accordingly, invariant masses of, say, pairs of jets will be measured with an
uncertainty due to the ambiguity of jet definition. This phenomenon is behind the fact already mentioned
that the error of the top mass determination at the LHC is expected to be dominated by uncertainties due
to ambiguities of jet algorithn{9].

The above effect takes place even in the absence of data errors. Moreover, since @iblendgta
errors are always present, they would influence the results of different algorithms in a different way
(somdimes causing, say, a recombination algorithm to combine a pair of particles when it would not do
so in the absence of data errors, or vice versa), and the resulting ambiguity increases. In fact, there takes
place an enhaement of data errors.

To understand this point recall that some sort of optimization (maximization, minimizatioa) proc
dure is explicit in some algorithms (e.g. the scheme descrilj2f) imnd the iterative procedures of the
popular algorithms of both recombination and cone type, may also be formally thought of as itaplemen

' A non-iterative — and presumably more stable — version of recombination algorithms is desd@Béd in
However, its clustering criterion is rather ad hoc, and it also does not eliminate the instability with respect to
jets’ 4-momenta that leads to ambiguities in mass measurements. It should best be considered as a shell in
which various clustering criteria can be used (cf. the analytical criterian forl clustering of the “optimal”
algorithm described in Seg.
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ing some such implicit optimization. Therefore, consider the following situation as a toy.rSoplel
pose one deals with a functigifx) of a real argument, represented by a collection of pairs
[ f(x;),x;] both elements of which are known with errors. Suppose a theory predicts that the function is

a &-function smeared by unknown small corrections, but one nevertheless expects that the &inction r
tains a form of a peak, and the shape of the function is controlled by a paraméieh one wishes to
determine (this is analogous to determining some Standard Model parameter from hadronic final states).
Then one may attempt to extracby finding the position of the maximum of the function.

Further suppose that one does so in a straightforward manner — e.g. by choosing one value of the
argument that gives a maximal function value. (This is similar to trying to represent a final state by a
finite number of jets via some iterative or optimization procedure.) Then the resulting error-is dete
mined not only by data errors but is also enhanced by the width of the peak near its top within the ma
gin of data errors as shown in the following figure:

f(x)

2.4

where the crosses are the measured ppfifis), x; ] with error bars and the horizontal double arrow
represents the interval of uncertainty in the position of the maximum — an enhanced error inavitably i
herited by the resulting value 4t

It is clear that the uncertainty is a result of one’s using a too crude representafipn fjrwith a
singled-peak. Now suppose one performs some more calculations and computes not just one number
(the position of the peak) but the entire shape, and fits the theoretical curve against experimental data.
Then the above enhancement of errors would not occur because the shape would be held better in place
by the slopes. Correspondingly, the deteatiam of A would be more precise.

The above model illustrates the mechanism of how the instabilities of jet algorithms are avoided when
one studies mass spectra of multijet substadegy spectral discriminators 8£cs10-11.

Discontinuities and data errors 2.5

Let us study numerical effects of discontinuities on the integral error of the result. The mathematical
mechanism considered here is very general and not specific to jet physics. For clarity, we consider a
simple example with a 1-dimensional continuum of final states but the resulting estimate remains valid
in a general situation.

A simple 1-dimensional model 2.6

One deals with a continuum of final staRsWe take eacP to be a point from the interval [0,1].
(P can be regarded as a parameter with respect to which a cut is being imposed on a sample of events.
A more realistic description of hadronic final states is given ind9ethe events are generated adeor
ing to some probability distribution(P) (determined by th&-matrix). Its form is controlled by theap
rameters one usually wants to extract from experimental data, while various physical phenomena man
fest themselves through its qualitative behavior (bumps etc.).

There are two typical examples of such phenomena/iftpyal production of a particle which is

" motivated by the comparison in SEE.250f our spectral discriminators with themsentional procedures.
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manifested via an enhancement of the probability distribut{®), say, neaP ~1 but not neaP ~ 0.

(i) A dynamical mechanism of the underlying theory that, say, suppresses the production of events near
P ~1. (For instanceP ~ 0 could correspond to 2-jet events while the red@onl, to 3-jet events.) In

either case, the ever®s~ 1 correspond to a physical “feature” one wishes to quantify. The conventional
way of describing such a feature is in terms of a “region” in phase space. So one introduces a cut in a
more or less arbitrary fashion (s&®/= %) to describe the region, and counts the fraction of events that

fall within the region defined by the cut. But the position of the cut is ill-defined in either case — in the
first example, because the virtual particle has a finite width; in the second example, because any 3-jet
event can be continuously deformed into a 2-jet one and there is no unambiguous criterion to separate 2-
jet events from the 3-jet ones. It is clear, therefore, that a hard cut does not correspond to any physical
redity — a fact made manifest by the ambiguity of its placement.

We have come to an important point. The above argument offers a physical reason for mtlhy a co
nuous weight varying betwe@matP =0 and1 atP =1 should be a better tool to quantify that feature
than a hard cut. Such a weight can be thought of as representing the degree to which a fexal state r
sembles those that exhibit the feature most clearlihe “weight” of the feature carried by the final
state! If one computes and adds up the values of the weight for all events (normalizing by the total
number of events) then the result represents the integral “weight” of the physical feature one studies in a
given sample of events.

Of course there is an ambiguity of choosing a weight. But it is often possible to invoke additional
considerations to reduce the ambiguity to a minimum. Such considerations can be theoretical — cf. the
construction of jet-number discriminators in Seawhere the weight is built of “natural” scalar products
analogous to those from which matrix elements consist. Or such considerations could be empirical —
one could e.g. choose a linear “regularization” of the weight to minimize effects of data errors etc. (cf.
the analysis of errors below and S221; also cf. the fact that control parameters of jet algorithms are
chosen to minimize distortions of mass spectra due to hadtionijz

Let us return to the example. A quantum observable yields a number for a given reaction. It is defined
by specifying a function that returns a numB@P) for each final stat®. Then the value of thebe
servable on the statistical ensemble of final states is the mean value

(F)= [ dPT(P)F(P). 2.7

ChoosingF(P) to take value4 and0 within and outside the chosen region of phase space is equivalent
to counting the fraction of events that fall into the region described by a hard cut.

The case of a continuous weight discussed above correspdf(@ tihat is continuous, bounded
(which assumption does not incur much loss of physical generality), and is sugk F(#) < 1
(which can be always achieved by a normalization).

From the point of view of numerical mathematics (recall e.g. various schemes of numerical integr
tion), it is perfectly obvious that different properties of continuity should result in a different numerical
sensitivity of the two schemes to errors appraximations.

Taking into account measurement errors 2.8

In practice, the ideal formula7 is distorted in several ways (e.g. the integration is replaced with a
summation etc.). But here we are interested only in the data errors. The latter can be taken into account

as follows. For each ideal final st®ethe measurement device “sees” another final éaﬂc’storted

' or those from which it differs most.
" This interpretation was influenced by a probabilistic interpretation of the jet-number discriminators suggested
by F.Dydak.
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by data errors. The staleis seen with the probabilit, (5,P), wheree describes the error intervals

and is determined by the detector hardware. The same data processing afy@ithem applied t§,
and one obtains the following result instea@ ot

(Fexp = [[dP dPTUP) e (P,P) F(P) = [ P 1(P) F, (P), 2.9
where
F.(P)=[dP i, (P,P) xF(P). 2.10

It is natural to assume that the measurement errors are distributed continuously, 2liEhdefines a
function that is continuous everywhere — evdh ifas discontinuities. Fig.11lillustrates the diffe

ence between hoﬁ/8 (P) fluctuates aroun®&(P) in the cases when the latter represents a hard cut and a
continuous weight.
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One sees that however snglthe fluctuations of the values Bfaround a discontinuity are of the same
order as the discontinuity itself. Therefore, one can talk abauk@ility region of the observable

with respect to data errors around the points where the discontinuity occurs. In such instability regions
small data errors cause the values of the observable to fluctuate within an interval that does not vanish
ase - 0.

The qualitative difference of the two pictu4 1translates into a difference between how thesmea
urement errors from many events accumulate when the integration is performed. The key point here is
that measurement errors for different events are independent, so it is the correspéribiatcare
added rather tham (should the latter be true, the discontinuity would have played no role). As a result,
the integral statistical error is quite different in the two cases.

(It may be pointed out here that the notion of “continuity” is unambiguous only in our simple one-
dimensional example. Defining an appropriate continuity in the realistic case of multihadron final states
is less straightforward; cf. S€c1Q)

Integral error for a hard cut 212
Suppose one decides to count the number of the events above the cut. The exact result is given by

1
[P TP wrara(P), 2.13

where the weightvy,,,4(P) corresponds to the hard cut and isr O depending on whethé& is above
the cut or not.

We neglect statistical fluctuations of the density of generated events but assume that their positions
within [0,1] are measured with an error of ord¥g). For simplicity suppose&(P) ~ const, so that the
generated events are distributed more or less uniformly. Then the measurement errors for events that o
cur close to the cut (their fractiondXe)) will induce fluctuations of orde®(1) for the value of
whard(P) because of the discontinuity. Then theétced variance fa.13is

02,4 = O(€) X[O(]? =O(e). 214
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Integral error for continuous weight 2.15

Now suppose one quantifies the same physical feature using a continuous weigiaa(zzed cut),
e.g. one that linearly interpolates between 0 and 1 within a subinterval of tength

1, forP-1/2>r/ 2
Wreg(P) = %M%P, for —r/2<P -1/ 2<rl 2 2.16
0, forP-1/2<-r/ 2

Then one computes
[P TP wreg(P). 217

We taker > g; otherwise the situation is equivalent to the hard cut.

The integral error foR.17is induced by the events whose weight is computed with errors due to e
rors in their position on the horizontal axis. The fraction of such eve@@)s The variance of the
value ofwpeg for each such event is

[0(e)x 1) =0(%;). 218

Since measurement errors for different events are independent, the total varianteisoestimated
by Eq2.18times the fraction of such events whiclog), i.e.

2
0% = 0(E). 2.19

For r =0(¢) , this degenerates infb14 as expected.
The net effect is that the resulting error interval in the regularized case is suppressed as compared
with the hard cut case by

o
Oreg €
Comparison and discussion 2.21

() From2.20it is clear that if the ambiguity in defining the physical feature is larger than raeasur

ment errors then it is generally advantageous to quantify that feature using a continuous weight instead
of a hard cut. Of course, both measurements and theoretical calculations should be done with the same
weights.

(i) Note that one may choose the position of the cut so as to optimize the siggatfbadkatio.

With a regularized cut of the above type, one has an extra parameter with respect to which to optimize.

In the worst case the optimum would be reached for the hard s@)( but it is clear that such sau

tions are exceptional. This means that with a regularized cut one is never at a disadvantage as compared
with a hard cut as far as the resulting errors are concerned. The simplest prescription is to make the
weight linearly interpolate betwe@muandl over the interval of uncertainty of cut's placement; the end

points of such an interval presumably correspond to some physical reasons why one would not like to
place the cut above and below certain points. The exact size of the interval should not usually be very
important but it should not be less than the size of errors.

(ii) Strictly speaking, the above suppression of errors is due to not just simple continuity bet a som
what stronger regularity. In our example it was existence of a bounded (even if discontinuoues) first d
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rivative. A Holder’s condition would also be sufficient as well as some other types of regularity. In
pradice such a stronger regularity is usually ensured automatically (if one does not aim to construct a
counterexample). On the other hand, in more complex cases there are many continuities possible
(because the space of final states is infinitely dimensional), each one determining the corresgonding di
ferentiability etc. The real difficulty is to choose the correct form of continuity. This is why ir-subs
guent sections we will be talking only about continuity withouttioaing differentiability etc.

(iv) Itis easy to see that the suppression fagz@dfor integral errors that is induced by a regulariz

tion remains operative in a general case (not necessarily one-dimensional). It is sufficient to gnterpret
as the fraction of events that fall within the instability region of the hard cut, asdthe fraction of

events that fall within the interpolation region of the regularized cut provided the variation of the weight
in the region is more or less uniform.

(v) Take into account a small additional computational cost of implementing a regularized cut. Then

it may be suggested that one shaoulglilarize one’s cuts as a matter of routine — unless the comp

tational overhead proves to be prohibitive or other sources of errors clearly dominate. This conclusion
remains valid irrespective of the physical nature of theleno.

(vi) From the standard formulas of the theory of Monte Carlo integration, one can see that regularizing
the cut also reduces the variance of the purely statistical error (assuming the regularization is such that
the mean value remains roughly the same). This point is discussed in more g&téil in

Instability regions of jet algorithms 2.22

The above toy model ignored two effects: the geometry of cuts in a multidimensional case and the
shape of the probability distributian(P) . The examples presented below — although not constituting a
proof — indicate that in the case of QCD the two effects tend to conspire in an unfavorable fashion.
We consider the two aspects in turn.

Geometry of instability regions in the continuum of final states 2.23

The geometry of the cut plays a role in the enhancement of errors because the more compact the
boundary corresponding to the cut, the less its volume (for a fixed magnitude of data errors), and the
less the error due to instabilities. Unfortunately, the situation with the boundaries betjgeszgions
for differentn seems to be quite opposite. A few examples will illustrate this point.

A jet finding algorithm splits the continuum of final states intgét regions”:

1jet region 2

2-jet region

m 2.24

Consider a 1-jet stat®; that consists of one particle with the total engfgyoing in the direction
8=0. Also consider a continuous family of final stals,, , each consisting of particles carrying
equal shares of the total enefgyand going in the directions describeddigy= (i —1)%, 0; =0 for all
i. As© varies,Pg , describes a continuous curve in thettwum{P .

Let n=2. For© =0, Pg is equivalent to the 1-jet staRy. For© =% one has two pure jetsh©
viously, there is an intermediate val@e= © when the curv®g ,, crosses the boundary between 1-
and 2-jet regions. Because of measurement errors there is an inté\aland®’ where the jetla
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gorithm cannot count jets stably — a region of instability that separates 1- and 2-jet regions (cf.
Fig.2.24). The thickness of this region is determined by experimental errors and thenjémlgised.
Let n=3. For©=0, Pg 3 is again equivalent to the 1-jet stRgwhile for© = % one now has

three pure jets. But what happens in between? It is not difficult to understand that even in the absence of
experimental errors, there is an inter@il © < ©" where the algorithm would see 2 jets. But which
of the three particles are combined into a jet — and therefore the resulting 4-momenta — depends on the
order in which the algorithm treats the particles and on minor programming details. It is also clear that
to regard the statd®g 3 for ©' <@ <©" as having two jets does not make much sense. Experimental
errors make the situation worse. Thus there exists an instability region that is adjacent simultaneously to
1-, 2- and 3-jet regions, in which the conventional jet counting is rather meaningless. Thissfealso r
ted in the fact that even if one forces the algorithm to “count” jets, the resulting jets’ 4-momenta cannot
be determined in stably. Such an instability region is cross hatched4rPRig.

Similar instability regions occur for higher Consider the following configuration:

) 6
>< 2.25

As 6 varies from 0 tog the 2-jet region directly connects to the 4-jet region (unlike the conneetion b

tween 1-jet and 3-jet regions considered above). However, the connection point is also adjacent to the 3-
jet region so that there is an instability region around that point in which the number of jets fluctuates
betweer? and4. A similar direct connection exists e.g. between 3-jet and égiens.

So, the geometry of-jet regions and boundaries between them as well as the instability regions, b
come rather intricate: The-particle subspace B consists of interlacea -jet regions for alln <n,
with many boundary points adjacent to more than two such regions.

Effects of the shape of n(P) 2.26

Consider the:-jet fractions defined using any conventional jet finding algorithm:
anets:J’ dP i(P) 7, (P), 2.27

where f, (P) =6(P hasn jets) is 1 or 0 depending on whether or not the condition in the arguméht of
is satisfied. In partidar,

jets —
Y o1 OMEE=1 2.28

The number of jets is determined incorrectly for events from instability regions, which results 8t a redi
tribution of events betweenjet fractions for different, i.e. a smearing between them. The smearing
affects not only pairs of adjacenet fractions, say 2- and 3-jet fractions, but also 2- and 4-jet ones
(cf. Fig.2.29), etc.

Furthermore, recall that within QCD radiation of each additional parton involves adgcsar that

gntliets = O(ag) x gniets 2.29

This means that the smearing affects quantities that may differ by an order of magnitude: 1% of 2-jet
events incorrectly identified as having 3 jets may meaf(&0%) error in the 3-jet fraction which

would affect the determination ofg from o(e™e™ — 3jets). There is also a smearing between, say,
O3jets aNd0g jegs IN Which case the two quantities may differ@fo 3)~0(1000 although it is hard to

estimate the contribution of the corresponding instabggyon.
Another feature of QCD is that the probability of additional parton radiation is enhanced in collinear
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regions by collinear singularities. Therefore radiation of an additional jet is enhanced in configurations
where it is closer to, and harder to diffetiate from, the other jets.

It is clear that the smearing affects most significantly:thet fractions for higher. The obvious
geometric reason is that the surface of the unit sphere redrasis that angular distances between jets
must decrease while jets on average tend to be softer (less energy per jet), therefore, wider. On the other
hand, the collinear singularities make it more likely that for a larger number of jets at least one pair of
jets has a smaller angular distance.

Numerical importance of such effects in a realistic situation has already been discudsad (cf.

Summary 2.30

() Mathematically, instead of “ambiguities” of jet algorithms one should talk about their instabilities
resulting from their discomtuity.

(i) The discontinuity of jet finding algorithms manifests itself through various instabilities. One is the
enhancement (as compared to the case of continuous weights) of data errors near the bouadaries sep
rating regions corresponding to events with different jet numbers. This results in a smearing between
such regions. Its numerical effect is enhanced by the intricate geometry:getivegions in the ao

tinuum of all final states and by the specific form of the probability distribution in QCD. It can be
eliminated neither by varying the jet resolution paramgigr nor by increasing statistics (for a given
precision of detectors). It is more important for smallgf, lower energies and larger numbers of jets.
Another manifestation of instabilities is a systematic error in determining jets’ 4-momenta. In the latter
case the numerical effects of instabilities are expected to remain significant in physical problems of
much interest even at the energies of LHC

(i) The enhancement of statistical measurement errors by discontinuities can be eliminated by using
continuous weights (regularized cuts) instead of hard cuts in order to quantify the physical features one
studies. Moreover, the use of continuous weights here conforms better to the physical reality of absence
of boundaries between events with different numbers of jets.

(iv) It can be suggested that in high precision/low signal situations one should regularize cuts as a
matter of routine — irrespective of the physical nature of the problem (jets or not; s2@ Bec

(v) The term “ambiguities” used in connection with the problems of jet algorithms, conveys a wrong
impression that the ambiguities may perhaps be fixed by invoking additional considerations. It should be
emphasized that this is not possible because one actually deals with instabilities that are dueito discont
nuities that cannot be eliminated as a matter of principle: A mapping of any connected continuum (such
as the space of final states ) into integer numbers (such as classification of events according to their
“number of jets”) cannot be continuous in any non-pathological sense. The discontinuity, therefore, is a
fundamental intrinsic property of any jet finding algorithm. It is impossible to eliminate the effects of
“ambiguities” of such algorithms without abandoning them altogether as a primary data processing tool
in jet-related measaments.
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Mathematics of measurements and continuity 3

Everything that happens to experimental data prior to the moment when they are confronted with the-
oretical numbers constitutepBysical measurement. In high energy physics this involves two stages:

» First one records the raw data from a detector installation. In the context of precision measurement
problems, the data thus obtained constitute a result of a physically meaningful measurement to no
higher degree than, say, a digital photograph used as an intermediate representation to measure the
length of a stick.

« Atthe second stage a reduction of information is performed, i.e. extraction of a “physical meaning”
from the raw data. This involves a rather complex manipulation of numbers withpateo'

The above definition of physical measurement is an expression of an attitude which is appropriate for
the problems of precision measurement class: It makes one focus on what is the primary concern of any
measurement, namely, theecision of the final results.

Data processing and errors 3.1

The problem, therefore, boils down to studying how the properties of the algorithms emploged for r
duction of information interact with data errors &tas follows from the discssion of a one-dimensi-
onal example in Se@.5, the integral output errors for a quantum observable are minimized if the fun
tion that defines the observable is chosen sufficiently regular — as a minimum, cofttinuous

The crux of the matter is that continuity is a simple notion only for numeric functions of a finite
number of numeric arguments. But the number of particles in final states in high energy playsics e
periments cannot be meaningfully restricted (the actual numbet¥%06) ), so the continuum of nhu
tihadron final states should be regarded as infinitely dimensional. In an infinitely dimensional space
many radically nonequivalent continuities are possible (see any textbook on functional analysis, e.g.
[43], [44]).

For instance, consider the infinitely dimensional space of ordinary continuous functions; the Fourier
series for such a function converges to it inftheopology but need not converge to anything at all in
the uniform sense (i.e. in the so-caltettopology; cf. Sed5). An appropriate convergence in each
case is determined by a particular application and cannot be postulaited. a pr

So, the problem is to choose an appropriate continuity for functions defined on final states. There is a
concrete criterion to make the choice: the desired continuity should ensure a minimization of integral e
rors in accordance with the conclusions of. 3l Obviously, the structure of data errors of a partic
lar class of detectors should play aaial role here.

Consider the difference between the ideal expression of an observaBl&, &ad its version that
takes into account measurement errors2Eqwe consider here the most general case making-no a
sumptions about the dimensionality of thetcwium of P):

(F)exp ~(F) = [dPT(P) x[F, (P) -F(P)]. 3.2

' Of course, this depends on the concrete problem: if one aims at modeling data in full detail (as is the case,
e.g., with weather forecasts) then such digitized data are immediately compared with theoretical predictions,
and are to be regarded as the final results of measut.

" Inclusion of a mathematical algorithm into measuring system is a familiar concept, e.g., in spectroscopy and
other elated fields; cf. the textbodkQ].

" Although we are speaking about data errors, similar arguments apply to other sources of uncertainties such as
unknown corrections (logarithmic and power) in theoretical studies as well as minor variations of pnegram i
plementations.

¥ More stringent types of regularity — differentiability etc. — require that a continuity be defined first.
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The integration over the everRswith the weightrtcan be simply interpreted as a summation over a
sample of events. Then the first term in the square brackets can be thought of as the vallsatthe o
vableF for the evenP distorted by the detector erroesdescribes their magnitude). To make things
more transparent consider the following analogug &f

(Flexp —(F) = [dPT(P) x[F(P,) ~F(P)], 3.3

whereP; is the distorted event. We have seen in &&that the integral error is minimized if thedtu

tuations of the values & induced by errors in the argument vanish together with the magnitude of e
rors, which can be expressed as follows:

[F(PE)—F(P)]DQJQO_»O forany P. 3.4

This is nothing but a form of continuity, and it will be discussed later on in more detail.

A mathematical subtlety 3.5
Strictly speaking one should require tRatatisfy a somewhat more stringent condition:
mng[F(PE)—F(P)]Dg]ioa 0. 3.6

If P were real numbers (or finite dimensional vectors) the® BEgvould simply describe continuity of

the functionF(P) while Eq 3.6, its uniform continuity. The latter does not, in general, follow autemat
cally from the former — but it does if the region in which the function is defined is compact (e.g. a
sphere). In finite dimensional situations compactness of a region is equivalent to its being bounded and
closed45]. In infinitely dimensional spaces the issues of compactness and uniform continuity are more
tricky.

A mathematician will note that the required compactness in our case follows from the staxdard B
nach-Alaoglu theorem (see €l44]). Indeed, we will see (Set) thatP in our case are interpreted as
measures on the unit sphere while the continuity expressgd il be seen to be the continuity with
respect to the-weak topology in the space Bf Furthermore, the integral of aRyover the entire unit

sphere with unit weight is limited by a constant (the total energy of the colliding particles). According to
the Banach-Alaoglu theorem the set of sBak compact. Then Eg§.4 automatically inplies 3.6.
On the other hand, a reader to whemeak topologies mean nothing need not worry much about the

reasoning in the preceding paragraph. Indeed, in the final respect our objective is to find a blass of o

servables that could serve as an alternative to jet algorithms. The coBditi®mnestrictive enough for

that purpose — it will allow us in Se&gto derive the so-called-correlators that: form a rather narrow

class; allow one to express practically any physical feature; allow an alternative derivati6h (Sec
Whether or not the resulting formalism can become a viable alternative to jet algorithms is a complex

issue that can only be decided by practice, and we simply &:degst a basic requirement which our

obsewvables should satisfy.

Data errors and convergence 3.7

Recall that to define continuity of a function one first has to define convergence of its arguments
our case, the arguments are final st®disat form a space that we denot§Rs Suppose we haved
fined which sequences of final stals[{P, are considered as “convergent”. Then the observable
F(P) is continuous (with respect to the specified convergeni@® )rif its valuesF(P,,) form a conve-

' The standard mathematical term to denote what we call convergence is “tod#igidote that experinte
talists speak about “topology of an event’geometry of the event) which is a completely different thing.
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gent numerical sequence for any sequdlcthat converges in the spiied sense.

Reminder: length and real numbers 3.8

It may be helpful to begin the discussion of connection of measurement devices, errors, ard conve
gences by briefly reviewing the issue in the simple case of length measurements.

Recall the formal construction of real numbers. One begins with rational numbeiages! tthe so-
called Cauchy sequences of rational numbers that have the following propgrti: diny suchesuen-

ce then for any one hasgr, —r, | <% for all sufficiently largen’ andn" . (The I.h.s. of the criterion

is the usual distance between two numbers, i.e. the modulus of difference.) Such sequences are declared
to be “convergent” (with respect to the chosen criterion). The real numbers are then defined as ideal
objects that correspond to such sequences: One says that each Cauchy sequence converges to a real
number. Two different convergent sequengesindb, are said to be equivalent and represent the same

real number if the sequence obtained by combining the terms of the; ¥woa,,b5,a3,b 3.., IS again

a convergent sequence. The construction is cadlegletion of the space of rational numbers wiga r

spect to the defined convergence. Arithmetic operations are extended to the ideal numbeigwity cont

One can see that the construction of real numbers is connected with length measurements 'as follows.
Imagine a stick whose lengthone wants to measure. One takes a ruler graduatedléwgrpart of,
say, meter. One aligns its zero end with one end of the stick and finds the two adjacent marks on the
ruler between which the other end happens to be. One counts the marks and obtains a pair of rational
numbersy, 1 . One chooses either of the two or any rational number in between dependingen a co
vention. Denote the chosen number;a®©ne says thay representé within the precision
€1 =1/N, =r{—r). Next one takes a more precise ruler, i.e. graduated &iégyth part of the meter
with N, > N; and repeats the procedure. One obtains another intgrval and a rational numbes
which is said to representwithin precisione, =1/N,, etc. It is an experimental (sic!) fact that all the
intervalsr, , " overlap! This is reflected in that whatever the convention for choosingll such e-
guences happen to be convergent and equivalent to one another in the sense of the pregedpiy par

This should be compared with the construction of the so-qaltic numbers (for each primpe
there exists a continuum of such numbers). The latter are also defined as ideal numbers represented as
“limits” of Cauchy sequences of rational numbers except for one difference: the “distance” — and ther
fore the notion of convergence — is chosen differently from the case of real numbers (for details see
[47]). Despite the difference, tipeadic numbers share many properties with the real numbers, e.g.
arithmetic operations remain continuous in the spagpeaafic numbers. The-adic numbers are by no
means a pathology: They emerged naturally in connection with certain fundamental problemseef the th
ory of numbers (the latter has vital applications to cryptography and digital signature systems on which,
e.g., modern electronic banking is increasinglysshden{48]).

Lastly, it is only rational numbers that are actually used in practice, and one might wonder whether
choosing a particular idealization makes any difference. In particular, what makes us stick to the real
numbers in theoretical constructions? The answer should by now be obvious: it is the fact that their
continuity properties directly formalize the structure of measurement errors of the concrete measurement
procedures that prove to be useful in a particular kind of applications. Similarly, we will see that there
iS just one convergence in the space of final states/energy flows that formalizes the structure of errors of
calorimetric detectors.

' The ideal nature of real numbers is to be contrasted with the fact that rational numbers exist in a very tangible
form as finite sequences of digits on paper or bits in computer memory.

" One would normally discuss such measurements while taking for granted that length is represented by a real
number. We wish to make no such asptiom, which explains a somewhat pedantic exposition.

" The complication of statistical errors is ignored here for simplicity.
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Convergence in terms of resolution of measurement device 3.9

In what follows it will be useful to reformulate the definition of Cauchy sequences in termsof mea
urement devices in such a way as to make it easily generalizable to more complex situations. The new
definition is as follows: A sequence of measuremgnis convergent in the sense determined bysmea
urement devices (e.g. rulers) if whatever the resolatioina ruler,/, cannot be distinguished using that
ruler for all sufficiently large:.

The definition remains valid after the completion that results in the space of ideal lengthsireal nu
bers: A sequence of lengths/real numbgrsonverges if whatever the resolutioof the ruler,, can-
not be distinguished using that ruler for afif&iently largen.

Complex measurement installations 3.10

In general, a complex measurement installation — e.g. those used in high energy physics — consists
of more than one elementary detector module each yielding a (rational) number. The total number of
modules need not be fixed, i.e. it may vary depending on a particular installation. But it is always finite.

An example is a typical high-energy physics detector consisting of many detector modules. Each
measurement from such an installation (corresponding to one event) yields a data record —-a finite a
ray of numbers organized in a certain way. Denote such a data re€r@assider a particular class
C of measurement installations (e.g. calorimetric detectors). The detector fednyasall possible
installations of the clags can be regarded as elements of a mathematical space (d&hptddhe
structure of installations of the claSsreflected in the structure of errors of the recddietermines a
convegence i{P; .

Definition of convergence 3.11

First define the convergence{i® following the pattern of Se8.9: A sequence of data recorBs is
calledconvergent in the sense of C if whatever detector installation from this class is used, the el
ments of the sequence cannot be distinguished by that installation for all sufficiently. langewill
also use the term@-convergent andC-convergence in such cases.)

Let us now take into account that the number of elementary detector modules in any such installation
is finite. Denote the modules of the installationmasConsider any one such modutg let m; (P,,) be
the number it measured fBy,. The modulen; has a finite precision, and the numbex¢P, ) become
indistinguishable within the precision ef starting with, sayz = N,. Then the entire installation (the
collection of allm;) will not “see” the difference betwed®) starting fromn = max; N;. One notices
that because the number of elementary modules is always finite, the convergence in theCserese of
be equivalently defined using only elementary modules: One says that the sd®juemeerges in the
sense ol if for any elementary module from measurement installations from the clagbe nun-
bersm(P,) become indistinguishable for all sufficiently large— whatever the precision of.

Finally, one can reformulate the definition in such a way that the precision of modules isionme
ed: The sequend®, converges in the sense®fif for any elementary module there exists the limit

lim m(P,) < +oo. 3.12

n— o

This is the definition we adopt in whatlfows.

It remains to note that the above definition is completely general, for the very nature of measurement
is such that only a finite number of “detector modules” can be involved in any instance of measurement
process.

A concretization of this scheme to the case of multihadron final states and calorimetric detectors t
gether with precise descriptions®fm, {B and the resultingC-convergence” is presented in Skc
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Convergence in terms of open neighborhoods 3.13

A mathematician may note that the above scheme is easily transformed into the usual mathematical
definition of a topology. Indeed, th€-topology” in the spacf® that is equivalent to the aboe
convergence is exactly the weakest topology in which all numeric funeti®scorresponding to all
allowed elementary detectors are continuous. Note also that in appli¢Bioaslways separable. In
the concrete situation considered below in 8ef consists of linear functionals on a linear space
whose elements correspond to elementary detector maeauldsen theC-topology is a variant of the
well-known Cweak topology44]. In our special case we deal with a linear space of measures, and the
convergence is also known as the weakeogence of measur@49].

Summary 3.14

(i) Integral errors of data processing in complex measurements — the errors that are due és measur
ment errors in the raw data — are minimized if one uses sufficiently regular continuous observables.
(This is also true of the purely statistical fluctuations[4f].)

(i) To define the required continuity of observables one must specify a notion of convergence in the
continuum of mathematical images of physical objects one deals with.

(i) The required convergence is determined by the structure of measurement errors in the raw data,
eventually, by the kinematic structure of the measurement device.

(iv) A natural completion construction results in an ideal representation of the physical objects one
measures as some sort of ideal mathematical objects (e.g. length as a real number).

(v) The notion of convergence that is specific to multimodule detectors can be characterized in terms
of elementary detector modules (Bd 2. (The resulting convergence happens to be a variant of the so-
called*-weak topologies that are well-known in mathematics.)

The plan of our construction is now clear: First, we should precisely describe the objects we wish to
measure (i.e. events/multiparticle states/energy flows) as well as the elementary calorimetric detector
modules. Then we will be in a position to describe the convergence determined by the calorimetric dete
tors following the above scheme. This will give us a complete formalization of what “energy flow” is
from mathematical point of view.
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Multiparticle states, energy flows and calorimetric detectors 4

In this section we apply the scenario described in the preceding section to the special case of mult
module calorimetric detectors in order to arrive at a precise mathematical description of enemyy flow i
cluding the convergence defined by such detectors.

As was explained e.g. [@6], there are two different geometric frameworks in which jets are studied
that correspond to two different physical situations. The first case & ¢heannihilation experiments
where the hadronic system as a whole is at rest in the laboratory reference frame and onemaims to e
phasize rotational symmetry. Then it is natural to regard the detector modules as covering a sphere.
The other case corresponds to hadronic collisions where one emphasizes invariance with respect to
boosts along the beam direction. One then deals with a cylindrical geometry. In what follows we co
sider the spherically symmetric case. Our notations are mostly independent of a particular parametriz
tion, so only a few formulas are affected by modifications needed for the case of hadronic colfisions di
cussed in Set3.

Multiparticle states and their energy flows 41

One deals with multiparticle final states produced in collisions at a fixed point within éodetec
where we place the origin of the coordinate system. For each patrticle in such a state, a deteator install
tion measures its characteristics. Calorimetric detectors measure its Erxedggnd the direction in
which it goes (denoted gs).

Parametrization of directions p 4.2

A simple way is to represent the directipras a unit 3-vectop? =1, which is a point of5,, the
unit sphere in 3-dimensional Euclidean space. One can parametrize it, e.g., with the two standard a
gles,0 and . But what really fixes the spherical geometry in our context is how one defines integration
overp.If Q is a set of diretions then for the spherical geometry one defines:

jQ dp = surfaceof Q. 4.3
In terms of the angle8 and ¢:

[ 5 w(p)="sinode jj”dq> W(,0). 44
Angular distance between directions: “angular separation” 4.5

Another quantity that depends on whether one uses spherical or cylindrical geometry is the measure
of distance between two directions corresponding to two particles. One such measure used in the context
of spherical geometry is the angle between the two directions:

0, =arccosp;p;. 4.6

It turns out, however, that another quantity appears in the expressions on a regular basis — the quantity
we callangular separation and denote ad; systematically throughout this work. Its specific expre

sion in terms of angles etc. depends on a particular kinematic situation. For the spherically symmetric
case ofe*e™ - hadrons the angular separationérd as follows:

Dy =1-cosB; =1-p;p; (By ~567 forsmall 6;). 4.7

The considerations that went into the definidbri are as follows:
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(i) For small angular distances between the two direcporaad p; the factorA; should be useable
as the angular factor in the optimal preclusteringraoit 7.39

(i) For large angular distances, it should be useable as a natural building block for the jet-mresmber di
criminatorsd,, defined in Se@ (cf. Eq8.8).

(i) It should be as geometrically natural as possible for a given kinematical framework. In particular,
it should conform to the structure of typical factors in matrix elements; this facilitates theoretical study
of, e.g.,d,, that play a central role in ti@algebra of observablegstribed in subsequent sections.

The formulas expressed in terms of the angular separation remain valid in the case of cylindrical
kinematics of hadron-hadron collisions — all one has to do is to red&fireppropriately; cf. Set3.

Calorimetric information and energy flow 4.8

We will distinguishcalorimetric information (i.e. E andp for all particles constituting a given final
state) from other types of information. If one retains only calorimetric information about the final state,
then one obtains what is callegergy flow of that state. It is the ways to measure the geometric shape
of the energy flow that is our object of study. All the non-calorimetric information is then treated as
additional parameters (e.g. momenta of “hjghmuons” etc.).

There is some arbitrariness in separating what one will treat as calorimetric information:df one b
lieves one can identify an intermediatetigée from purely calorimetric data with enough confidence
and precision, one may be willing to treat it as a non-calorimetric information. We are interested in
situations where not all data can be treated as non-calorimetric, and it is the calorimetric information
that we focus upon.

Thus, a final stat® is characterized by its energy flow (calorimetric information) and perhaps some
other parameters which we will treat as implicit. For simplicity of notation, we will not distinguish the
multiparticle state from its energy flow.

A final state as seen by an ideal calorimetric detector (with perfect energy and angular resolution) is
represented as

P={E;pi}ict,. Ny =111 4.9

Calorimetric detectors do not distinguish types of particles, so the states are not affected lay permut
tions of p; .

It is convenient to have a notation for the sR@nsisting of all particles from other states, B,g.
andP,. Then we write

P=P,OP,. 4.10

Lorentz invariance 411

The concrete formulas below are motivated by the idealization that is usual in high enerigy exper
ments, namely, that all particles are massless. If such an idealization is valid, then the 3-momentum of a
particle isp = Ep, and the 4-momentum js= (E,p), p2 =0. A Lorentz-covariant expression for the
energy is

E=pp, P2=1, 4.12

' Strictly speaking, energy flows are elements of the factor space of the space of final states with respect to the
equivalence relation of fragmentation invariance. Drawing such a distinction explicitly would be toa-cumbe
some.
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whereP is a 4-vector whose rest frame defines the coordinate system. Then a Lorentz cowariant e
pression in thé’s rest frame for the anglék< 6,; < 11 between pairs of particles can be obtained from

js
the following relation:
plpj :EIEJ _plpj :EIEJ(l_ﬁlﬁj) =E1EJ(1_COSGU) 413

The concept of jet is not Lorentz-invariant, and the calorimetric data (energies and directions of pa
ticles) are specific to the detector rest frame. In some cases one may wish to look at an event in a refe
ence frame other than the detector rest frEg@g This entails performing a Lorentz transformation that
makes use of the masslessness assumption. But although Lorentz invariance provides motivations for
fixing details in concrete formulas for observables, it is an extrinsic concept for the issues we address in
the theory of calorimetric observables. Thus, the 4-momentum introduced above is just a coavenient |
bel, while the basic objects are the energy and direction, both immediately measurable and subject to e
rors. This means that studying corrections due to non-zero masses is relegated to the theory department
where it properly belongs. Note that such corrections can be studied in the general context ofrpower co
rections. This is further discussed in $et6

Detectors 4.14

A realistic detector installation consists of a large but finite number of elementary calorimeéter mo
ules. Each such module may be represented by a continuous fupfigrihat takes the valuestive-

en0 andl and describes the local efficiency of the module, and the energy it measures foP asstate

Py =Y P E W(p) - 4.15

Data records 416

Let thec-th module of the detector be describediy(p). Then what the entire detector sees about
the final stateéP is the colletion of numbers

E =(P,y,.), c=1,... 417

The modules are chosen to have small angular sizes, and one assumes that all the information one needs
is the approximate positiaf). of the calorimeter module. Then a typical data record is a finite array of
the form

{Ecqct,- 4.18

Given sufficient energy and angular resolutions of individual detector modules, a physicist regards such
a data record as an adequate representation of the exact energ@flow

All possible different detector records from all imaginable detector installations form a mathematical
infinitely dimensional space (he space of data records). Formally, multiparticle stafesith finite
numbers of particles are elements of that space.

| emphasize that when translated into the language of mathematics, the implicit physical convention
that a detector record is “close within detector resolution” to the corresponding physical multiparticle
state, becomes an axiom that determines one of many mathematically possible forms of convergence in
the space of data records — a convergence predetermined by the structure of measuring devices
(calorimetric detectors in the present case). This is a central point to which we will soon return.
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Energy flows as “abstract measures” 419

The structure of.15suggest the following mathematical interpretation: Each multiparticle final state
P as seen by all imaginable calorimetric detectorsaesented by a sum dffunctions:

P=P(p)= Y 2 E (. ;) 4.20

To interpret this expression correctly, recall that, by definitiondthmctiond(p,p;) acquires a ao
crete numerical meaning only in integrals with continuous functions:

I, 9 W) 8(p.5;) = W())- 421

Correspondingly, Egt.20represents the collection of all values of integrals with all possible gentin
ous functions (the values of such integrals reducd 5.

In mathematical language, the objects representdd@yare linear functionals defined on allnso
tinuous functions o1s, — for each such function they define a number (gived.b§. Such objects
are calledmeasures onS,. To avoid confusion with physical measurements, we will use the term
abstract measure 10 denote such objects. (For a background mathematical information on abstract
measures see Set5-16.)

For applications it would be sufficient to have in view the two formtila8and4.21

Calorimetric convergence (C-convergence). When are two energy flows close? 422

We have come to the key point of our study, namely, a mathematical description of closemess of e
ergy flows of multiparticle states. This is achieved by introducing a convergence in the spaae of all e
ergy flows — the convergence determined by the measurement devices (&.7S8cs).

Suppose one has a sequeRgef multiparticle states (abstract measures, or linear functionals).

We say that it converges to a multiparticle sRaiefor any detector module described by a continuous
functiony, the values of energies measuredpbipr P, converge to the energy measuredjofpr P:

lim(P,,w)=(P,y) for any allowedy. 4.23

n — 0o

The reasoning of Se8.10shows thaP, will then be indistinguishable for any detector installation
consisting of a finite number of detector modules for all sufficiently larg&e call thiscalorimetric
convergence (C-convergence for short).

Mathematically, this is a special case of the general notidhwafak topology in a space of linear

functionals (Se@.13. Such topologies cannot, in general, be usefully described by a singie si
valued distance or norm, which makes them seem somewhat amorphous for applications. Nevertheless,
the above definition is precise enough to allow one to find constructive ways to deal withatiensitu

C-convergence and collinear fragmentations 4.24

Let us explain the meaning 6fconvergence with a few examples. One easily verifies from the
definition that an energy flow chang€scontinuously under any of the following maddtions:

(i) Continuous variations in the energies of the particles constituting the event (energies are never
known pecisely).

(i) Adding any number of arbitrarily directed particles with the total energy going to zero (and the
number and directions of particles may change arbitrarily in the process). Indeed, soft partickes may e
cape undetected and their total numbenisiawn.
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(i) Continuous variations of the angular parameters of particles in the event. This is because particles’
directions are determined up to the size abraaleter modules.

(iv) Almost-collinear fragmentations. This can be regarded as a combination of an exact fragment
tion and (iii). Anexact fragmentation ' consists in a replacement of a parent particle by any number of
collinear fragments,

E.p-E,,p,:....E,,Pp, 4.25
where
E=E,+...+E,, p,=..=p, =p. 4.26

This of course does not change the energy @ If after such a fragmentation one changes the d
rections of the fragments a little, one obtainslamoat-collinear fragmentation.

Correctness of the scheme 427

We have introduced a mathematical model for energy flow via a somewhat loose reasoning using the
physical notions of particle etc. that are extrinsic with respect to the measurement process as such. We
should verify that no inconsistency was introduced thereby. To this end, it remains to recall the simple
mathematical fact that any measure can be approximated+mibak topology by finite sums &f
functions, and the space of abstract measures is complete in that topology (£6-36¢s

The data record.18can be viewed as a finite sumdsfunctions on the sphere (the energiessnea
ured by individual detector cells are the coefficients, and their positions are the points where the
functions are localized). The completion of the space of all data recordespiéttrto theC-
convergence restores abstract measures as ideal representations of energy flow. Another aspect of this is
that we never see the final state as such (except in Monte Carlo modeling) but only the enesgies mea
ured by calorimetric cells; in an operational sense, a finalistateollection of the data recordopr
duced by all possible calorimetric detectors.

The physical meaning of ti@convergence clarifies in a broader context of the discussion (8.Sec
It may be helpful to represent the analogy between calorimetric measurements and thenaetssoie
length as follows:

length energy flow
ruler calorimetric detector
rational number data record
usual convergence C-convergence
of rational numbers (»-weak topology)
real number abstract measure 4.28

' The notion of fragmentation was introduced2hand formalized iff50], where the adjective “exact” was not
used because data errors were not considered.
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Comparison with the L* formalism 4.29

As was already emphasized, the space of all energy flows is infinitely dimensional, and there are
many nonequivalent continuities in such spaces. Choosing a wrong one may be rather misleading. To
appreciate the subtlety of the problem, recall the large scale study descf{@#dihere an ideale-
tion of energy flows as ordinary functions 8nwas adopted. To measure closeness of energy flows,

the following norm was chosen:
12
Pl € (f, o IP@IP) 430
2

The resulting.? topology is familiar from courses of quantum mechanics, is very similar to norms in
finite-dimensional Euclidean spaces, is fairly easy to deal with, and allows a number of sophisticated
constructions, e.g. expansions in spherical harmonics, summations invejvaygbols, etc.

Unfortunately, such superficial analogies have strictly nothing to do with physics. Indeed, it is well-
known (and is rather obvious) that thfenorm is a poor tool for comparing shapes, which is exactly
what one does in classifying events with respect to the geometry of energy flow. In particafar, the
norm of the energy flow that corresponds to a finite number of particle$,Zjis infinite.

One reason why the research2i] was led astray was an unmotivated transition to “continuous
limit” (interpreted there as a replacement of the energy flow with an ordinary function) prior tg-specif
ing the notion of convergence with respect to which the limit isnstoizd.

Correct continuous limit 4.31

Our interpretation allows taking infinite — and even continuous — sudh2@which can be done
as long as the total energy remains finite. The limiting procedures implied thereby are to be understood
as applied to each value of the functional representing energy flow, on each continuous function. For
instance, consider a contious sum,

P(p) = [da Eq 8(p, ba ) 4.32

whereE, is, e.g., a continuous function@fand the integration may run, e.g., over a non-zero length
arc ons,, or over a part o, with non-zero surface. Then by definition one has

(P,W) = [da Eq (pa ), 4.33

where the integral is defined in the usual sense.
Eqg.4.33remains well-defined as long @iss continuous and thetal energy is finite:

[da Eq <co. 4.34

In particular, the definition of-convergence remains valid in the case of more general energy flows
that cannot be associated with states with finite number of particles (e.g. in QED).
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Calorimetrically continuous (C-continuous) observables 5

In the preceding Se¢ we established the mathematical nature of energy flow as abstract measure on
the unit sphere, together with a correct convergence (ttenvergence) that corresponds to thecstru
ture of errors of multimodule calorimetric detectors. But that was only an intermediate step. What one
actually needs is a practical description of functions on final states/energy flows that are continuous
with respect to th€-convergence of their arguments. In this section we describe a large class of such
functions. (The special role of continuousservables was discussed in Sec

Recalling that an (ideal) energy fldvis an abstract measured linear functional on continuous
functions on the unit sphere; S€d.9), one cannot miss the mathematical subtlety of the situation: an
observabldF(P) is a numeric-valueflinction defined on lineafunctionals defined on continuoy&anc-
tions defined on the unit sphere. There seems to exist no systematic mathematical study of the structure
of non-linear functions on functional spaces in thestoictive aspect.

Nevertheless, it turns out possible to point out a useful basic class of such functions in atw case (
correlators; Seb.1, esp. Ses.15. C-correlators also turn out to have a natural QFT interpretation
(discussed in Se6.1). The latter property opens a prospect of their systematic theoretical study.
Moreover, as described in SB22 C-correlators can be organized into more sophistioated
continuous observables (e.g. the spectral discriminators introduced 118)3bas forming an algebra
(C-algebra) in terms of which any physical feature can be corregitgssed.

C-correlators: basic C-continuous observables 51

Linear functions of energy flows 5.2

Abstract measurdB are defined as linear functiongPp) on continuous functiongs, formally rep-
resented as

(Po) = [ db P(5)0 (5)- 5.3
Fix one such functiog(p) and consider the expressi?p) as a function oP:
Fy (P)=(P9) . 5.4

It is a tautology to say that this isCacontinuous function dP. Indeed, recall that thé-convergence
was defined in Sed4.22by requiring continuity of functions of exactly this form with speg¢iatrying
betweerD and1. However, linearity ensures that the expresSidiwith arbitrary continuoug are also
continuous.

If P describes a finite number of particldsqand4.20 or a detector reco4l.18 then Eq5.4 be-
comes

FoP)= 3 0, 0(5,). 5.5

Note that this expression is obviously invariant with respect to exact fragmentafilénisqually obw
ously, small variations of angles and energies as well as almost collinear fragmentatigh24Jee
sult in small variations df .

Examples 5.6

Let 0< ¢(p) <1 be a continuous function on the unit sphere. It can be thought of as describing the

local acceptance of a detector cell. Then the expreSsiagives the energy deposited in that cell.
A trivial special casef(p) =1) is the total sergy of the event:
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Eot =E(P) & Y 0t F, 5.7

Less trivial examples are the multipole (non-spherically symmetric) moments used as elemedtary buil
ing blocks in the constructions [#2].

Bilinear scalar functions of energy flows 5.8

A standard mathematical construction is to take a tensor product of two or more mééSjres (
sec.IV.8). Consider a direct produst x S, of two unit spheres (its points are parametrized by a pair

21 AN

of unit 3-vectors(p’, p" ) 0S5 x S, or, equivalently, by four angles). Létp’,p") be a continuous
function onS, x S,. Then the well-defined expsion

O(p")=[dp" P (P )0 .8 ) 5.9
is a continuous function on the unit sphere and one can perform another integrat®hn with
[P BB - 5.10
This defines a measure 8g x S, that can be denoted as

[P P")(5 .7 ) =P'(5') xP" (5"). 5.11

Correctness of the construction — the required continuity properties etc. — is verified in detad-in The
rem 73 of{45]. In particular, the result is independent of the order of idtiegs.

In particular, one can tak® =P" =P. Applying the arguments of Sé&c2 to the measurP xP
thus constructed, one obtain€@ontinuous function that islmear in energy flow:

Fo(P)= [ b [ " P(# )PP )0(B .3 ). 5.12
If P has a discrete form df20(cf. also4.18), then one btains:
Fy (P xP) =Zi]-EiEj¢(l3i,ﬁj)- 5.13

Without loss of generality, one tak@go be symmetric in its two angents.
For instance, the total invariant masfan evenP is given (under the usual assumption of
masslessness of all particles) by the following special casd ®f

Siot = S(P) & S EiEj(L=bib))- 5.14

Multilinear C-correlators 5.15
More generally, let

fm(ﬁl!""ﬁm)zo 5.16

be a continuous symnmit function ofm unit vectors (i.e. a function on a direct producizofopies of

the unit spheres§’’; also, the assumption of positivity results in no loss of generality because one can
always writef,, = £, = f,, with £ >0). Then the following expression define€-@ontinuous b-
servable:

' We are always talking about invariant magsared unless explicitly stated otherwise.
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Fn(P) = [y, dpr... Gy PBD) - P(By) (P B 5.17

The discrete analogue is

For example, a sequence of observables of this form with specially cfipsgrantify the feature
known as the “number of jets” (the jet-number discriminators of8pec

Regularity restriction from IR safety 5.19

In general one would prefer some sort of a more stringent regularity rather than a mere continuity (cf.
(iii), Sec 2.2]). For instance, the requirement of IR saféfyimplies that the observables should be e.g.
Holder continuougb1] (it is sufficient that they have bounded first derivativesSeic 6.9 below). For
C-correlators, it is sufficient to impose appropriate restrictions onto their component furftions
5.18 In the cases of practical interest that we will consffjehappen to be infinitely diffentiable.

Comparison with EEC observables 5.20

A sequence of multiparticle correlators of a special form simil&rit8was introduced if24] (the
antenna pattern, the energy-energy correlators etc.; cf. the discussion of their phenomenolagical appl
cations in[37]). However, those correlators are defined with discontinuous angular functions in the
form of cuts (taking value@ andl). Therefore, they are, strictly speaking, @etontinuous.

C-correlators and “physical information” 5.21

It is convenient to call the observables of the special 0 5.18 C-correlators. They play a
central role in our theory:

*  They are directly connected with the underlying QFT formalism. gS8c
* One can express any interesting physical feature in terms of themb(32esnd8—13).

It therefore makes sense to say that the collection of values(ttalielators on a given final state
constitutes the entire physical information about that state.

Note that any discontinuous observable can be approximated (in an appropriate integral sense with
respect to integration over all final states)®gontinuous ones. From such a viewpoint, no physical
information is lost due to the restriction@fcontinuity.

C-algebra 5.22

By C-algebra we understand a collectionCatontinuous observables built frofacorrelators &
lowing a few simple operations listed below that preséreentinuity. An example involving integr
tion over a parameter already occurred in the construction of bilireantinuous functions. The basic
operations provide a sufficient flexibility to allow one to express jet-related physics in terms ot obser
ables from the”-algebra. In particular, the spectral discriminators (3€sa 1) are built this way.
In view of this, whether or not th@-algebra comprises all possilflecontinuous observables becomes
an issue of somewhat academic interest and will notsbastied.

Note that limiting procedures may violatecontinuity (cf. the counterexample in S@®), so some
(minimal) care has to beercised.

Compositions of C-continuous functions 5.23

Obviously, finite algebraic combinations (linear combinations and produatsomtinuous fun-
tions yield agairC-continuous functions.
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More generally, if aC-continuousF(P) takes values in a regidn, and f(z) is a continuous function
of z OD, then f(F(P)) is C-continuous. For instancexpF(P) is C-continuous.

Division is allowed provided the denominator can not become infinitesimally small for the final states
one works with. In particular, one can divide the basic obsergabBby m-th power of the totalre
ergy5.7. Then one only has to deal with energy fractions instead of absolute energies of the particles.
(We will use this option in the definition of jet-number discriminators in&ddis is said to reduce
systematic errors due to undetected softgag)

A generalization of the above constructions is as followsHI(®, F) be a function of two arg
ments, the energy flow and a numeric parameter; suppose it is continuous in its pair of arguments (in
the sense af-convergence in its first argument, and in the numeric sense in the second argument). Let
F(P) be anotheC-continuous function taking values of the same nature as the parameter. Then the
compodgtion

F'(P)=H(P,F(P)) 5.24

is C-continuous. This construction is extended straightforwardly to any finite number of arguments of
both types and to the case when the second argument has a non-numeric nature (e.g. is a measure).

Filters and substates 5.25

One often wishes to study certain substates of a finalRt@e). when searching for a particle that
decays into jets). It would then be natural to treat the substate as a final state in its own right and co
pute observables for it (e.g. its invariant mass).

The first question is how to specify a group of particles within our formalism, i.e. using the language
of C-observables. A simple and natural way to do so is with a continuous fu@i&titp ) < 1 which
we call filter. Then the subset consists of those particles for wdigh) > 0; we say that the resulting
substate is “filtered” byp. The energies of the particles of the substate are takenAolkg,) with
their directions unaffected. Denote the substate thizsned as

def

®oP = {E ®(p;), pi}i=y. . 5.26

(cf. Eq4.9). Thefiltering
P_ ®-P 5.27

is aC-continuous operatiorC-convergent sequences of final states beaGroenvergent sequences of
filtered substates (which, formally, are also elements of the space of final states).

One can take a composition of the mapg@ry with anyC-continuous observablgP). The result,
F(®-P), is C-continuous.

For instance, the invariant mass of the substatP is given by the follaing expression:

S((DOP): . EIEJ<1_ﬁlﬁj>xq)(ﬁl)q)(ﬁj) 528
LJ

Similarly, the expressiodz(® - P) measures how well the substate can be characterized as having no
less tharB jets. (The observablek, for measuring the “number of jets” are studied in %)
Integration over a parameter 5.29

Another construction that presern@sontinuity is integration of &-continuous observable over a
parameter (which may be multidimensional):
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jdy HP,Y). 5.30

In practice, it is sufficient to require that the domain of variatiopisfcompact, and thtl(P,y)| is

bounded by a constant independer ¢tf. the Lebesgue convergence theorem; see e.g. Theorem 34
of [45]).

Minimization with respect to a parameter 5.31

The integration considered above is the most useful example of a construction that involves a limiting
procedure but, nevertheless, yieldS-aontinuous function. Another useful example is a minimization
(maximization) with respect to a parameter. If the parameter is discrete and takes values from a finite
set then the result,

min (Fy(P), F»(P)), 5.32

is again aC-continuous function. (Extension to more than two functions is obvious.)

With a parameter taking an infinite number of values (e.g. a continuous one) the situation is more
tricky because, in general, limiting procedures may violate continuity even in the case of ordinary co
tinuous functions of a real argument. (An example is discussed.i®. $gElowever, the precautions
one has to take to avoid such pathologies prove neither difficult to understand nor taveestri

Consider the following expression:

minH(P,y), 5.33
y

wherey is a continuous parameter varying in a connected compact region, e.g. an interval with both
ends included, a sphere, etc. To functions of this class belong the standard observables known as sphe-
rocity, acomplanarity, etc. (s¢&0] for a complete list and references). Of course, the funktiomst
be continuous in its pair of arguments but that is not enough. The two useful cas€saonénuity of
5.33is ensured are as follows.

The first (obvious) case is whéhis a composition of an ordinary continuous function of two real
argumentsh(x,y), and aC-continuous functiorr(P),

H(P,y) =(F(P),Y), 5.34

andminy A(x,y) is a continuous function af

The second case is when the angular funcfjpof a C-correlator5.18depends of. The deped-
ence should be such that, roughly speaking, the rate of variatgynwith respect to its angular arg
ments is independent gf For instancey may describe rotations ¢f, as a whole (as is the case with
spherocity etc.). But one should avoid the cases wiersay, the radius of the region within whigh
is localized, ang is allowed to go to zero (cf. S&c13 esp. Eg6.15and the remarks thefter).

Differential C-continuous observables 5.35

It is a common practice to consider differential distributions of events with respect to an observable.
Then one considers expressions of the following form:

[ dPT(P)3(z - A(P)), 5.36

where integration is over all final sta®sagainst the probability(P) defined by the-matrix (cf.2.7).
Such a construction is also possible w@teontinuous observables, in pader, with C-correlators.
The expressiob.36 however, is too simple to be really useful. Indeed, even to describe the feature
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known as “number of jets” one properly needs an infinite sequence of scalar observat#s (Sec
Consider aC-continuous observablEP,y) that depends on a parametend takes values from the
interval[0,]] (which can be achieved by appropriate normalization). Consider thessapre

j dP (P) j dy3(z —F(P,y)). 5.37

One can regard this construction as an “extension of phase BaedP, y and defining a differential
observable on the “extended events”. If one introduces a normalized weight dependiofy on
Sec13.30 then the analogy with.36is complete.

Eq.5.37is equivalent to measuring the observable defined by the following “functiomi@rstates:

f(2) = [dyd(z~F(P.y)). 5.38

f(z) is not necessarily a continuous functiorz &@fut may, in general, contain singudafunctional
components (see the examples in.$&d 1. Therefore it is essential to understand its mathematical
nature (in order e.g. to correctly treat such issues as approximations and data errors):

A &-function is defined by integrals with continuous functions. The same is tree8tiet x(z) be

continuous for; 0[0,1]. Then/dy x(F(P,y)) is C-continuous. It can also be represented Hevis:

[y XFP.y) = [ dex() £(2)- 5.39

The net effect is that the objeffz) defined by5.38acquires a numerical meaning after integration
with a continuous function. Mathematically, this means fifa} is an “abstract measure” @ri][0,]]

for each final stat® (for definitions see Set5). This means that Ef.38represents a measure-valued
C-continuous obsemlble.

It may be worthwhile to emphasize that the expressi8ais, in fact, a shorthand notation for the
collection of5.39for all allowedy. Therefore, the convergence of value5.8Bis to be understood as
numerical convergence ofl expression§.39— without, however, requiring any correlation of the rate
of convergence for differemnt

Measure-valued observables emerge most naturally in the context of studying spectral properties of
multijet substates. Recall e.g. that the spectral density of a quantum propagator is a measuré-(a single
function in the case of a free particle). More generally, spectral densities of self-adjoint operators (e.g.
guantum mechanical Hamiltonians) are also, in general, measures, etc. Measures are singled out from
among all distributions by the fact that it makes sense to talk about their positivity — which is exactly
why they occur in spectral problems.

The occurrence of measure-valued observables, howesergrhing to do whatsoever with the fact
that the energy flow of an event is also interpreted as a measure on the unit sphere. Even if all energy
flows were ordinary continuous functions, the spectral observables (e.g. the spectral discriminators i
troduced in Sec40-11) could contain singulad-functional components. Vice versa, a spectradrdi
minator for an energy flow corresponding to a few isolated particles (and, consequently, represented as
a sum o®-functions on the unit sphere) may happen to be a cantsfunction.

The above construction becomes particularly useful in combinations with the filtering 525ee
see Sed.1.1 Further options for construction 6fcontinuous observables are discussed in1Se29
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C-correlators and Quantum Field Theory 6

To compare results of precision measurements with theoretical predictions, one wishes the latter to be
as precise and reliable as the former. A high quality of theoretical calculations can only be achieved
within the systematic formalism of Quantum Field Theory. Tkeorrelatorss.18fit well into the
framework of QFT. Moreover, the fortn18for jet-related observables can be easily obtained if one
follows the very basic guidelines of QFT together with minimal continuity requirements motivated by
the conclusions of Se2.21 That fact strengthens the central positiod-@orrelators in the theory of
jets and opens a prospect for advances in the study of various kinds of corrections — logarithmic pe
turbative higher-order terms, power-suppressed non-perturbative contributions, etc.

C-correlators from the point of view of QFT 6.1

A fundamental ingredient of QFT is the fact that interactions of elementary particles occur via emis-
sion‘absorgion of quanta. Therefore, one deals here with systems with a varying number of particles.
Much thought was given to this, and a general, systematic, and well-studied formal scheme for analysis
of such systems is provided by the formalism of secondary quantization. Then one works with two
three, ... particle correlators, each “particle” of a correlator correspagniti an operator that probes a
particular physical feature (e.g. energy density'dtojeover, one can make a stronger statement,
namely, that if a complex physical feature cannot be expressed in terms of multiparticle correlators, the
observables indigenous to QFT, then it cannot be a correct observable at all. Recall in this respect also
that vacuum averages of products of field operators — the Wightman functions — carry a complete i
formation on QFT models (the Wightman’s reconstruction theorem; s¢b2j)g.

It is not difficult to realize that ang-correlator5.18has exactly the following form of a correlator of
Bose-Einstein type:

m! N N N N
W Egl...Elin fm(pil,...,pil, veey pin ,...,pin). 62

I<ii<...<i, SNpart ky+...+k, =m k times kn times

Because we deal with quantum averages expressed via matrix elements squared rather thac wave fun
tions, the Fermi statistics does not occur. The corresponding expression in operator termslhas the fo
lowing general structure:

<p11-~-aprart 0|p1""’prart> ’

0= [du(qy)... [ du(g,) % j(q0)---(gm) X Fn(Gr--Gm) »

J(@)=E a*(q)a(q) - 6.3

(1 is the standard 1-particle phase space measure.) Such an operator interpretation leaves-open a po
sibility of their investigation using methods of QFT. An example of such a st{f6]iRRef [54] re-
ports a representation 6f3in terms of the energy-momentum tensor.
The above QFT form af-correlators (cf. also the results[6#]) is to be appreciated in view of the
fact that, as follows from the results of S@423, it is theoretically sufficient to study-correlators
because other jet-related observables can be expressed in their terms.

' See e.g[36], [37] for a detailed discussion of such issues. The treatm¢gBfjoparticularly emphasizes the
role of correlators in studies of multiparticle systems. Note that here again we are dealing with a purely
“kinematical” aspect that has never been properly addressed in the theory of jets.
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An alternative derivation of C-correlators 6.4

The derivation ofC-correlators in the forrb.17did not use assumptions about the underlying theory.
Then we showed that they have a natural QFT interpretatiorb($ed et us now approach the issue
from the opposite end: Let us begin with a multiparticle correlator, impose the restriction of faegment
tion invariancet4.25 and obtain an observable of the fd&r8 In fact, we will use a somewhat
stronger form of fragmentation invariance including a requirement of continuity inspired by the analysis
of Sec2.5. This and the obligatory correlator form of observables are the two ingredients that were
lacking in[2] and[51].

An m-particle correlator has the following form with an arbitrary correlator funggjon

Consider for simplicity the case = 2. First, for an integet the fragmentation invariance yields

F,(np) =F,(p, p,...,p), where the argument on the r.h.s. is a stateméfual particles. From this and
6.50ne obtaingf, (np,np) = n2f2(p,p). From this and a similar restriction wihnstead of: one -

tains a similar restriction with a rationak n/ k instead of integet. The condition that the obser

ables should be insensitive to adding soft particles results in continuity with respect to energies whence
follows a similar scaling for any real Thenf,(p, p) = Ezfz(ﬁ,ﬁ). In a similar way one obtains

f>(p.,ng) = nfs(p,q) for any integer:, etc. — until the desired form of energy dependence is obtained.
Imposing a simplest requirement of continuity with respect to the angular variabesirtral sensitr-

ity to almost collinear fragmentations, as motivated by the analysis &.§eesults in the restriction

of coninuity of the angular function.

Fragmentation invariance of C-correlators 6.6

The combinatorial structure @f-correlators can be studied most easily with the help of the following
representation in terms of functional derivatives:

Eq5.18=-5D" [04s... &y fin (G1.- -G ) NG -N(Gm) 6.7
where
N, o)
p=Y Patp__— 6.8
21 FignGa)

Now all the dependence on the particle content of the state is localizedittmrparticular, the
fragmentation invariance &f18and6.2 (with respect to exact fragmentatich5) is an obvious
consequence of the linearity ©fin particles’ energies.

C-continuity vs. IR safety 6.9

An interesting general issue is h@acontinuity relates to the IR safety, the notion familiar from the
QCD theory of hadron jef]. The issue of IR safety is usually discussed in the context of perturbative
QCD where final states consist of a finite number of partons (quarks and gluodgP)be an arb
trary function on final states. Define its component functinby restrictingF to states with finite
numbers of particles, aslkows:

F(P):Fn(p11""pn)’ 6.10

where for simplicity each of the particles of the final state is represented by its 3-momentum.
Since the multiparticle state does not change if the particles are permutes], eacst be symnte
ric in its arguments. An observable that can be measured by calorimeters hig ta$a minimum,
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fragmentation invariant, i.e. invariant with respect to exact collinear fragtioeist whenc¢51]:

Ey(p1e- ) = Bpaa(pa- A= 2)py py), 0<z<1. 6.11

This condition of fragmentation invariance is, of course, well-known from the studiesafdy in the
context of QCO?2], [51]. In particular, if a QCD observable is to be IR finite for a multiparticle (quark
and gluon) final state order by order in perturbation theory, then in addition to fragmentation invariance,
the functionsF, should satisfy some minimum regularity requiremgsts. It is sufficient that eacl,

has bounded (not necessarily continuous) derivatives ggipiect to its arguments:

|f(x) = f() < M]x =y, 6.12

for any sufficiently close pair, y. Fragmentation invariance plus the above regularity amount to IR
safety in the usual sense.

However, such conditions impose no restriction on how fast the fundfjoveary asn — . In pa-
ticular, there is no limit on how faste derivatives of F, grow asn — . In the notations 06.12, this
means that/ may depend on, andM may grow arbitrarily fast as — co.

A continuous and perturbatively IR safe function that is not C-continuous 6.13

Here is an example of a fragmentation invariant function on final states whose component functions
vary arbitrarily fast. Cosider the following function:

Fbad(P) = ZZZZ Fm (P)’ 61 4

with F,, defined by5.18 and

————— min[1,0/z]
fu(Brob)= [ (min[1,6;/z,]), 1[ 6.15
I<i<j<m -

v 0
wheref;; is the angle betwegpy andp; andz,, >0. The functior6.15nullifies when any pair of its
arguments is collinear so that the serie8.ilis truncated, therefore well-defined, and satigid2 in
each order or perturbation theory. It follows that it is perturbatively IR safe.

To see that it is not necessaiilycontinuous, consider a one-particle final sRte{E, p} . One can
see thafF,,4(P) = 0. Now fix an infinite sequence of stat®s such that each of them (i) has the total
energy exactly equal #®; (ii) consists ofz pairwise non-collinear particles with directions localized
within a cone of angular radius® aroundp . ThenP, — P in the sense af-continuity. However, the
valuesF,,4(P,) are expressed in terms B, m<n, and choosing,, — 0 for m — o« fast enough,
one can ensure that the valliggy(P,,) do not converge tB,,4(P) =0.

Although one is not likely to encounter an infinite sunCegorrelators likes.14in applications, the
moral of the example is that manipulations involving limiting procedures may vGledatinuity. This
may be the case e.g. with maximization/minimization with respect to a parameter which affects the rate
of variation of the functions describing angular dependences (cf. the dependejce 6ril5).
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Aspects of theoretical calculations 6.16

The two general issues to be considered here are standard perturbative calculations and the problem
of power corrections. One should also distinguish two types of observables: the basic class of relatively
simpleC-correlators (Seb.1; the most important example Gfcorrelators are the jet-number disdrim
nators, Se®) and the complex observables such as spectaiminators (Sed0).

Analytical calculations of C-correlators 6.17

Consider theoretical calculations of such observables as the jet-number discriminator8. éh Sec
general, if one deals with hadronic processes andimatetector geometries, the perturbative calcul
tions should follow the standard scheme: first one evaluates the matrix elements, and then one performs
integrations (via Monte Carlo) over the phase space. However, the highly regular analytical structure of
jet-number discriminators opens a possibility of their direct analytical evaluation — at least for the
kinematically simplest but fundamentahéhilation procesg*e™ - hadrons.

Indeed, the expressions of the jet-number discrimindtprsEqg 8.8, differ from the case of total
cross sections only by the weights that have to be inserted into the phase space integrals. The weights
are built of scalar products (df3.4), and their form is such that calculations of a large numbegef di
grams is greatly simplified: due to masslessresg; = (p; +pj)2, and if partong; andp; resulted

from a decay of another virtual parton, the denominator of the propagator of the latter is canceled.
There are still powers of energies in the denominator (the fggta?s ™t in 13.4) but their dependence

on partons’ momenta is linear which in some cases simplifies calculations. Of course, there ae also di
grams in which the above cancellation does not occur, but nevertheless the situation here is rather less
difficult than in the case of other shape observables that can only be handzitally.

Another nice feature here is that since there are no phase space cutoffs involved, the standard reno
malization group equations are sufficient to perform resummation of logarithms — neither Sedakov r
summations are necessary, nor factorization theorems much different from those for total cross sections
[51], [55].

It is interesting to compare the case of jet-number discrimingdgnswith the case of total cross
sectionoyy; (eTe™ — hadrons) which is nothing butd,) (up to a numerical coefficient). For this
guantity, analytical calculations were pushed through next-next-to-leadind 38fierhat feat was
made possible by the calculational methi@ds, [35], [36] that reduced the calculation to a rather m
chanical feeding of the corresponding diagrams into a comp@ieitUnfortunately, the methods of
[34], [35], [36] are based in an essential way on the possibility to Wick-rotate the unitarity diagrams in
the case 06y (e*e™ — hadrons) ~(J,) into Euclidean region. But that is impossible (at least in a
straightforward manner) fad,,), m > 2, so the algorithms ¢84], [35], [36] cannot be employed.
Therefore, although the cancellations mentioned above actually make calculation of quitesa few di
grams for(J,,), m > 2, easier than fofd,) ~ 041 (e "¢~ — hadrons), nevertheless one should not expect
the NNL-order calculations to be doable in an entirely analytical fashion. But a combination of analyt
cal and numerical techniques (cf. d5¥]) may work although the calculations remain very hard.

Note that for the purposes of precision measurememt at should probably be amply sufficient to
have NNL corrections t@J3) (i.e. three terms in the QCD expansiomiy). The NL corrections for
(J4) are of about the same calculational complexity while the leading terfdsfoshould actually be
simpler. Notice that the QCD expansion {dy,) , m >2 in the case oé*e~ - hadrons starts at
O(a™2); the values ofd,) and(Js) can be used as a check for the rate of convergence of perturb
tion series.
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Power corrections 6.18

As was discussed [B87], power corrections in the physics of jets seem to be numerically important
(although, strictly speaking, it remains to be seen whether they will have the same numerial signif
cance for, say, the jet-number discriminators). On the other hand, a theoretical study ofefroni
effects reduces simply to (i) computing lagfamic corrections (via higher order perturbative contrib
tions as discussed above) andgii)dying and estimating power correctiongdg). Our formalism &
fers an option for a theoretical study of power cdioes.

Recall the case affe™ - hadrons where one has,) 0 o,,, and where the structure ofy; in-
cluding power corrections is well known. In this cagg can be connected via a dispersion relation
with the vacuum average of a chronological product of two currents, so that its asymptotic behavior is
connected to the Wilson operator product expar{&8h Then power corrections emerge as vacuum
averages of local operators of the Wilson expansion (the so-called vacuum condensates) w#h perturb
tively calculable coefficients. This was used for phenomenological purpds€g.in

From a theoretical viewpoint, it was demonstratel@j, [61] that such vacuum condensates &re d
rectly related to soft singularities of the expansion of the correlator in quark masses. Moreover, the
structure of condensates can be determined explicitly even within perturbation/@@ofhe vacuum
condensates are perturbatively uncalculable but they may be studied e.g. using the methods of lattice
QCD. On the other hand, the coefficients with which the condensates enter the expression for the cross
section, and which contain all the dependence on the energy of the process, are perturbatively calculable
(cf. e.g. the two-loop calcations of[63]).

A similar procedure can be used to study the structufd,of for m >2: One would start with the
corresponding perturbative expressions (a sum over Feynman diagrams with massive quarks etc.), and
perform the expansion in powers and logarithms of quark masses. The non-analytic contribations ass
ciated with IR singularities (soft and collinear) would be organized into some kind of operators (cf. the
formalism and results ¢61]).

Note that the presence of phase space weights in the expressions for jet-number discriminators does
not allow one to perform the Wick rotation and reduce the integrals to Euclidean ones in the usual way.
Therefore, one would need a non-Euclidean extension of the method of asymptotic operation used in
[61]. Such an extension is feasift], [64].
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Computing C-continuous observables from data 7

In the preceding section we discussed theoretical calculabilifycofrelators. In this section we
consider the problem of their optimal computation from t&tee point is that although the defining
formula5.18is simple, the volume of arithmetic involved may be rather large. For instance, for a final
state that lit up 200 calorimeter modules, computation of-thgé&S-number discriminatads (Eq.8.8)
involves adding ~810° terms, each containing 5 energy and 10 angular factors. Therefore, d-straigh
forward approach may be unacceptable. However, one should bear in mind thiedollo

*  Such large numbers of particles in the final state are more typical for future colliders such as
LHC, and by then computing power will become many times cheaper.

*  The quality and amount of information frafhobsevales is higler than in the case of therco
ventional processing. The resulting safety margin leaves room for apptioxisa
»  The very regular analytic form @f-correlatorss.18allows a number of optimagons.

In what follows we concentrate on purely analytical optimizations and ignore programming tricks
(e.g. parallelization). Also, an ideal optimization method may depend, in general, on whether the event
one deals with is “fuzzy” or has needle-like jets, etc., so that a sophisticated computational scheme may
depend on a concrete data sample. Therefore, only some typical options are described below.

Understanding the problem 7.1

We are going to investigate optimal ways to compute the ¥{Reof aC-correlator5.18on one
given evenP. The event is represented by a data record of the4dr&hand each calorimeter module
is treated as a particle. The correctness of this is ensured Gyctirginuity by definition of the kier.

Sources of optimizations 7.2

In the case of’-obsevables there are three (groups of) properties that can be made use of for optim
zation:

1) ThecC-continuity (recall that it determined the energy dependen€ecofrelatorss.18 which
comes in two flavors (cf. Set.24):

la) Stability (i.e. continuous variation) with respect to almost collinear fragmentations. Theamall p
rameter that can be utilized here is a small angle between the fragments.

1b) Stability with respect to adding soft particles, i.e. analyticity in particles’ energies. The amall p
rameter here may be taken to be the total energydineof soft particles.

2) Informatian on a concrete form of the angular dependence, i.e. on the fuicipp...p,,) -
3) Information on the structure of the evéht

The properties 2) and 3), we only touch upon. The main focus below is Grctrinuity.

Criterion of optimization 7.3

Unlike the conventional paradigm based on jet finding algorithms where observables are defined in
terms of the output of such algorithms, in our theory observables are defined directly in temms of u
processed events (final states). Therefore, the issue of what an observable should be is cleanly separated
from how it is to be computed. The first advantage of such a separation is that once the observable is
explicitly defined, one is free to use any tricks in order to compute it (including jet algorithms)cThe se
ond advantage is that one now has a clear and unambiguous criterion to choose among optimization
tricks: The criterion is the numeric quality of the resultipgraximation.

' There is no need to consider generalontinuous observables here because they are builtroanrelators.
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Soft particles 7.4

We begin by considering the property 1b) from.3&t We will first show how the angicity of C-
correlators at zero particles’ energies can be exploited to obtain expansions in energies of soft particles.
Then we consider an important special case — the problem of estimating effects of undetected particles
(the so-called missing energy; SBd4). The very fact that the latter problem can be meaningfplly a
proached in the framework of the new formalism is a clear demonstration of its analytical superiority
over the caventional scheme.

Expanding in energies of soft particles 7.5

The expressiob.18allows one to perform Taylor expansion in energies of particles. Dividerall pa
ticles of the event into two groups, “soft” and “hard”:

P =Psot UPharq - 7.6
Then one can exparid18as follows (e.g. using.7):
F(P) = F(Prara) *F® (Prara:Psort) +FD (Prarg:Psoft) +-- 7.7

whereF(Py,5.q) is the value of the observalffecomputed on the staR,,q that consists of only “hard”
particles, and

F® (Phard;Psoft) = m z Eil- : -Eim_l z Eim S (ﬁilv . aﬁim ), 7.8
i+ -im—-1Phard i) Poft
-1 n n
F@ (Phard; Psoft) = m(rg ) z By B, z Ei, 1L, fm (pil""’pim )- 7.9
- i~ 2[Phard im~1:trh) Psoft

To see the computational savings, assume the numbers of hard and soft particles are equal. Then
computing just the first term in.7, i.e. F(P},5.q) , iNvolves2™ times fewer terms than the completé ca

culation. Taking into account the first correction doubles the number of terms, which still 2ff¢ans
times fewer terms than the complete calculation.

Estimating the error 710

As a simple example, consider the error involved in retaining only the firstkéy,q) on the
r.h.s. of7.7. The error can be estimated from the second term giv@rBbyhere is a spectrum of go
sibilities for writing a bound for it. The following inequality seems to lesjadite:

| FO (Phard ;Psoft)| < m €missE(Phara) F3 (Phard) 7.11
where theC-correlatorE is defined irb.7,

E(Psoft)
€ mice = , 7.12
miss E(Phard)

andF (P, ,.4) is the value on the hard subsyst®g,q of the followingC-correlator:

FAP)= Y Ej B fO i By, y),

FOLaP - Pi1) = SUDF (P Biu-1.P)- 7.13
p
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It is assumed here that the angular functigns non-negative; cf. Ses.15
Similar estimates can be obtained for higher terms.

Errors due to missing energy 7.14

The factorn in 7.11indicates that the highé-correlators are increasingly more sensitive to the e
rors of such an approximation. In particular, they are increasingly more sensitive to errors dee to und
tected particles.

To estimate the error due to missing energy, i.e. the particles that escaped undetected, one simply
uses/.11, treating all missing particles as “soft” irrespective of their actual energies. (The egtibiate
does not assume that the individual particles are soft in any sense.) The missing energy enters the r.h.s.
of 7.11only viae. All other quantities are directly measurable.

Missing energy for jet-number discriminators 7.15

The above estimates did not employ any concrete information on the angular fufctiet us
show how such information can be made use of. As an example, we will estimate the effect of missing
energy for the case of the jet-number discriming8d8s(Their concrete physical meaning is of ne i
portance here.) We are going to obtain estimates of a type somewhat differentlftdon thedefect
defined as follows:

def J,,(P)£'J,,,(P) - J,, (Pharg) >0. 7.16

It is important here that all terms in the expressiorJfp{P) 8.8 are non-negative.

The reasoning below will be in terms of energy fractions rather than absolute energies (cf. the no
malization in8.8).

Assume that the total energy fraction of missing partielgs (it is always less thagy,ss, EQ7.12)
is distrituted uniformly over the unit sphere and their total number is large. Then an estimate can be
obtained by replacing the summation over the soft particles by an integration over the unit sphere. For
definiteness, consider the 3rd jet-number discrimind4@) . The resulting xpression is as follows:

def J3(P) = eson > EE; Dy *(L+5p;p;) +O(edop), 717

i<j
where the summation is restricted to “hard” particles. The factor in parentheses is between 2/3 and 4/3.
If one simply atimates it by 1 (numerical experimentation may suggest a different value), one obtains:

def J3(P) =34eg0q + O(e2.4,) .- 7.18
Similarly,
def J4(P) = 5.3 5o Ja(Phara) + O(€2,4)- 7.19

One could use the expressions thus obtained as corrections to the numbers computed from data in order
to reduce the effects of missing energy.

Preclustering 7.20

Let us turn to the property 1a). It can be directly utilized to derive an important approximation that
consists in recombining (groups of) particles of a given final state into one provided this affebts the o
servables to be computed only within specified errors. We cafiahisustering, and it bears a rese
blance to the conventional jet algorithms. But there are also differences which it is important to
eluadate.

The preclustering is simply a computational approximation trick aimed at reducing the amount of
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arithmetic needed to computecontinuous observables by exploiting the propertg-abntinuity

shared byl C-continuous observablésts numerical effect, however, depends on the form oha co

crete observable; for some observables it works better than for others. Our preclustering has a math
matically well-defined purpose and involves a parameter (see below) that directly controls the resulting
approximation errors. Therefore, all arbitrariness is to be judged against the well-defined criterion of
whether or not one can achieve the desired precision for specific observables using available computer
resources.

The small parameter which the preclustering exploits is the small angle between almost collinear
fragments. However, the specific range of what constitutes “small” angles will be seen to depend on the
energies of the particles. This should be no surprise because the energy depen@encelaftors is
fixed and known (cf5.18).

Because we will be considering h&reorrelators that are uniform functions of energies, we can take
all particles’ enmgies E; to be energy fractions rather than absolute energies:

E; « E; | Eyy. 7.21

Such an assumption entails no loss ofegality.

On masslessness of pseudoparticles 7.22

Before we turn to formulas, the following subtlety should be emphasized. The preclustering replaces
one energy flow (as defined in our formalism) with another object of exactly the same type. Therefore,
the pseudopatrticles that emerge in our case (and that are analogous to the protojets of the conventional
algorithms) are also to be formally interpreted as massless. But one should not try to assign a profound
physical meaning to this fact because we are simply dealing with a computational trick here.

On the other hand, in the conventional algorithms protojets may emerge with non-zero masses. Inco
porating non-zero pseudoparticles’ masses within our formalism would be equivalent to constructing
approximations for an observable not in terms of the same observable — which is the case that we are
considering — but in terms of a different one. This may be an interesting option, but we onky conce
trate on the optimizations that do not require a detailed knowledge of the structure of observables. In
that sense, our formulas are umsad.

One also notices that the recombination is defined unambiguously only for infinitesimal @agles b
tween particles (cf. below). The energy and momentum conservation of the conventional algorithms can
be regarded as ways to extend the recombination criteria to finite angular separations while preserving
maximum information about the event.

Estimating errors induced by recombinations 7.23

Let us begin by considering the simpl€storrelators that are linear in energies. This is meaningful
because the genem@correlatorss.18can be obtained from these using algebraic combinations and
appropriate limiting procedures (SB22). We will see that the criterion we are going to derive remains
essentially the same in the general case.

Consider the following correlator:

F(P)= Zi E; f(p;)- 7.24
On a statd®’ = p O P with one particlep, singled out, the codlator becomes
F(pOP)=Ef(p)+Y , E; f(B;)- 7.25

"In fact, experimentalists routinely use a similar preclustering of the raw data except that jet-algorithm-based
observables are computed in the end inste&daintinuous observables, and using criteria different from the
optimal one explained below in this section. | th&nk. Stewart, Jr. for explaining this to me.
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Replace with two particlesp, and p;,:

F(p, Opfd P)=E, f(p.) +Ep f(By) +) , Ei f(B)- 7.26
To compare&/.26and7.25 consider their difference:
F(p, OpH P)-F(pOP)=E, f(p,) +E}, f(py) ~Ef(P). 7.27

At this point, it is convenient to formally extend the funetfdo non-unit 3-vectors by imposing the
condition

f(A@)=f(q), foranyq. 7.28

Assuming that the angles between each of the fragments and the initial paatielemall, we areog
ing to Taylor-expand the expressidr27in p, and p, aroundp , using the following fomula:

f(By)=f(B) +Dpyf"(B)+5(LP ) " (B) +.... 7.29
(Because one deals with vector arguments here, the products are tensoriatailve o

(Eq, +E, —E)f(p)
+(E,Lp, + EpApy) f'(P)

+[Ey(8p4)? + Ep (8Bp)?]5" (B) + .. 7.30
Requiring that the first two lines nullify, we obtain:

E,+E, =E, 7.31
Ep=E,p, t*Eypy. 7.32

The latter relation cannot be satisfied by three unit vectors — but that is of little import here: First, the
relation is only meant to be exact for infinitesimal angles, and its extension to finite angles involves an
arbitrariness that cannot be avoided in principle. Second, the trick of defifamgon-unit vectors,
Eq.7.28 offers a simple variant of such an extension, and it allows one to simply enforce a correct
normalization whenever nessary.

The remainder is bounded by the following expression:

%[EalAﬁa|2+Eb IAﬁblz] foa 7.33

whereM ; 2 0 involves a maximal value of 2nd order derivativeg ¢we will not need its precise
form). Notice that

N N ~ \E N N ~ E
Bpa =(Pa ~Po)—s BBy =~(Pa ~Pp) 7.34
Finally:
EEp 105 _sp2
F(pa O pfl P)=F(pOP)[< =22 51p, —ppl™xM- 7.35
Modifications for general C-correlators 7.36

The above reasoning is extended in a straightforward manner to the case of thelgemeedhtors
5.18 (This is done easiest using the representétiah One obtains

m-1
F(pa 0 pf] P)=F(pOP) =22 x31p, ~jy Py EMY), 7.87
k=0
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whereMJ(f‘) are constants that depend on second order derivatiyesBecauser <1, this reduces to
7.35(with a differentM ;). Therefore, the form of dependence on energies and ang&5iis can-

pletely general — as was to be expected in view of the construction of multilinear observablas from li
ear ones described in SBE.

The optimal preclustering prescription 7.38

Now suppose we wish to simplify computation of safheontinuous observables via reducing the
number of particles by combining a pair of particlgs,p, andE,,,p,, into one,E, p. From7.350ne
sees that the criterion to combine two particles into one is

E E
a”=b anb <Yeut 7.39
where
def A A
Doy = 31pa —Ppl? =1-c0s6,, 7.40

and the parameter,; effectively controls the error induced thereby. The actual error differsyfggm
by a factor which depends on the observable and is best determined via numerical experiments.
The energy of the new particle is determined fi@B1 Its direction is found frond.32 (with the
normalization enforced a®stribed aftei7.32).
Recall that one deals with energy fraction3.89(cf. Eq7.21).

Comments on the definition of A, 7.41

The optimal preclustering criteriagh39has been rephrased, as compared with the underlgng in
quality 7.35 in terms of the angular separatiap, defined in Seel.5 Eq 7.40involves an extension
to large® ,;, which in principle is arbitrary, whereas the boun85was derived only for infinitesimal
8,5 - The considerations behind the definitiatdOwere dscussed in Sed.5.

It should be clearly understood that such an extension, theoretically speaking, can be chosen arbitra
ily as far as preclustering is concerned. Indeed, whereas in the conventional approach the radius of jets
(or yot Which effectively controls it) is physically significant (because e.g. reconstructed masses of
multijet substates — therefore, masses of new particles — depend on it), in our formalism tlse preclu
tering is only an approximation trick (e.g. the spectral discriminators described ih(Sédswill have
a bump due to a new particle at the right value of invariant mass irrespective of whether or met the pr
clustering is used). Therefore, if the arbitrariness in the definition of the angular separation turns out to
be numerically important for the choseg;, one should conclude that the approximation errors due to
the preclusteng are out of control ang.; should be reduced.

Another point one should have in view is that the vector norm on the r.ii.85afan be any vector
norm, not necessarily the Euclidean one. This means that any altergtigech that

a1y <Ay, <crd,,, forsamec; >0, 7.42

is allowed. The preclustering criteri@m39 (and also the criteria discussed in.3e£7) based on such

w» Instead ofA ,;, is equivalent to the one basedMy), but may result, e.g., in a faster code (cf.
Sec13.13.

In general, the overriding consideration for the choice of the angular separation used in therprecluste
ing algorithms is computational simplicity.
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Comparison with the conventional algorithms 7.43

It is interesting to treat the above “optimal” algorithm as a conventional jet algorithm because one
can use the criterion.39in a Luclus-type iterative recombination schdi. (Note, however, that a
better way is to use the - 1 variant of preclustering described in S€d7.) Various recombination
algorithms currently in use were discussed in detg8@h Our criterion7.39directly compares with
the JADE criterior28]:

EEp xD g, <yeut s 7.44

and the Geneva criterigB0]:

EaEb
E2

Recall that the energy squared in the denominatérd&was introduce@30] to avoid problems with

soft particles encountered by the JADE algorithm; its role is to provide a repulsion that ensures, in pa

ticular, that no “lumps” (i.e. spurious jets consisting of widely separated soft particles) are produced.

Since there was no a priory criterion to choose the form of such a factor, the squared energy of the pair

was taken to match the dimensionality of the numerator. Note that we use energy fractions so the l.h.s.

of the optimal criteriorY.39is made dimensionless I8, in the denominator rather than an additional

E as in the Geneva criteriah4s

Note also that the Luclus criterion (eq. (38]1#]) is equivalent tcE, E, E™1 x m <ycy at small
angles but involves absolute (unnormalized) energies.

From the point of view of the errors induced in the “physical information” (i.e. the collection®f alll
correlators; cf. Seb.21), neither Geneva nor Luclus criteria err because they overestimate the errors
(E72>E Yfor E<1, and,/A,, >4, for small angles, respectively). But for the same reason, they
are not optimal: both are overcautions with certain pairs of particles.

For two soft widely separated particles (cf..2eaf [30]) our criterion results in a cutoff of the form

*BDap <You - 7.45

min(El,Ez) ~Yout 746

which resembles the Durham algoritf2®] except that the latter involves squares of energyidres.

Because_-continuous observables are IR finite, our algorithm does not give rise to IR divergences
if used for jet counting in a conventional way. This can be verified directly (cf. the reasoningin sec
of [30]).

Preclustering n - 1 7.47

Because-continuity allows fragmentations into any number of particles, it is natural to extend the
above preclustering to more than two particles. The modifications of the reasoning/a? 3@e as
follows. One compares the valuestorrelators on two multiparticle statgs[JP and(C, p, ) P.
One forms their difference and Taylor-expands it in angular variables. One finds that the leading terms
cancel if

EzzaEa, ﬁDzaEaﬁa. 7.48

The remainder is bounded by an expression of the 7o08& From7.48one finds:

Aﬁa :ﬁa _ﬁ :%Zb;éaEb(ﬁa _ﬁb)’ 7.49
. E-E,)?

Siap s Eo L max A, 7.50
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One finds:
E,(E-E,)?
F(O4paM P)—F(pDP)Isg g maX Ay, X M 7.51
The corresponding clustering criterion is as follows:
E,(E-E,)?
> E’E—zamfx Ay < Yeu - 7.52

a
This is more precise than the following simpler but less optimal version descr{iéd {i20]:

Ey(E~E.)?

max A ,, X z

a,b
a

Note thatM ; in 7.51is the same as i35 Therefore, the numerical value of the cutoff parameter here

is to be taken the same as in the case of two particles. (For two particl&@s5Egsd7.53coincide
with 7.39)
An even simpler and cruder version is as follows:

maxA,, X E < ycy- 7.54
a,b

This is becaus& - E, <E.

The advantage of the simpler versibb4is that it is easy to acowlate the particles to be clustered
iteratively: One may, e.g., begin with an energetic particle and proceed by adding other partesles —r
jecting particles that are too energetic — until the threshold is achieved. In the end, one may revert to
the more precise formula53or 7.52 which may be needed to take into account accumulation of errors
correctly (cf. the discussion in S&5below).

The simplicity of7.54reminds one of the cone-type algorithms traditionally used in hadron collisions
(for a review se€l0]). In particular, the quantitme;anb corresponds to the angular diameter of the

a,

jet (also notice the presence of an interesting energy f&attnich is the energy of the protojet notma
ized by the total energy of the event). However, in our case one worries neither about overlapping cones
(as with cone-type algorithms) nor about irregularity of jets (as in the case of recombination algorithms)
because the errors induced by preclustering are under control by analytical means, so the issue of jet
shapes isrrelevant.

| emphasize that there can be no restriction on the geometric form of the cone spanned lpy the part
cles being clustered as long as the above analytical criteria are met. For instance, two particles that are
too energetic to be recombined into one can, nevertheless, attract all softer particles around them even
from behind each other and even if the angular distances of the latter from the former are much larger
than the distance between the energetic particles. The only criterion of clustering is the numerical quality
of the resulting approxiation.

Lastly, it might also be possible to develop variants of preclustering with more than one resulting
pseudopatrticles (cf. tH&— 2 scheme 0f65]). Since elimination of a particle in such a scheme would
take into account more information about the final state, one might be able to achieve a better quality of
the resulting approximation (e.g. eliminate or reduce the quadratic tef3in
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Accumulation of errors 7.55

Errors induced by several (sa), instances of preclustering — no matter how many particlegare r
combined in each, and irrespective of whether or not the particles affected are pseudopartices
accumulated. For example, if allinstances of preclustering have been done so that the error induced
by each is- y , then the cumulative error might be estimated-hi{n x y, . (This issue should be
further studied via numeal experimenting.)

But whatever law governs the accumulation of errors, the very fact of their accumulation implies that
an actual preclustering algorithm should, perhaps, somehow take the fact into account, e.g. start with a
preset allowanc& >0 which is decreased after each instance of preclustering until it reaches zero. How
much ofY is used up in successive instances of preclustering (whose correspggdmay all be dt
ferent), is up to the programmer’s ingenuity. Note alsoXhaty be chosen differently for different
events (the harder the event for computations, the I&rgae may be willing to allocate to it, and vice
versa). Optimal criteria for this depend oma@te samples of events.

Note that the values of,; (andY) used in the preclustering should typically be smaller than in the
case of conventionalgorithms.

Finally, it should be noted that we have only derived a criterion for an optimal preclustering: A co
plete algorithm should efficiently find the clusters of particles to combine into a protojet. The simplest
variant is to use the code for a usual recombinafion () algorithm and replace the criterion by the
above optimal one. One could also use more sophisticated schemes siddarlitogeneral, different
implementations may not be identical and may have to be fine-tuned for a particulatiapplic

' Note that the: — 1 recombinations may eliminate the need in iterative preclustering (i.e. such in whieh pse
doparticles are further clustered along with the unclustered particles from the initial multiparticle state).
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Applications to measuring the “number of jets” 8

There are two main uses for the quantity known as the “number of jets” of an event. It can be used
either to compute relative fractions of events with a given number of jets — the observablesjealled
fractions — or as a tag to select events when searching for new particles. In this section we derive a
special sequence Gkcorrelators — the jet-number discriminatft§] — that can be used similarly.

Their properties will be studied in S8avhile an example of their uses as building blocks in more
complex observables can be found in.$832 Since jet counting depends on the kinematics of the
concrete reaction, here we consider the simplest case of annihifé¢ion- hadrons with a fullitt
detector. Modifications for hadronic collisions arscdissed in Set3.

“Jet counting” with C-correlators 8.1

Understanding the problem 8.2

We would like to construaf-continuous observables that quantify the qualitative feature of final
states known as the number of jets. A jet, qualitatively, is a spray of particles radiated within a small
solid angle (in a given reference frame) and carrying a substantial fraction of the total energy of the
event. The conventional approach consists in a straightforward formalization of this description which
results in a use of cuts and an integer-valued observable (the “number of jets”).

First of all, it should be emphasized that the linguistic restrictions af-digebra (which, by ae
struction, reflect the limitations of multimodule calorimetric detectors) do not allow one, as a matter of
principle, to write down an expression for the “number of jets” because the latter is an integer number
and the only integer-valugd-continuous observables are constants on the entire collection of final
states. This, however, is in perfect agreement with the fact that the “number of jets” is an ambiguous
notion for a non-negligible number of final states. On the other hand, one should draw a dis&action b
tween a qualitative feature of the physical phenonema one studies and its numerical expression in terms
of an underlying theory. Such an expression need not be a straightforward definition of what one feels
one sees but it must conform to the kinematical (“linguistic”) requirements of the theory. For instance,
the “position” of an electron is desribed by a vector in Hilbert space — a notion not quite exaietly intu
tive but precise. The liberties one allows oneself to take with kinematical/“linguistic” restrictions are i
versely poportional to the precision one aims to attain.

It proved possible to construct a sequént€-correlators of a special form (the jet-numbes- di
criminators[15]) that quantify the “number of jets” without actually identifying individual jets. The
purpose of the detailed derivation presented below is to present concrete motivations for every element
of their construction in order to show that it is essentially unique. (In the simplest and cleanest situation
of e*e™ annihilation into hadrons the qualifier “essentially” seems to be superfluous.)

Defining multijet states in terms of C-continuity 8.3

The following assumption deserves to be explicated:»qjet state” is one that is “similar” to a
state which contains exacily energetic particles with large angular separation. One cannot fail to see
that the crucial point here is what “similar” means, exactly. It is natural to express it in mathematical
terms using th€-convergence: at a qualitative level, two states are “similar” if they are indistinguis
able by calorimetric detectors with poor enough energy and angular resolutions.

Unfortunately, the”-convergence cannot be expressed in terms of a useful distance functien. Ther
fore, there is no single numerical criterion to measure the above “similarity”. But fortunatelysthe wi

' The sequence might be thought of as an infinitely dimensional vector. Recall that some physical quantities are
described by 4-vectors, some by 6-component antisymmetric 4-tensors, etc. The “number of jets” happens to be
correctly ascribed by an infinite sequence of scalar continuous components.
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dom of general topology6] tells us that the most general option to discriminate the elements with a
particular property in spaces with unusual convergences is to employ coritionotiens that take

special values (e.g. 0) on those elements. The number of the functions used in such a comparison and
their form depend on the specifics of the particular problem as well as practical expediency. A natural
thought would then be to construct a function that takes, say, theOvaifug-jet states, and is apsr

ciably different from zero on all states that cannot be described as “similajetostates.

Unfortunately, the notion ofii-jet state” is ill-defined (if one wishes to avoid cuts, as we do). But
fortunately, a little further thought reveals that the definitiom gét states does have an unambiguous
aspect, namely, that a state consisting of exactbarticles cannot have more tharjets. The latter
property (“cannot have more thanjets”) is shared by all states consisting of no more #hgarticles,
and the collection of all such states is defined unambiguously. Any state that is sufficiently close to this
collection (in the sense @i-convergence) shares the same property — it cannot have more jibtsn
(within the precision of “sufficiently”).

Therefore, the problem of “jet counting” has transformed into that of constrd¢togtinuous
functions that take a special value (zero) only on all multiparticle states with less than a certain number
of particles.

Going back for a moment to the conventional jet counting, one can see that instead of one integer-
valued function (“number of jets”) one could use a sequence of step functions: each such function
should take the value 0 on all states with less than a certain number of jets, and the value 1 on all other
states. A sequence of such functioms<12,...) would do the job of jet counting just fine. The ¢un
tions we are going to construct can be regardett@mtinuous weights that replace such steg-fun
tions in accordance with the philosophy of 2e&

Among allC-continuous functions, it is natural first to try the basic ones — i.eCtmrelators
5.18— as candidates for that role.

Explicit formulas for jet-number discriminators 8.4

Consider aC-correlator5.18that is exactly O on any state with less thaparticles. Then
fm(PsD,...)=0.Thenf,,(pq,Po,...) should contain a nuffiing factor (cf. Theorem 119 j@5] which
states that if a sufficiently smooth functigi(w) is zero on a manifold described by the equation
d(v) =0 thenf(v) =d(v)f'(v) wheref'(v) is also a smooth function). We choose the nullifying factor
to beA;, =1-cos0,, an object that has already occurred in the study of optimal preclustering,
Eq.7.34

The nullifying factorl - cos8;; is a rotationally invariant function that is analytic everywhere on the
unit sphere and is simply connected to scalar products, which makes it a perfect choice. It also seems to
be theonly reasonable choice — apart from raising it to some power, a complication so subskeattial
one should have very good reasons to justify it.

Symmetry requires a similar factor for each pair otiargnts é 1

fm(ﬁlv"’ﬁm) = |_| Aij xfm(ﬁlv"’ﬁm)’ 8.5
I<i<jsm

where

Ay =1—COSG,~J~ zl_ﬁiﬁj' 8.6

In what follows it will be important thah;; = A(8;;) is non-negéve, monotonic and smoothly interp
lates betweer(0) = 0 and A(TT) < +oo.

' with respect to the concrete convergence defined for the elements of that space.
" from the point of view of analytical calculations. This is because of a combinatorial blow up of the number of
terms at intermediate stages; cf. the analytical calculation of normalizations &12ec
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To fix fm it is natural to check out the simplest option first, so set
=1, 8.7

Since the perceived jet structure is independent of the energy scale (which is reflected in the fact that the
corresponding amplitudes scale up to logarithmic scaling violating corrections), it is natural to make the
observable dimensionless by introducing a faéigf*, which is equivalent to using energy fractions
instead of bsolute energies.

One arrives at the following expressions for the jet-number discrimirjairs

Ju(P) =Ny Bl Y Ey-o By jun(BigiBi)s JmBr-nBm) = [ Dy 8.8
1<...<iy, 1<i<j<m
The summation here runs over all selectidns:aifferent particles from all the particles of the final
stateP. The terms with equal angular arguments are absent here as compated&udtause they
are nullified by the\'s.
The normalizationVv,, in 8.8 can be chosen so that the discriminators always vary between 0 and 1
(see Sed.12:

0<J,,(P)<1 foral m and P. 8.9
For m =1, 2 the discriminators are trivial:
J1(P) =N1Et5}z JE; =1, 8.10
— h)
J2(P)= N Ext y |, EiE;(1-cosBy) =27 8.11

tot
wheres is the total invariant mass of the event. In the center of mass referencefséR)e; 1.

Normalization 8.12
The jet-number discriminatoB8 are always bounded:

J,,(P) <N, Etg'{l{ z Eil...EimJ SUP iy (P1,-... P )< CONSL. 8.13
<. <ip, P1r-Pm

In general,N,, can only be found numerically because they depend on the geometry of the experimental
setup (e.g. whether or not one deals with a4ulldetector, etc.). For the caseedt~ — hadrons and

full 41t geometry, numeric experiments show that the maximal value is reached on the configuration
P3Y™M with the energy uniformly spread over the unit sphere (as well as on a few highly symnnetric co
figurations; cf. Sed.17). It can be regarded as a limit of final states consistig jérticles with

equal energy; = N1 uniformly distributed over the unit sphere so ti&at — %TJ.SZ dp; asN - o.

Then one can choosé, from the condtion

J,,(PYM=1. 8.14
The angular integrals are done using the followimgida:

1 1

— . dp (pgy) %..x(pqop) = —————— i) %---%(q q v ) 8.15
4TJSZ p (P41) (Pq2r) 3B 21()% (Grgdm) (9 14 )

where the summation runs over all non-equivalent decompositi@isafjects intck pairs
(decompositions differing by the order of pairs or the order of objects in each pair are treated as
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equivalent). One finds:
m 1 2 3 4 5 6

27 9375 4565625

Note that a very large number of terms is generated here at intermediate stages of analytecal calcul
iLii

tions.

Some special values 8.17

To illustrate how the discriminators approach their maximurt) (here are the values &f, (P;™)

on some highly symmetric configurations of particles with equal energregl(corresponds to vertices
of a tetrahedron inscribed into the unit sphere;6 corresponds to an octahedron; the casew is
defined in8.12):

o J Js  Jy

PY™ 1 0 0 0 0
pPY™ 1 1 0 0 0
PP 1 1 2/=084 0 0
sym 64 -
PY™ 1 1 1 $=q79 0
P™ 1 1 1 1
PYM 1 1 1 1 1 8.18

(Recall that, up to normalizationd, anddJ, are the total energy and the invariant mass of the state, r
spectively. ActuallyJ;(P) =1 in the spherically symmetric case, and the corresponding column is i
cluded for completeness.) The symmetric states have the largest angular distances between the particles.
The table shows that the uniformity of the angular spread together with the uniformity of energy distr
bution are more important factors for achieving the maximal value than the total number of particles.
Note that the statBSY™ must be considered as having an infinite rather than zerberuhjets.
Note also the following experimental fact: all global maxima of the jet-number discriminators (i.e. the
states on which at least odg besides); takes the value 1) correspond to the following eight canfig
rations: the five Platonic solids (the tetrahedPgii™, the octahedroRg’™, the cubePs¥™, the icosab-
dronP33™, the dodecahedrd®sy™; see e.g[67]) as well as the spheREY™ and the two configurations
that can be regarded as degenerate regular polyhedra, namely, the RjiBlahd the ‘dinedron’

Péfym. A failure to include the latter three degenerate configurations into the analysis might explain the

limited (~ 5%) precision of an earlier purely classical attefégi to find a kinematical explanation of
the well-known profound signigance of the Platonic solids.

' | failed to find a way to evaluafé; with my copy of FORM-364].
" | thank BB.Levtchenko for some numerical checks of the normalizations.
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Understanding the jet-number discriminators 9

For definiteness, we consider here the standard jet-number discrimihgtessctly as defined in
Sec8.4 for the 41t geometry parametrized in terms of two angles (the unit sphere; modifications to the
cylindrical geometry of hadron-hadron collisions will be discussed inSedut we allow the total
3-momentum of the states to be non-zero. The qualitative features observed in the examples remain
valid in more geeral cases.

Qualitative behavior of J,, 9.1

We will first explain how to obtain crude estimatesdgr, and then discuss in detail various features
of their quallitative behavior. Examples for states with a few particles are presente®i6. Sec

Estimating J,, via a crude clustering 9.2

The jet-number discriminators — as any otiezorrelators — are fragmentation invariant
(Sec6.6). Therefore to obtain a rough estimate for the values of the discriminators on a given final state
it is sufficient to replace each jet with one particle carrying the same total energy and going ircthe dire
tion of the jet and drop soft particles. (A more refined version of this procedure can be used to optimize
computation ofC-correlators from data; see Sé¢

A typical picture of values 9.3
The values ofl,, for a typical final stat® with 3 jets are roughly as follows :

J

m

1

o

0O 1 2 3 4 5 m 9.4

The white circles represent the values of discriminators for the 3-particl®gtai¢ained by recombt
ing particles from each jet into one, as described in9S2dP, can be interpreted as the parton state
prior to hadronization; theR is the corresponding hadronic state. As a ’ijgP) >J,, (Py) as a e-
sult of fragmentation. Th€-continuity ensures that the closer (in the sensé-obnvergence) the final
hadronic state to the underlying parton state, the less the upward drjftcafring fragmentation.

In particular,d,, ~ 0 for m larger than the perceived number of jets; the non-zero values (the tail at
largem) are due to fragmentation (almost collinear radiation from hard partons as well as “drops of
glue” between jets).

Note, however, that since the maximum is reached on some highly symmetric configurations (cf.
8.17), fragmentation of the latter results in a downward (rather than upward) shift of the valyes of
But such cases are exceptional.

Understanding the decrease at large m ' 9.5

The monotonic decrease at larges explained as follows. Laf and® be, respectively, the pe
ceived number of distinct jets in a state and their average (small) angular width. The state may also

'| thank B Straub for this question.
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contain a “soft” component that consists of particles with small total elmgggyspread between the
jets. Then one can see from the explicit expres®i8that form > M, each term in the sum fdr, is
suppressed by additional powersat ande 4 (cf. the examples below). The largey the larger the
number of such factors, which explains the decrease.

Numerical expernents show that the decreaselgfis a unversal feature even faf < m."

Simple examples 9.6

As explained above, up to a small upward shift and a non-zero tail atdatige values od,, are
roughly the same as for the states with particles clustered into the corresponding jets. Thus, it is useful
to consider states with just a few particles, each representing a jet, which we do below. One-jet states
being too simple to be interesting, we begin directly with two jets.

Two pure jets 9.7
Here one deals with two hard widely separatedgest

Pon ={ELPsEap2t, Ep2>>0, A 15>>0. 9.8

Our usual notation iA; =1-cosB; =1-p;p;. Due to the normalization a,, all energies are to be

compared withE,;, the total energy of all particles of the event. One has:

EE,
E&y

Jo(Py,) =4 Ao, J3(Py)=d4Pg)=...=0. 9.9

One can see that the conditiéh8 that ensure that we deal with two jets are equivalent to oné cond
tion, namelyJ,(P,;,) >> 0. Vice versa, it is sufficient to require that
Jo(P2;) < Yeu 9.10

with a smally,; to obtain a state with one jet. (For a comparison of our formalism and conventional jet

algorithms see Set. Here we only note that the resemblance of the above to the Geneva criterion,
Eq.7.45 is due to the fact that there are just two particles saiifjaE E; + E5 in this simple case.)

Adding one soft particle 9.11
Here one deals with a state

Poj+1, =Po, U{€3,p3}, €3<<Ey;, 9.12
that can be shown as follows:
E, 612
ky
€3 9.13

One has kg = Eq +Ey):

' | thank BB.Levchenko for numerical checks of this property.
" The reldionship between jet clusteringgatithms and event shape meges) including the monotonicity, is
discussed ifi65].
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E2
J2(Pop15) = J2(P2y) E“‘z"“d +2€3(E1Ay3 +Epfp3), 9.14
fot
E2
J3(Poy1,) = 2L (Py;,) x —120d x £381A 23, 9.15
Efot Eiot
J(Poy41) =0, m=4. 9.16

Eqg.9.14illustrates the fact that one can take into account soft particles via an expansion in their energy
(cf. Eg9.21and Secr.4). Eq9.15shows that if the soft particle becomes almost collinear to any of the
hard ones then the restriction on its energy is relaxed.

For completeness, here is the expressiadyain a state with exactly three hardtjudes:

J3(Py,) = & EiG} E\E2E3 A1 14 5. 9.17

2 hard + 2 soft particles 9.18
As a further example, add another soft particle:

Poyios =P, U{€3,P3:€4,P 4}, €34<<E . 9.19

This can be depicted as follows:

E, 012
Eq
€3 €4 9.20

Consider again the most interesting case of the third diserior:

EZ o £2Djal\ont €400 40
J3(Poyany) = 41 dp(Py,) x 12t x —3-13723— —414-24 4 ((g2), 9.21
Etot Etot

This expression should be considered in view of what was said.i®.&dn particular, we wish to see
whether the pair of widely separated soft particles could imitate a jet by pushing the value of
J3(P;42,) Well above 0. Comparing.21with 9.15and taking into account the fact tiigf < const,

one can see that this does not occur as long as the total energy fraction of the soft particles remains
bounded by a small value.

J,, never see spurious jets 9.22

This issue was discussed in the literaf@dd, [30] in connection with the fact that some recorabin
tion algorithms (e.g. JADE) suffer from the problem of counting “lumpsteiad of jets. A lump is a
state consisting of soft particles with large relativgl@sbut erroneously idéfied as a jet. It is inte
esting to consider whether the problem of lumps reemerges in the context of the jet-number @iscrimin
tors (andC-correlators in general). If this were so, then the valu€saintinuous observables would
be affected by “lumps” in a numerically sigeént way.

Recall that the energy dependenc€aforrelators in general — anlj, in particular — is analytic,
which means that an expansion in powers of soft energies is always possible. Moreover, it is always
possible (cf. the exampl&s14 9.15 and9.21) to obtain estimates for the terms that are linear inene
gies of the soft particles (as well as for higher terms) by a poveggpf(the total energy of soft part
cles) times a factor that is independent of the geometry of the state. We see that the problem of lumps in
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the context of”-correlators reduces to that of determining a correct measure of “softness”. The latter
turns out to be given by the total energy fraction of the soft particles: The vallepotklators are
guaranteed (by the@-continuity) to remain within a given small error interval if the total energy fra
tion of the soft particles that are added to (or eliminated from) the state, is bounded by the abrrespon
ing small value.

Width of jets' 9.23

The problem of the width of jets in the conventional approach arises due to the fact that observables
such as mass spectra of multijet substates depend on the control parameters of jet finding algorithms
which (parameters) correspond — directly or indirectly — to the angular width of jets. Since ie-the pr
sent formalism all observables are redefined in such a way that the intermediate representation in terms
of jets is avoided, the issue does not emerge in such an interpretation. Nevertheless, as a further example
of expressive power of thé-algebra, it is interesting to find@continuous measure for what could be
called “width of jets”.

The preceding examples motivate the use of ratios of jet-number discriminators for that purpose.
Indeed, consider the ratios

W,.(P) =‘{1th? : 9.24

From the explicit expressio®s8 and the examples above one can see that if theid gre distinct
jets in the event then the above ratios are suppressed by powers of angular distances squared between
particles in the same jet, and/or by powers of energy fractions of soft particles. The latter fact together
with the dependence of the ratios on the global geometry of the event, does not allow one to interpret
them straightforwardly in terms of average width of jeBynamical width, therefore, is a better name
for such observables. Their concrete form is chosen solely from the consideration of simplicity (one
might e.g. consider taking square root of the r.h.s.).

The averaging over events is done after evaluating the ratios, which ensuf@§ thaarry new -
formation as compared with the jet-number discrimingidys . In particular, the sensitivity gW,, )
to hadronization is different.

J,, vs. jet counting 9.25

The conventional jet counting assigns an integer number of jets to each event and classifies the events
accordingly. Fix a multiparticle staRand consider any jet counting aligiom A that yields an integer
number of jetsN 4 (yeu;P) for eachyq; Ny (yeu:P) should decrease monotonicallyyag — O:

' | thank EKushnirenko for suggesting this problem.

" Note that there is actually no point in trying to reproduce some arbitrary — however visual — definition of

“jet width”. Human eye was created by Nature for purposes other then studying multiparticle systems. “Physical
meaning” is not the same as semiclassical visualization. The correct apparatus of “vision” in high-energy jet
physics isC-correlators. This also answers an objection sometimes raised that a jet-number discriminator takes
different values on different states that “apparently” have the same number of jets. Just because one can “see”
that the states have the same “number of jets”, can hardly be regarded as a truly physical reason to count them
with the same weight in an observable that is supposed to be sensitive to “jettiness”.
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(The hashed areas correspond to experimental and theoretical uncertainties.) One sees from the figure
that one could, in theory, stere a sequence of jet-number discrishors J4 (P) similar to J,, (P).
Therefore, the information contentsdf (P) and N, (yo:P) for one event are esgitly equivalent.
The difference emerges when one performs an averaging over many events and takes into account errors
(Sec9.28.

It is, of course, hardly possible to find simple expiens ford4 (P) for the popular algithms. Our
J,, (P) are singled out by the transpacy of their analytal structure.

Counting jets with J,, 9.27

If the physical contents of the conventional jet counting and the discriminators are equivalent, then it
should be possible to use the latter for jet counting of a conventional kind. Let us discuss this briefly.
Actually, it is interesting to consider a jet-counting-type procedure not for its own sake but rather in
connection with the composite observables discussed it3B&s an auxiliary tool for their appriex
mate computation.

Recall that the stat® contains exactly/ particles (up to exactly collinear fragmentatioifigy:d
only if J,,(P) =0 for all m> M but not form < M. This follows from the construction of the discHm
natorsd,,. Therefored,,(P) >> 0 indicates that there are no less thauets inP, while d,,(P) ~0
implies that there are less thanjets inP.

Due to fragmentation one has to introduce a small “resolution paramgie¥’0. Then the statP
is said to have/ jets if J,, (P) <y for m =M +1 but not form < M (cf. Fig.9.4). The jet counting
now proceeds in a sieve-like nraat: one first corputesd, (P) (in the center of mass frame one starts
with J3(P) becausal,(P) =1). If J,(P) <y thenP contains just one jet. Otherwise one computes
J3(P). If J3(P) <y then one deals with two jets... etc.

In general there is no reason why the cut should be the sameriorsallone would (and probably
should) use a sequence of clg , — i.€. a separate parameter for each

Instability of the conventional jet counting 9.28

Fig.9.26is an illustration of the difference with respect to experimental data errors and the unknown
higher order corrections between the conventional jet counting, on the one hand, and the jet-sumber di
criminators, on the other hand. (From the discussion ISt is clear that our conclusions will be
valid for any jet counting algorithm of a conventional type.) Suppose the errors are purely statistical and
distributed with a given variance. In the case of jet-number discriminators, if the statistics is increased,
the statistical error of the results goes to zero.

' Following the custom of giving jet counting algorithms geographic names (Geneva, Durham), the procedure
being described was called ‘Moscow sieve[lifi].
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The conventional jet counting corresponds to putting events into different bins depending on their jet
number. Due to errors, some events would be assigned a wrong number of jets and go into a wrong bin.
Therefore, each bin would have a certain fraction of events from other bins, depending on the width of
the error intervals only — increasing the statistics cannot help. Thus, a statistical error is transformed
into a systematic one. Although such a transformation occurs for any non-linear function of a random
variable, the analysis of S&c5 shows that the effect is expected to be alleviated in the cése of
correlators as compared with the discontinuous mappings of conventiamahaig!

Note that changing the jet resolution parametgr does not help one to get rid of such a smearing.

Lastly, the conventional jet counting is particularly sensitive to the errors aildsyeall jet resal-
tions. One source of such errors is the so-called Sudakov radiation of almost collinear partons. The
above analysis suggests that the importance of Sudakov effects within the framework of the conve
tional jet counting is an afaict due to the instability of the latter.

J,, vs. n-jet fractions 9.29

Recall the interpretation of continuous observables as weights measuring the content of a particular
physical feature in final states (S2). Also recall that,, is a continuous analogue of a step function

that would take the value 0 on final states with lessthgts and 1 otherwise. It follows that the ave
age value o, over all events is naturally interpreted as the “weight” obthejet component in the
entire ensemble of final states. Then the average ydpieis a natural replacement for

o™miets ¢ gmtliets 4 - The quantityy,,(J,,) is then naturally interpreted as the average multiplicity
of jets.

Take a Break....

"It was noticed by Dydak that for jet discriminators, the energy factors in each term in the sum are thdepen

ent measurements from independent detector modules, and their errors are also independent. As a result, there
is no systematic shift due to nonlinearity with respect to individual energy measurements. The property is also
true for theC-correlators from which the spectral discriminators are built (see below).



F. V. Tkachov / Measuring multijet structure... FERMILAB-PUB-95/191-T (corrected 10/30/95) 63

Applications to mass measurements.
Simplest spectral discriminator 10

In the preceding sections we have constructed a correct numerical description of the feature of mult
hadron final states usually referred to as the “number of jets”. The description involves only continuous
shape observables from tGealgebra (the sequence of jet-number discriminalgrsn =1,2,3..)
while identification of individual jets is avoided. Yet we have seen that the physical content of the new
observables remaines equivalent to that of the conventigeafractions. What did change was the
mathematical expression of that physicaiteat.

Now we are going to perform a similar transformation for the other important class of applications of
jet algorithms, namely, searches for new particles based on studying invariant masses of roultijet su
states that resulted from the decays of those particles. We are going to reexpress in the correct language
of C-algebra the observables such as invariant mass distributiofAgtsubstates. Needless to say,
identification of individual jets will be avoided.

In this section we define and study in detail spectral discriminators that accomplish that task in the
toy model of a particle decaying into one jet and, as an immediate extension, in the more realistic case of
decays into Jet + “muon” (Sec10.3Q by “muon” we mean any particle that can be reliably indent
fied, using calorimeters or not, including its energy and direction). A generalization to the case of mult
jet substates and the corresponding computational procedures will be described, respectivel{lin Secs
and12.

1-jet spectral discriminator 10.1

Let us begin with a very simple situation where one studies masses of just one-jet substates. Much of
the reasoning will remain the same in the general case.

Suppose there is a partidfethat decays into one jet. Then the invariant mass of the particles const
tuting the jet is equal to the massXofFor simplicity, assume first thatis theonly particle produced
in the collision. Then the final state consists of just one jet ¥ofow can one determine the mass of
X using the tools we have at our disposal?

We have seen (Séc25 that to select a substate from a final state within our formalism one uses the
so-calledfilrers — continuous functions interpolating between 0 and 1 in different parts of the unit
sphere. For each filtab one obtains a substate-P, and evaluates its invariant m&gp o P),

Eq.5.28 (It is convenient to say in such a case that one usessaletector described by the filteb.
Since one can analyze other properties of the substettesl by the filter, one can talk abdiy -

detectorsyJ;-detectors etc.)

Elementary mass detector 10.2

In order to be able to select a jet substate, consider a mass detector centered atgtheithoantgi-
lar sizeO(R) (measured in units of the angular separalipcf. Secs4.5and7.41). The corresponding
filter is defined as follows:

®;:r(P) = P(Dg, 1 2R), 10.3

wherel ,, is the angular separation between the direcjoasidp ,

o(d) = 1 if d<1,

=0 if d=2,
2-d  otherwise, 10.4
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and the factor 2 is introduced into the r.h.sl@f3to maker vary between 0 and 1.

The continuous linear interpolation between 1 andi®iAregulates the cut in accordance with the
philosophy of Se@.15 The concrete form is chosen from considerations of simplicity. Note that for
R =1 the filter is identically equal to Ibé;Rzl(ﬁ) =1.

One can, of course, determine the mass by simplylooking at an eventseeing what the position
and size of the jet are (i.¢.andR), and putting the mass detector describedi@over the jet, after
which one obtains the invariant mass. But such a procedure involves a step that cannot be expressed in
the language of-observables; namely, there is no recipe to choose one position and size for the filter
from the family10.3

Anyhow, choosing one such filter involves aomparison between all filters. Therefore, considet!
filters 10.3 and foreach positiong and sizeR, compute the invariant masscarding t05.28

S(§.R) =S(®; zoP)20. 10.5

Let us examine the properties of this expression as a functipranéiR in order to determine what
sort of information it can yield.

For all mass detectors that cover the jet comples€l,R) is the same and equal to the jet mass.
This can only occur faR larger than the jet’s size. The lardg&rthe larger the number of the positions
q for which the measured mass is equal to that of the jet. On the other hahdpiatier than the jet's
size, the detector and the jet overlap only partially, gdR) yields values that are spread below the
jet mass in a more or less continuous fashion.

Definition 10.6

We are thus naturally led to consider the distribution of the valug&gaR) over the real half axis
parametrized by a variable, sayA straightforward way to do so is to consider the following expre
sion:

def
P1jet(s; R) =

Z71[dg 3(s - 5(4,R)), 10.7
which we callone-jet spectral discriminator.

The dependence d@hcarries important information about the width of the jet, so it would be a good
idea to leave it as a free parameter — one can always integrate over it later. (Notice certain parallels
between the above logic and the cone-type jet algorithms. For a more detailed comparison see
Sec11.25)

It is convenient to choose the normalizatiod @7 so that

+0o
jo dspy jer(s; R) =1. 10.8

In the spherically symmetric cage= 4.

Simple properties of py jet(s; R) 10.9

For brevity, we will be writingd(s; R) = Py jet(s; R) in what follows.

Small mass detector (R - 0) 10.10

Infinitesimal mass detectors measure infinitesimal mass so that all spectral weight is neéginthe or

p(s;R) — Os). 10.11
R-0
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Large mass detector (R - 1) 10.12

When the mass detector covers the entire sphere — which corresp@dslte— all the spectral
weight is concentrated at the poirt Sy, the total invariant mass of the state:

p(s;R) — &(s = Siot)- 10.13
R—>1

Flow of spectral weight 10.14

Obviously, the regions of small and la®ere physically uninformative. But &varies from O to
1, the spectral discriminator undergoes an evolution that can be described as a flow of spectral weight
from s =0 to s = S;;. INdeed, the normalization of the spectral discrimind@8does not depend on
R, and each position of the mass detector contributes an infinitesimal unit of spectral weight, the total
number of such units being fixed and independeRt &s R increases a little, so does, in general, the
mass measured by the mass detector in the same position. This means that the infinitesimal weight from
that position is shifted a little towards highetJltimately, all the spectral weight concentrated initially
at s =0 is collected at the point= S . But what happens in between?

We will see that localized clusters of particles in the event manifest themselves as ‘barriers’ for the
flow of spectral weight that take a form of isolagefiinctions ¢-spikes) in spectral discriminators, but
first we consider the opposit&tezsme case.

Uniform distribution of energy over the sphere 10.15

In this degenerate case the spectral flow is simple. In any position, the mass detector measures the
same invariant mass, so that all spectral density is localized at the same=v&jughich is a moo-

tonic function ofR. The spectral flow in this case is viizad in the following figure:

P A 1
R=0 ¢— R=1

0 Sk Stot S 0 Sk Stot S 10.16

The left figure shows three positions of epike corresponding to three valueRothe height of the
o-spike does not change Rsaries. The right figure shows the trajectory ofdFspike on the—R
plane.

On the other hand, for a non-uniform energy distribution different positions of the mass detector
measure different values offor a fixedR. Therefore, the spectral weight is spread ovier a fixedR
(a horizontal spread along each liRe const in the right figure ir0.19. In what follows we study
the qualitative features of spectral flow with emphasis on the ¢dsateemely non-uniform” energy
distribution, i.e. when the final state contains a few clear well-separated jets.

Spectral density is localized within 0< s < s < 8§y 10.17
This is obvious. Moreover, the boundary valt#* monotonically hicreases wittR.

Zero-mass o-spike for 0<R <1 10.18

This is a simple illustration of some of the features enteved in less trivial cases.
If R is small enough, there will be many positignsf the mass detector where it will measure zero
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mass — because the mass detector will be covering just one or no particles. D@ﬁ)lteasolle:-
tion of all such positions, and It{ng | be its normalized stace:

|Q§|E%Tjggd¢j. 10.19

If |Q§ |> 0, the discriminatop(s; R) contains a contribution of the foriﬁg |&(s). Itis clear that the
coefficient decreases,

1QZ| . o, 10.20
R—>1

monotonically for alR, starting from the initial value 1.

Jets and &-spikes 10.21

Events with a single jet 10.22

Suppose the event contains just one jet of particles. If all particles are strictly collinear thea-mass d
tectors always measure zero mass,@ndR) = &(s). Therefore suppose there is a hon-zero angular
spread of particles of the jet. Its invariant méisss the total invariant mass of the stéfg. If the

mass detector is not large enough to cover the entire jet then the mass of the latter will béunderest
mated in all positions of the mass detector, and the spre#sl; &) does not extend far enough to the

right to reach the boundasy=S;.
But it comes closer & increases and reaches S; whenR reaches a critical valug; (which
roughly corresponds to the angular size of the jetR AtR; there is just one position of the mass d

tector when it measures the correct mass.
OnceR passed the critical value, there will be many positions around the jet (the wider themass d
tector, the larger the number of such positions) the correct mass is measuféﬁ.tleethe part of the

unit sphere consisting of all positions of the mass detector in which it me&sLifégen forR < R; the
spectral discriminator contains an isoladefinction,

QK| 8(s - ;). 10.23

The weigthf| (= normalized surface dﬂf) grows monotonically from O to 1 &svaries fromR;

to 1 while the position of the spike on thaxis does not change and no spectral weight moves above it.
Evolution of the spectral discriminator in this case as a functi@aain be visualized aslfows:

0 0 Stot* 10.24

The fat vertical lines represent tapikes. The shape of the continuous component depends on the
distribution of energy within the jet.
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Events with several well-separated jets 10.25

Let the index j label the jets of the event, so tisatare their masses. The situation is similar to the
single jet case in the sense that a contribution of the ¥6r@Bwill show up forR > R;". However,
since there are other jets in the event, then starting from someﬂjﬁa(dependent upon the distance

from the jet; to other jets) there will bewer positions in which the mass detector covers only the jet
J» and there will also be an increasing number of positions in which the mass detector feels particles

from other jets and measures masses largerstharhis means that faR; 2 Rj[ the spectral weight
accumulated a¢ = S; will start to spill over to the right from that point. Finally, there will be another
critical valueRJfr such that forr > RJ’-r the mass detector is too large to cover only the¢ jet then the

d-spike ats = §; completely disappears and all its spectral weight is pushed above its position:

- < Rk U <R?
P R; <RS<R; RJ<R~R]

S
J
O T . s O T . . s
Sj 5 Sj 10.26
The two left figures show two points in the evolution of the spectral discriminator. The right figure
shows the spectral flow as a density onsthR plane. The vertical fat line represents depike; its
variable width corresponds tﬂf |, the size of the coefficient of tlefunction.

If there occurs an overlap of a féspikes, the picture will be more chaotic. This may often happen
in the 1-jet case because all jets may be expected to have roughly the same size determingd by the d
namics of hadronization — but not in the case 8fjet substates whose invariant masses are scattered
over a much larger interval.

o-spikes corresponding to groups of jets 10.27

As the sizeR of the mass detector is increased, it may cover more than one jet. Such a cluster of jets
will also show up as &spike inp(s; R) — but for largeR than for individual jets.

It is not difficult to realize that choosing a better shape for the mass detector (e.g. a ‘sum’ of two
elementary detectors Eil.15 cf. Sec11.149 would allow one to focus much better on clusters of jets
— and therefore on particles that decay into jets. This is exactly the idea behind the definition of more
complex spectral discriminators in Sét.13

Spurious &-spikes 10.28

In certain exceptional ideal situations (e.g. a wide jet with energy uniformly distributed over the jet
cone) the mass detector for smaRemay have a freedom of movement within the jet while measuring
the same mass (which is a fraction of the jet nSasnd approaches the latter&s» R; from below).

Then there will be a spuriodsspike. Such exact spikes, hewer, are practically improbable and
should rather be expected to materialize as an enhancement advancing Sorardsthe left for

R<R:.
J
Minijets will be represented by minispikes for small valueR .of
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Summary. Evolution of a &-spike 10.29

We have seen that the presence of a well-separated jet in the final state is manifested in the spectral
discriminator as a-functional contribution&spike) with a specific dependencenThis dependence
can be visualized as a flow of spectral weighkR @hanges. The flow is in the direction of largemhe
jet corresponds to a barrier for the spectral flow=afs; .

The relevant parameters are the jet’s invariant riassid the three valueg; < RJ-DS RJ’-r (cf.
Fig.10.26. As R approache®; from below, the continuous component of the spectral density extends
to the right and approaches §;. WhenR passes; , there develops @&spike ats = S;, and the spike
increases ag increases fronk; to RJ-E — the spectral weight accumulates at the barrier. Vikhen
ceedsRJ-E, the accumulated spectral density spills over the barrier and begins to spread continuously to
the right of the barrier while th®spike ats =S; shrinks. At last whe® passes?j', thed-spike at the
barrier disappears and is replaced by a distribution abe\%.

The characteristic form of theespike (shown as a density in the rightmost figlBe26 is expected
to persist in the more general cases of spectral discriminators for multijet substates where its position
will correspond to invariant masses of multijet substates.

Realistic example: X - jet + “muon” 10.30

This case is actually very similar to the simplest 1-jet spectral discriminator. Suppose theXparticle
decays into one jet and a myen(By “muon” we mean any particle that can be reliably indentified,
using calorimeters or not, including its energy and direction.Eheﬁp be the muon’s energy and d

rection. The muon is treated as a non-calorimetric “external parameter” (recall the remark4.8).Sec

It is sufficient to make only one change in the formulas of et namely, for each filter one should
“measure” the total invariant mass of the hadronic substate selected by the filter (as usual, the hadrons’
energiesE; enter all expressions with the Weigm§; #(P;)) and the muon — irrespective of whether

the muon’s direction is covered by the filter or not:
S(@.R)=2 5 Pup(pi)®sR(P;) XEE;(1-p;p;)
I<i<j<N
+2E, z @;.r(P)) X E;(1=pup;)- 10.31
1<i<N

Then one defines:
def — A A
PLjets(s:R) T Z71[dg &(s ~S(d, R)). 10.32

Because the structure of this expression is simila0td the only difference from the simple 1-jet case
is that the position a¥-spikes is shifted to higher The characteristic shape of the density distribution
in the rightmost figurd 0.26is not affected.

Smearing and accumulation of d-spikes 10.33

In actuality, thed-spikes fromX’s decays will get smeared into a more or less wide bumps fer var
ous reasons (e.g. averaging over all final states and non-zero width of the particles that decay into jets;
overlaps o®-spikes; the numerical procedures described in12ahat require one to deal withesp

" apart from the unphysical region of very snfallvhich is left for an interested reader to investigate asan e
ercise.
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cially chosen continuous replacements for exact spectral discriminators). But apart from non-zero
width, the qualitative behavior of the smeadespikes is expected, duedscontinuity, to retain ae-
semblance to the right figure 10.26as long as there remains a resemblance to the ideal final states for
which the behavior a¥-spikes was @ablished.

Suppose now the sample of events one studies contains both QCD background jets and jets from the
decay ofX. (The reasoning is the same whether one considers the decay into just one jet or jet
“muon”.) Then averaging of the discriminator over all events results in an accumulalispikés
from X at about the same valuesoivhile the background jets are spread in a more or less uniform
fashion over a wide interval of Therefore, the signal froi will appear as a bump against a comin
ous background. To enhance the signal, one may integrat® erthen the potentially importamt-i
formation would be lost (the two tails in the right figurdtth29. Whether or not the charaatgic S-
shaped density distribution on theR plane will be preserved after averaging, depends on how clean
and well-isolated the jets froi are, etc.
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General spectral discriminators 11

In Sec10we have studied the simplest spectral discrimirfatdr-jetsubstatesp(s; R) = Py jet(s; R)-

We have found that, for a single event, it may contain isofafadctions §-spikes). Each suakhspike
corresponds to an isolated jet — or a cluster of jets bib@ke occurs for larget. We have alsols

served that modifying the configuration of the mass detectors employed should allow one to focus better
on multijet substates. The purpose of this section is to discuss such modifications in more detail. First in
Sec11.1we consider a general definition of spectral discriminators which is a direct extension from the
1-jet case. Then in Sekd.13we present a simple concrete versiorvfget substates in the spherically
symmetric case af*e” — hadrons. Modifications for hadronic collisions will be considered in1Sec

Mass detectors and spectral discriminators 11.1

One considers a family of filte®, describing a family of substatex, P (the continuous paraen

tery describes the configuration — size and shape — of the filters; in ggnevaltains several scalar
components, see examples below). Each filtgris thought of as corresponding to an ideais detec-

tor that measures the invariant mass of the substate it s@¢®ts» P); cf. Eq 5.28' Then one co-
structs, following the pattern of S&c35 a differential observable with respect to the invariant masses:

p(s;P) = 272 [ dy 8(s ~S(®y = P)). 11.2

This is a continuous sum &ffunctions and does not, in general, reduce to an ordinary function (cf.
Sec11.1)).

Observabled 1.2will be referred to aspectral discriminators. Their normalization can be defined
so that

jo+°°ds o(s;P) =1. 13

Changing the spectral variable 11.4

If one chooses to work with true masdés= /s instead of, thed-function in11.2is transformed
as fdlows:

3(s —S(®y oP)) =2M) 1§ M - [S(® <P)). 115

On the other hand, spectral discriminators are measures with respacitone should take inte-a
count a acobian:

p(s;R)ds =[2M p(M?;R)|dM . 11.6

The net effect is that the extra factors cancel out:

p(M;P)=Z"[dy &(M - [S(®, <P)). 11.7

One may wish to make a non-linear change of the variable so as to focus better on a particular range
of s. This is because the algorithms described in13agse a uniform discretization ofind a non-
uniform discretization can be best achieved via a non-linear changeatfiear

' Note that one can study characteristics of multijet substates other than masses in a completely sirailar ma
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Continuous component of p(s;P) 11.8
Recall thatyin 11.2is a continuous parameter that describes the shape (configuration) of the filter

dby(ﬁ). In generaly has several scalar components, and runs over a multidimensional marféaid

a direct product of unit spheres; tl..14. To study the structure &fL..2consider the egtion

S:S(P;(Dy) 11.9

with given fixeds andP, andy the unknown.
In a generic case, its solutions with respegtftrm a hypersurfacg, in I'. For sucthy, p(s;P) is an
ordinary function, and its values can be espnted in the following form:

p(s:P) ~ | do |0, Sy 11.10

wheredo is the infinitesimal element of the hypersurfage(in natural units), andl,, is the core-

sponding gradient operator. The formula means that the lBygerd the slower the variation of
S(P;®,) ony I, the largep(s;P).

o-functional components of p(s;P) 11.11

If, on the other hand, the valuesydhat are solutions of the equatibh.9for s = s' constitute a part
" of the manifold™ with a non-zero hypervolume

Ir'i= ... dv >0, 11.12

thenp(s;P) contains a contributioffi '|8(s —s") . Such a situation occurs, e.g., if for some valuey,
the mass detector described®y, completely covers a cluster of particles (%, (p ;) =1for each

particle of the group), and for small variationsya all directions aroung, the cluster remains eo
ered so that the measured m&B; ®, ) stays the same.

There is little one can say a priori about the continuous component — its shape depends on the details
of shape and geometry of the final state. But abeayikes, a qualitative information can be obtained
by purely analytical means — exactly as was done in1®ed!il the conclusions about &-spikes and
their evolution made there remain valid in the general case. In particular, the characteristic shape of
the density on the-R plane (Fig10.26 persists in the general case (cf. below. 5224.

Multijet spectral discriminators 11.13

Composite mass detectors 11.14

A composite mass detector can be regarded as consisting of two or more elementary mass detectors
described byL0.3 For instance, consider two elementary mass detectors of the saRecgntered at
¢, andg,, respectively. The two functions ateél;R(ﬁ) and(DéZ;R(ﬁ). We combine them as follows:

Pjrinr(P) = P4ur(P)D @y (P).- 11.15
The operatiori] takes two or more numbers as operands, and its exact form is not impsrtang as
it has the following properties:

(i) continuity (the result is a continuous function);

(i) it should give the result from the interyal1] if the operands are from that interval,

(i) commutativity (the result is independent of the order of operands).

' To insist on a “physical” interpretation here would be inappate.
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The simplest choice is:

ab=max(a,b). 11.16
One can combine more than two mass detectors, e.g.:
V12458 (P) = P4r(P)D Py (PN P42 (P). 117

with the result independent of the order.
So, a composite mass detector is characterized by:

(i) =, the number of its constituent elementary detectors; (heuristically, this corresponds to the number
of jets in the substates the detector probes)

(i) their positions donfiguration) q,,...,4,,- This isy in terms of Sed 1.1and the manifold is the
direct product of: unit spheres; it can be parametrized e.g2ibangles;

(iii) their sizer' (it is not included into “configuration” because we want to keep it a fiegreter);
(iv) the filter:

™ ()= (50 5
(Dél,..,,é,,;R(p)_q)él;R(p)D [] chj,,;R(p)' 11.18
Example. Spectral discriminator for 2-jet substates 11.19
The following filter selects two clusters of particles:
AN (2) A
Pp)=®; i r(P)- 11.20
Evaluate
5(41.42:R) = S(P-P) 11.21

according to the definitioB.28 This is the invariant mass of the pair of clusters selectel Bne
simplest 2-jet spectrdiscriminator is defined as follows (£0.7and11.2):

P2jers(siR) = 271 [ dgy [ dgo8(s ~S(d1.4 7 R)- 11.22
The normalization is such that

+o00
Jo dspzjers(siR) =1. 11.23

In the spherically symmetric cage= (41)2.
Generalizations to 3-, 4-jet spectral discriminators as well as to the cases such as 2 jets + “muon”
are straightforward.

Qualitative behavior of pyjet(s; R) 11.24

In this case the mass detector is a ‘'sum’ of two elementary ‘modules’, and its configuragion is d
scribed by the pai§;,¢- (four angles). An infinitesimal unit of spectral weight is now associated with
each such configuration.

A &-spike occurs whenever the final state contains a pair of well isolated jets, and the sizeref eleme
tary detectors is large enough to cover them; then the two modules can be moved independently around
the corresponding jets without changing the measured mass, which corresponds to the situation of
Sec11.11 The reasoning of Sel0.21is repeated almost verbatim, and one concludes that the evol

' We only consider the case when all elementary mass detectors constituting a composite one have the same
size. The complication of different sizes would have to be well justified.
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tion of the resulting-spike ask changes follows the same qualitative pattern as in the 1-jet case
(Sec10.29. In particular, thé-spike on tha—R plot has a similar form with a characteristic vertical
line (&-functional component) and two wider tails (cf. the right figurdr2g. Of course S; is now

the invariant mass of the pair of jets.
If the final state has more than two jets, tipgh(s; R) exhibits ad-spike for each pair of jets; e.g.

for a state with four jets, one would havé-8pikes. They will be positioned on thaxis at the invar
ant masses of the corresponding 2-jéstates.

The remarks of SecB0.33concerning smearing dtspikes in realistic situations and searches for
particles decaying into a certain number of jets, remain valid in the most general case.

A new point here as compared with the 1-jet case is as follows. Suppose the final state contains a pair
of jets that are not well separated from each other. Neverthejgsgs; R) would exhibit 2-spike ats

equal to the invariant mass of the pair. The contributions td-spgke come from those configurations
of the mass detector when the two elementary modules partially overlap while covering both jets. The
problem of separating the two jets does not arise here.

Comparison with the conventional practice 11.25
The spectral distribution from, saysjet(s; R) after averaging over all final states is similar to mass

distributions for 2-jet substates obtained within the conventional approach. But there are also important
differences.

The comparison is easiest with the cone-type algorithms. In that case, the conventional approach
consists, essentially, in choosimge position for an elementary mass detector per each jet, for any given
R. After that is done, one value of invariant mass is computed per each 2-jet substate. Derf&e as
the resulting values of invariant mass, wheramerates the 2-jet substates. One then computes the
distribution of the masses for the entire sample of events. This is exactly the same as if one replaced our
P2jet(s; R) with the following expression:

PSjet(siR) =27y 8(s =S, (R)), o

wheren enumerates the 2-jet substates as determined by the jet algorithm used. (The normalization

factorZ here is not the same as in.Ef.22) Performing an averaging pﬁﬂg{ over all events isxe

actly equivalent to computing the invariant mass distribution of 2-jet substates. (The fact that we deal
with invariant masses squared is not important; cf.19e4)

Comparing Egd.1.26and11.22allows one to see exactly what is the difference between iae co
ventional mass distributions and our spectral discriminators.

Graphically, using the conventiorpg%g{ instead of oup,jet is equivalent to replacing the density
distribution in the right figure cf0.26with a line parametrized by
s=8,(R). 11.27

Now if jets are well separated, the curtds27would have vertical segments that pass exactly over
(parts of) thed-spikes of the exagqi, jet(s; R) (provided energy and momentum conservatioe-is r

spected when jets’ 4-momenta are determined). But even then the correspduodiigpns enter into
the r.h.s. ofl1.26with equal coefficients, which is not the case with the epggh(s; R) . In other

words, even in the best case important information about the event is lost. Moreover, in the conventional
approach the coefficients dffunctions on the r.h.s. dfl..26are independent &. So if the curve

11.27has no vertical segments due to ill-defined jets it is hard to choose one value for the value of the
mass. On the other hand, thepikes (and the resulting bumps)mfiei(s; R) have a variable height
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even for one event, which information can be used to better pinpoixitgireass.

But the worst problem is encountered when the jets are not well-defined @nrslikes are smeared
and/or overlap Then a conventional algorithm attempts to represent a continuous distribution with a
few o-functions; graphically, the smear@dpike of the right figurd0.26is replaced with a curve. If
the continuous distribution has narrow peaks then such a representation may be meaningful. But if the
peaks are not narrow, then whatever method one uses to positdefutiations, one cannot do that
stably. For instance, if one attempts to determine a weighted average point for the position of the curve
for eachr, then the result depends on how one separates the bump for this pair of jets from Bther sim
lar bumps, which involves an ambiguity. Alternatively, if one attempts to draw the line along the max
mum of the bump, such a procedure is unstable against measurement errors (cf. the discussion in
Sec?2.3 esp. Fig2.4). In either case, there occur “ambiguities” resulting in an enhancement of errors in
the detemination of the mass of the particle one searches for.

On the other hand, when one computes a spectral discriminator, more information about each event is
involved: One computes a spectral weight distribution from each event which depends in a well-defined
C-continuous manner on the final state, and one fits the entire spectral weight distribution against the
retical predictions. At no point in data processing does one have to make unstable choicesi-and no i
stabilities occur.

Discussion 11.28

(i) The pure QCD background contribution to spectral discriminators reflects the QCD dynamics of
production of high-mass virtual partons — in fact, the structure of QCD matrix elements. Therefore,
measuring spectral discriminators (perhaps, modified by appropriate weights; £8.3§anay be

used as tests of QCD.

(i) Itis sufficient to perform the processing for the valueR ohly within an interval of typical

widths of jets resulting from the decayXf An integration over an appropriate rang&® aohay make

the bump more prominent against the continuous background, especially its maximum.

(i) The overall picturedspikes and their evolution on theR plane) in more complex cases (e.g. in

the case of 3-jet substates, or mixed cases like 2 jatsion” etc.) will be similar to what wased

scribed in Sed0.29

(iv) Recall the example of Sd®.30(jet + “muon”). It does not matter what are, say, the experimental
cuts for the muon: one may simply sum contributions from all events — whatever the energies of the
muon. The position of the bump relativestshould normally not befected much by this.

(v) Similarly, if the geometry of the entire detector installation is such that it covers only part of the
sphere around the collision point, then the integrations over the unit sphere would have & be corr
spondingly restricted. Of course, theoretical predictions would have to take such thingsaotd.a

(vi) One does not have to determine the exact number of jets in each event: all events are processed, in
principle, in the same whyNor does one have to identify jets. Even the eventsXyith which ind-

vidual jets are hard or impossible to resolve in a conventional way, will contribute their share to the
bump ats = Sy in the spectral discrimator.

(vii) From the point of view of theoretical predictions, higher order corrections may prove important for
a precise description of the characteristic tails in the right fib@r/26 It may well turn out that toxe

tract the most from spectral discriminators one would need to include such corrections into theoretical
predictions. Therefore, whatever discrepancies may remain between theoretical predictions iand exper
mental curves, they are either due to experimental data errors or to unknown theoretical higher order
corrections — but never to “ambiguities” of jet definition.

' We are talking about one event here; the smearing due to averaging over many events is a separate issue.
" A realistic code may involve optimizations such that different events would be treated differently; &f. Sec
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Practical computation of spectral discriminators 12

This section summarizes an algorithm to compute a spectral discriminator from data. The seheme d
scribed is insensitive to which concrete spectral discriminator one deals with (except that the integration
over configurations of ‘mass detectors’ depends on how many — and what type of — parameters each
configuration is characterized by). It also generalizes to other differential observables (including higher
differential observables considered in 38c34 in a straightforward manner. The two realisticraxa
ples are je+“muon” (Sec10.30 and two jets (Set1.19. Theexact discriminator is denated as p(s; R).

Note that a good part of the described scheme (the notion of a continuous regularization; the use of
linear splines; the folding trick) might be of interest whenever one computes a differential cross section
etc. from a random sample of events with more or less significant data errors (in addition toahe limit
tion of finite statistics). This is because the scheme systematically takes into account the arguments of
Sec2.5so that all cuts are regularized and linear splines are used instead of the more conventional bin-
type algorithms etc. Whether or not such a “politically correct” scheme would lead to a noticeable i
provement of results depends on many factors (e.g. the size of statistical data errors and the desired
precision of resultss). However, since additional computing costs required are minor one may consider
using the continuous splines-based scenario instead of the bin-type algorithms as a matitee.of ro

In the case of spectral discriminators there are — in addition to data errors — also approximation e
rors due to discretized integrations and an approximate representaiiepikés for each event. So
here one has an additional motivation for the use of splines instead of bin-type algorithms.

The data 12.1

One deals with a finite sample of events. Each event is represented by a finite list of physical
“particles” which in practice are the physical calorimeter modules lit up for that event. The length of the
list depends on the event. Each “particle” then is a non-negative efieagyl a unit 3D vector
(direction) p;; the latter may be represented e.g. by three Cartesian coordinates or by twé,apgles

In the j& + “muon” case one also has the muon’s endzgyand directiorﬁp.

The grid of masses 12.2

One has to choose the interval of invariant massesvork with (concerning other parametrizations
see Sed 1.4). Theoretically, it i§0, S,,5x] — from zero to the maximal invariant mass of the events in
the sample.

One might be tempted to truncate it at both ends. But that would affect the results of the folding pr
cedure described below in Sgé2.11 The folding trick involves a smearing between adjacent values of
s, S0 if a truncation were introduced, then the validity interval of the results would get narrower after
each fotling, which may be undesirable.

Anyhow, the interval of should be divided into many equstibintervals. It does not seem to make
sense to choose the length of a subinterval to be much less than the error in computation of the invariant
masses of filtered substateldowever, memory permitting (CPU resources are not affected), one may
choose it to be, say, half that — the folding trick of.$2cl1allows one to double it any number of
times"
In what follows,s;, i =0,... N, denotes the boundaries of subintervajss 0 ands, = Syax- AlSO,

' Non-uniformity can be introduced via a change of the mass variable; cf1S©ne might wish to do this

to focus better on a particular mass range.

" Remember that there are not only data errors but also errors due to discretization of integrations over unit
spheres etc.

" If the number of subinterval€ is chosen as a power of 2 then the foldings can be done all the way down to
one subinterval. In general, Af is proportional t& , thent foldings are possible.
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As =541 —5; 12.3
is independent af.
The grid of R 12.4

The maximal theoretically possible interval fois [0,1] (Sec10.2. However, it does not seem to
make sense to go beyoer=% (which corresponds to the elementary mass detector covering half the

sphere; even that value may be too large). Because there is no interaction in the algorithm Hetween di
ferent values oR, one can choose any values to work with and employ optimizations that allolw simu
taneous computation for several valueg of

Note, however, that one would like to determine the value®)fof which the bump corresponding
to the particle one searches for is the narrowest. This should roughly correspond to the average angular
size of the resulting jets.

Discretization of integrations 12.5

The definition of spectral discriminators involves an integration over all configurations of masss dete
tors. Each such configuration is characterized by positions of the corresponding elementary mass dete
tors. In practice, one would choose a finite number of posifipasd distribute them over the unit
sphere uniformlyto form a dense grid. Then configurations of mass detectors can be labeled-by a di
crete index (sayy).

DenoteS, =S(® z o P), the mass measured by fath mass detector. Then

p(s;R)::Z_lzyé(s—Sy), z:zy1, 12.6

where the normalization fact@rensures validity 010.8

It should be remembered that even in the continuum limit for the integratl®n7rthe exact spe
tral discriminatop need not be a continuous function and may coltéumctional contributions
(Sec11.8.

If one defines the discriminator with special weights (cf. 5882, those weights have to be i
serted into the summandsXf#.6

General scenario. Regularization 12.7

Numerical work with objects such as spectral discriminators that in@diwectional contributions is
based on the use ofragularization (Sec15.29. One computes a sequence of arrgy(s;; R) from the

available data, and then chooses (empirically) an optimal vaté/ which is neither too large nor too
small. It should not be too large so that the stochastic irregularities are sufficiently smeared, and it
should not be too small so that the signal from the particle one searches for is seen. Whethet-such a ba
ance can be achieved depends on the size of the event sample and the precision of integrations. (Recall
thatany pair of jets in a final state — in the case of 2-jet spectral discriminator; any one jet in the
jet+muon case; etc. — contributes a bump to the spectral discriminator. But only the bumpsehat corr
spond to a particle decaying into jets are added up instead of being smeared away after averaging over
many events.)

Practically, in view of the simplicity of the folding trick (S&2.11) one computes from data one a

' Uniformity is, strictly speaking, not necessary and is assumed for simplicity. With a non-uniform distribution,
one should introduce appropriate weights in all the formulas (e.g. via systematic mappings of coordinates). This
may be used as an optimization trick; for instance, one could take more points around the peaks of the energy
flow due to energetic jets — similarly to the adaptive irdggn routines.
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ray ry(s;;R) for a large enougN and then finds an optimé;r using foldings while, say, watching the

results on computer screen.
It should be emphasized that each element of the gy ay, R) is a correct observable in its own

right; given infinite statistics and computer resources, it could be computed with infinite precision; it
accumulates contributions from all events as is usual with any quantum mechanicaltdeser

Computation of ry(s;;R) for one event 12.8

The event is represented by the data describ&d.in

One runs a loop over all configurations of the mass detector (each configuration is lalyléd by
each step one runs a loop over the chosen valuesAtfeach step one comput@$p;) = @, (p;)
and then the invariant mass S(® - P). The obtained valug is used to add a contribution to
rN (Si ,R) .

Adding a contribution to ry(s;;R) 12.9

Each configuration of mass detector adds a unit of spectral weight to the spectral discriminator; the
contribution is located at= S computed praously for eactR. In terms ofry (s, ; R), one does the
following.

One determinessuch thats; < S < s;,4, and edefines

rv(siiR) < FN(Si;R)““%,

rn(si+1iR) < my(si+1:R) + S5 - 12.10

At this point all the loops are CONTINUE'd.
In the end one divides; (s; ; R) by Z, the total number of points used to discretize integration(s) over

the unit sphere(s) (c12.6).
The folding trick 12.11

This is based on the observation that linear splines for the number of subdidgidrean be b-
tained from the splines for thember of subdivisiorV in the following simple way:

hy (s =s;) =hon(s =s2i1) +3hon (s =s2) +3hon(s =s2i42).- 12.12
The formula for the arrayy (s;;R) is a replica fron12.12
rn(s;iR) = 5N (s2i-13 R) +3rany (5213 R) +5 o (52413 ). 12.13

It is implied that whenever an index goes beyond its banes] the value returned is zero.

Note that the array on the |.h.s. has (almost) twice as few elements as the array on the r.h.s., and the
corresponding Jaess; are twice as far apart.

The folding trick effectively halve§ without complete recalculations, and without making any fu
ther approximations.

A concrete implementation of the algorithm need not follow the above description in every detail.
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Advanced options 13

There are several ways in which the formalism can be extended. We have so far been considering the
simplest kinematical context of the c.m.s. annihilatiba™ - hadrons. Now we turn to modifications
needed to adapt the formalism to the case of hadronic reactions. As was disciZethere are two
points of view on jet counting in the case of hadronic initial states. One is to modify the algoaethms d
veloped fore"e™ - hadrons in a straightforward manip@®]. The other is to emphasize the specifics
of hadronic reactions, most notably, the invariance with respect to boosts in the direction of the colliding
beams and the inclusive nature of the corresponding jet-related obsef2@pl&s/o simple modifia-
tions in the spirit of the first point of view are discussed in B¢ Accommodating the ideas of the
second approach requires more involved and extensive modifications of the formalism, as discussed in
Sec13.7 Lastly, in Secl3.29we discuss the options available for constructing more coniplex
continuous observables that use additional dynamical information that may be available aboet the rea
tion one studied in order to enhance the signal. The examples we consider are motivated by the top
search experiments at FERMILAB2], [13].

Modifications for hadronic reactions, recombination-style 13.1

Special reference frames for DIS 13.2

In the case of deeply inelastic lepton-nucleon scattering it may be desirable to define jets in special
reference framef$0]. To achieve this, we first rewrite particles’ energies and the fassfpitefined in

8.6in a @mvariant form. DefineP = (1,0) and

Then
E;=p;P, b =(Pipj)(PiP)_l(PjP)_l- 13.4

Now to make e.g. the jet-number discriminators (8€eount jets” in any other reference frame, it is
sufficient to choose a 4-vector such ti&t=1 and its rest frame is the desired reference frame. Other
observables (such as spectral discriminators afi3gare modified sirntarly.

Suppressing “forward jets” 13.5

In the case of hadrons in the initial state one may wish to modify the jet-number discrindréitors
suppress contributions from spetcr partons (forward jets). Such modifications are easily done by
analogy with how the recombination algorithms are modified in such casgO{xfFor instance, it
may be sufficient to introduce intg, (see8.8) the factor

A; =1-cos?6; 13.6
per each particle, whef® is the angle between the particle’s direction and the beam axis.

Modifications for hadron-hadron reactions, rapidity-inclusive-style 13.7

Using rapidity: cylinder replaces unit sphere 13.8

Recall that in the spherically symmetric caseaf~ - hadrons we represented particles’ directions
p by unit 3-vectors, i.e. points of the unit sphere parametrized e.g9 aitd¢. In hadron-hadron ¢o

lisions it proves advantageous to repl8aeith pseudorapidity) = Incot% (cf. [10], [26]), and to work
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with transverse components of particles’ 3-momenta. This is equivalent to representing the difections
in terms ofn and a unit 2-vectby3T orthogonal to the beam axis:

p = (pt:n) = (®.n). 13.9

This means that, instead of the unit sphere, one now deals with a cylinder, a direct product of a unit
circle (the collection of alpt) and a real axis correspondingtoThis is equivalent to taking out the
two polar points of the sphere and stretching itt®.

pt can also be referred to asnsverse direction. Note that

PTaPTp =COSO 4 =COS(d, =0 4)- 13.10

On the other hand, to avoid confusion it is reasonable to retain the interpretation of the scalar product of
two directions as cosine of the angééeen them:

PaPp =C0S8,, 13.11

The natural integration measure is modified as followQ. i§ a part of the cylindet3.9then Eg4.3
is still valid but “surface” is interpreted differently; in placedod one now has

b wio)=, dir [ chwtr.m=["cb [ wiom). 13.12

Defining angular separation 13.13

The definition of angular separation for the spherically symmetric case was based on theaconsider
tions discussed in Sek5. For the cylindrical geometry and small angular distances one has, instead of
Eq.4.7,

Doy =51ba =Pyl =3[ 1P1.4 — P17 03] =(1 —cOSd ;) +302,, 13.14

wheren,, =n, —N,. This definition retains a maximal resemblance both to the spherically symmetric
version, Eg4.7, and, for smalt ,,, to the conventional measure of angular distance used in cone-type
jet definitions:

%Rgb:%[q)gb +n3,]. 13.15

Note, however, that the Euclidean forml@t15(and13.14for small¢ ;) is completely ad hoc. It may

have had some sense in the context of conventional algorithms where it might have been expected that
jets should rather have smooth regular shapes (but even then the issue of the form of jets is rather murky
[26]). As was remarked in S&t41, in the context of the new formalism the preclustering algorithm is
expected to be mostly used for smaller angular resolutions so that the issue of the protojet shapes is
simply irrelevant as long as the induced errors are kept sufficiently small (cf.4&BcOn the other

hand, the considerations of computational efficiency may induce one to use a simpler definition, e.qg.

Aab :[max(|¢ab|1|nab I)]2 13.16

There are many possible variants, and the choice may depend e.g. on the specific form of representation
of the information about angular positions of detector cells of a concrete detector installation.

' Instead of which one could use the anjglé prefer the coordinateless vector notation as a more natural one.
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The theoretical considerations that fixed the definition of angular separation in the sphemgally sy
metric case ot*e” - hadrons (ease of analytical study of the jet-number discriminators) seem less
important in the hadronic case because analytical calculations are hardly possible here anyway. Ho
ever, should one wish to take this into account, one may opt for the following definition whih corr
sponds to one of the angular distancesutised i(69]:

A, =coshn,, —cosd . 13.17

This expression is said to conform to the structure of eikonal factors in QCD matrentd[69].

Concerning the arbitrariness of the definition of angular separation, the following should be unde
stood. The choice of angular separation is of little consequence for the preclustering @gh&=swise
sensitivity to a particular choice means that the chosen valyg; 0 too large; cf. Se.41) and the
choice may vary depending on a particular implementation of the algorithm. In the definition of the jet-
number discriminators, however, it may be desirable to adhere to one definition from the very beginning.
Eventually, some form of an “accord” may perhaps be needed to fix the definiflgp ¢berhaps, a
suitable topic for SNOWMASS’'96). Because considerations other than computational simplicity do not
seem to carry sufficient weight in the case of hadron-hadron collisions, the defiSitidappears to
be a strong favaite.

The reasoning below is independent of the particular choice of the angular sefsyation

Transverse energy 13.18

Another modification in the case of hadronic reactions is that, instead of the total energytbf the
particle E; it is considered more natural in this context to usedisverse energy [26],

E;1 € E;|sing,]. 13.19
The ordinary energy should be replaced with the transveesgye

E < Er, 13.20

in all the formulas and interpretations of the preceding sections. Thus, the “energy flow” is ribw an a
stract measure on the cylindgf x n whose values are transvers energy, etc. Practically, all one has to

do is to reintepret Eqs4.20Q, 4.21, etc. accordingly.

C-correlators 13.21

The general formula faf-correlatorss.18remains true with the above reinterpretations. However,
since the two poles of the unit sphere have been removed, the required continuity of the amgular fun
tions (f,,, in 5.18 remember that it is now expressed in termg wfstead oB) does not now concern
the “points”n = oo (formerly 8 =0, ). This effect is seen e.g. in the formula for €eorrelator that
computes invariant mass, Bgl4 which now becomes

@-pip))

L L 13.22
|sin6; sin6; |

St =S(P) =3 ,EiTE)T
with the angular function that is singularms +c. However, the total energy of the event is bounded
by a constant so that the behavior of the “transverse energy fipwatn — o suppresses thensi
gularities of the angular functiong (; depends om viai). Such singularities are, thereforeuspus.
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Modifications of the optimal preclustering 13.23

The reasoning of Setremains valid with the reinterpretation of Ep3.9 13.20and any of the
definitions of the angular separatif), discussed in Set3.13 It should be emphasized that for
smallery.; one should opt for the computationally simplest among all equivalenititefin

Modifications of the jet-number discriminators J,, 13.24

The formula8.8 and the reasoning that led to it remain valid in the new context provided one uses a
new definition for the angular separatir), and all energies are transverse energies. Sincedhe ha
ronic case is kinematically more complex, it is no longer possible to present analytical formulas for,
e.g., normalizations aJ,,, which will have to be determined numerically for each choiag gf Other

properties (such as monotonic decrease for largéc.; see Se8) are retained independently of this
choice.

Modifications of spectral discriminators 13.25

All one has to do is the following:

* Reinterpret the angular separatityy), in the definition of the elementary filter Bd.3according to
Sec13.13

» Recompute the normalization factors for all spectral discriminators]&@s10.32 11.22
» Restrict each integration ovgr (position of an elementary mass detector) to the interval af pse
dorapidity corresponding to the actual experimental data.

The key qualitative features of spectral discriminatorgd-spikes, their evolution etc. — are indegen
ent of the particular kinematic context.

Jet distributions with respect to Et 13.26

As was clarified irf26] there are physical arguments in the case of hadron-hadron collisions to prefer
inclusive observables such as 1-jet inclusive differential cross selcticitE (used e.g. for precision
determination ofx ¢ [70]). Such an observable can be translated into the languagalgébra in a

most natural manner. In fact, the relevant construction is a simple analogue of spectral discriminators.
Define:

ErP) € Y P Er . 13.27

Consider the 1-jet spectral discriminatd. 7 with kinematic modifications described above, and use the
observable3.27in place of the invariant mass. One obtains:

Prjet(Er:R) € [dg 8(Et ~E1 (. R)). 13.28

The meaning of this expression is similar to spectral discriminators already considered: Each clean jet in
the final state gives rise todespike inpy jet(E7; R) for an appropriate range Bt Averaging over all

events yields a continuous distribution that is analogods talE in the high£7 region. The analogy

would be rather complete if @tspikes were of the same height. This, however, is not so, add the

spikes have different height depending on the structure of the surrounding event. This means that there
is some dynamical information blended ipige(E7 ; R) as compared with the simple counting of

events in the case db/ dEt. But this can hardly be considered a drawback — an advantage rather —
given the intrinsically natural manner of how it is accomplished.
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Further options for C-continuous observables 13.29

Even within the restrictions @f-algebra there still is a considerable freedom of choice to allow one
to take into account the dynamical information that may be available for a particular experimental
situation (e.g. from a preliminary study of the data using conventional methods). The general options
outlined below should help one with that.

Generalized differential C-continuous observables 13.30

In practice it is convenient to have in view a rather wide clagsaaintinuous observables of the
following form:

F(P)[dyA(y) G(¥, oP)&(s ~H(®, <P)), 13.31

whereF, G andH are, typically,C-correlators (othe€-continuous observables are also allowed),
andW¥ are two families of filters parametrized pyhich describes the geometry of the filters — in fact,
the structure of substates the observable probes (cL1S&8, H describes the physical feature with
respect to which the distribution is studied (e.g. the invariant mass of the substate or its total transverse
energyE+ ), whileF, G andA may be used to enhance the signal (an example is given. 833
The C-continuity of the construdt3.31follows from the esults of Secb.

Example: using additional dynamical information to enhance signal 13.32

Consider a search for partictethat decays into two jets, for which one uses 2-jet spectral discrim
natorll.22expecting to see a bump signaling a virtual presenge loét us show how additionayd
namical information may allow one to enhance the signal/background ratio by modifying the definition
11.22along the line 013.31

For instance, suppose the jets resulting from the decay are expected to be accompanied by no less
than, say, 3 jets. Then the signal can be enhanced by multiplying each contribution to the spectral di
criminator (the integrand df1.22 by J3(¢‘§1"§2;R oP) (=G in 13.3]) where
Dy i r(Pi) == 4o p (D)) 13.33
and®; . . is the same filter that describes the mass detector used in the definition of the sgectral di
criminator (cf.11.20. The point is that the fiIte@él,éz;R defines a substate that is complementary to

the one being tested Wél,éz; r- [fthe complementary substate has less than 3 jets then
J3(Pgy 3ok
Secs8 and9). This would affect the normalizatidri.23but that is of little consequence as long as the
desired suppression is effected. Note that such a factor can be raised, without spdikogrttieuity,

to any positive power which may make the suppression sharper (perhaps, at the cost of dexreased st
bility with respect to data errors and statisk fluctuations).

Similarly, suppose one expects that 2-jet events cannot contain the particle one searchesi®r (i.e.
always accompanied by at least another jet). Then it is natural to modify the expression of spectral di
criminator by simply multiplying the contribution to it from each evRiiity (a power of) the ordinary
3-jet discriminator3(P) (= F in Eq 13.31).

One could also use information about expected angular distribution of the jets in the final state to i
troduce angular weights ¢=in Eq 13.3J).

The above scheme is generalized in a straightforward way to the case of, say, particles that decay into
3-jets and are mostly produced in 6-jet events (which corresponds to the top search at the FERMILAB

oP) suppresses the contribution (the properties of the observhplase described in
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Tevatron in the purely hadronic chanf&g]).

Higher differential C-continuous observables 13.34

Similarly to differential cross sections, one can define differe@t@ntinuous observables wite-r
spect to more than one parameter. For this, it is sufficient to insert addifumaitions into the irg-
grand of13.31

As an example, consider the Lego plots in &igf [13]. Their (simplified)C-continuous analogue
would be as follows. One considers a 3-jet spectral discriminator and insertstemalddfunction,

P3j-2j (53), 523 R) ZJdél 4j, G 38(s3 — 5 (41,942,435 R)) &2 = S" (41,4243 R)); 13.35
where
$'(G1.42.45R) =S(®; 5,4.r°P)  S"(G1,42.45R) =al£T:1iln2 3S(csza,zjh;R °P). 13.36

azb

The functionS” is the minimal invariant mass among pairs of jets from the three jets selected by the
filterin S'.

Transition tom,,; = s,]{f 2 can be performed as explained in 34c4

The above examples demonstrate that the expressive po@e@igébra is sufficient for practically
any application of the precision measurement class.
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Summary and conclusions 14

The results of this work can be summed up as follows:

» A systematic analysis allows one to reinterpret the “ambiguities” of the conventional jet finding
algorithms as instabilities caused by the intrinsic discontinuity of such algorithms. Such instabilities

are inherited in the form of systematic errors by any observable defined on the basis of such algorithms.
» The instabilities are eliminated if observables are chosen to be continuous in an appropriate sense.
A proper continuity of observables is determined uniquely by the structure of measurement errors of
multimodule calorimetric detectors. It can be described as a stability with respect to “almost collinear”
fragmentations that cannot be distinguished by a finite precision calorimetric detector. The fact that
real-life calorimetric detectors have finite energy and angular resolutions is a key consideration that has
been missing in the discussion of jet-related fragmentation-invariant observables: The resulting contin
ity (which we call calorimetric continuity, @-continuity) restricts the structure of observables rather
severely — yet leaving enough freedom to allow one to describe any jets-related physics in the language
of such dservables.

» TheC-continuity ensures that observables possess optimal properties with respect to data errors.
On the other hand, a use of continuous weights instead of hard cuts corresponds better to the physical
reality of absence of any internal boundaries separating final states with different “numbers of jets” in
the conthuum of all possible final states.

» A rather wide family ofC-continuous observables can be constructed within the framework of the
so-calledC-algebra. The -algebra contains:

— A special class of observables (the so-callezbrrelators) that have a rigid analytical structure;

in particular, their dependence on particles’ energies is fixed. The most important among them are:
(transverse) energy; invariant mass; a sequdpce: =1,2,...,0 of the jet-number discriminators

(Secs8, 9 and13.29. (Note that the construction of the latter differs slightly for different kinematical
situations such as"¢~ — hadrons, deeply inelastic lepton-nucleon scattering or hadron-hadren coll
sions; cf. Sed3)

— A set of rules to construct nefi*continuous observables from those already available.522s
and13.29.

— A set of rules to translate the conventional observables based on jet algorithms into the language of
C-algebra (the filtering to select “multijet substates”, S2@% 10.2 11.14 the “spectral” constms

tion to describe distributions of properties — e.g. masses — of “multijet substates1,05kcs

and11.1).

* TheC-correlators that form a basis Gfalgebra have the form of multiparticle correlators and,
therdore, fit tightly and naturally ito the framework of Quantum Field Theory (they can be rewritten

in terms of the energy-momentum teniget]). It is fair to say that any property that can be megnin

fully studied within QFT (which summarizes a vast body of experimental knowledge) should be e
pressible in the form of multiparticle correlators. Since there is, really, little reason to expect that QFT
may break down at the energies of the current and planned colliders, one concludes that the taking into
account of “the kinematical QFT aspect” is the other key ingredient that has been missing frem the di
cussion of jet-related observables. The fact tha€therrelators fit naturally into the QFT framework
opens a prospect for higher qualitydregical predictions in the physics of jets.

It should come as no surprise that because only kinematical restrictions went into the condition of
C-continuity, it proves possible to express physics conventionally studied via jet finding algorithms,

in the language af-continuous observables. With such observables, at no stage does one hawe to ide
tify individual jets. As a result, the problem of instabilities of jet algorithms in its current form simply
vanishes.
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* In the new formalism, jet algorithms retain the role of an approximation trick for faster computation
of such observables from data (preclustering). The jet resolution parameters of conventional algorithms
become parameters that control the corresponding approximation errors. In particular, there is one
algorithm (Sec7.20 that is optimal from the point of view of minimization of such approximation

errors. Such an “optimal preclustering” happens to possess features of various conventional jet alg
rithms; in particular, it allows one to recombine any number of particles into one (or more) protojet(s)
using well-defined analytical criteria (E€39and Sec7.47).

» The explicit — and rather simple — analytical structure of the observablehalgebra results in

a much greater flexibility as regards construction of approximation tricks etc. than in the case of the
corventional scheme. One example is the expansions in energies of soft particlég;(8ethe ana-

lysis of errors due to missing energy in Set5. Other tricks will undoubtedly be found in the context

of conrete applications.

» The advantages of the new formalism — a lesser sensitivity to data errors, absence of instabilities,
advantages for theoretical studies including calculations, computational flexibility — showiooe e

ted to be least negligible in the applications that can be characterized as precision measurements, i.e.
whenever the quality of both experimental numbers and theoretical predictions is important, including
low-signal situations.

Objections 14.1

Higher computing resources 14.2

One objection to the new formalism is tidatontinuous observables require more compassrur-
ces to compute them from raw data. That, however, is a purely technical matter: First, the ragular an
lytical structure of new observables allows many analytical and programming optimizations. Second,
little additional computer power seems to be needed for computing new observables for the values of
control parameters of jet algorithms that (values) are currently employed. As more computing power
becomes available (which happens very fast), more precise computations can be dammvsee b

Ambiguities 14.3

One may argue that there are still ambiguities to fix in the definitions of varicostinuous bser-
vables (e.g. the shape of elementary mass detectors in the construction of spectral discriminators in
Secs10and11; the choice of angular separation in the hadron-hadron casE8Setetc.). The a-
swer to this objection is that it was not ambiguities per se that were the problem with the conventional
jet algorithms, butheir enhancement by instabilities. Once the cause of the enhancement is eliminated,
all one has to worry about is a consistency of the definitions used in theoretical and experimental calc
lations:

Psychological objections 14.4

More difficult to cope with (in a sense) are objections of psychological nature, mostly duento an u
derstandable inertia of thought.

One such objection is that a jet finding algorithm, if used in a consistent manner by theorists and
experimentalists, is a well-defined observable. Of courses@neall any number computed from data
an observable. However, it stands to physical reason that defining a physically correct obaasvable
take into account errors of measurement and calculation; a measure of stability against sughserrors
be incorporated into the definition; and omesr be aware of the consequences of the choices one makes

' Of course, having got rid of the systematic errors due to “ambiguities of jet algorithms” one may discover that
what one really needs is more theoretical higher order corrections, or a higher precision of one’s calorimeters,
or a greater bandwidth of one’s data acquisition system — but that would be an entirely different situation.
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and of the available options. Instability of jet algorithms is a self-inflicted woe, and there is no reason
why it should not be eliminated whenever technically possible and physicalssasce

On the other hand, it is not clear how one can rationally argue against the point of view that the jet
pattern, i.e. the number and 4-momenta of jets for a final state (&f2Egs only an approximate
description of that final state. One may or may not be happy with such an approximation. In the former
case, one can simply ignore #ialgebra In the latter case, however, one would like to know how to
improve upon the approximation. The new formalism offers a systematieato this question.

Another psychological difficulty is that some effort is needed in order to learn to think in terms of the
new formalism rather than keep interpreting and judging it (Ssometimes with misleading conclusions) in
terms of the old paradigm based on a naive definition of jets, which the new formalism is meant to s
persede. The habit of thinking in terms of jets is deeply ingrained, in part due to their highly visual cha
acter. Physical theories, however, are not always entirely intuitive, and physical meaning — contrary to
a wide-spread implicit belief — is not the same as quasiclassical visualization. Although the jet/parton
picture remains a valid and greatly useful approximation, it is only a first approximation to the precise
QFT-compatible description based on galgebra.

From jet finding algorithms to C-algebra 14.5

A transition to the systematic use@fontinuous observables — in situations where the additional
computational resources required by the new formalism would be justified by higher precisiaa requir
ments — could be performed gradually. Indeed, the conventional data processing consists of two steps:
first, a jet finding algorithm computes a jet pattern for each event (Bgsecond, an observable is
computed from jet patterns.

The new formalism allows one to translate any such observable into the langGagentihuous
functions (C-correlators, spectral discriminators, etc.). The difficulty here is that the translation is not
a mechanical procedure. But once one has worked through typical examplés{Spdsshould not
be particularly difficult. Because the framework®algebra incorporates only kinematical restrictions,
any truly observable physical featiman be adequately expressed in the languagecohtinuous
obsewables.

Since jet algorithms are treated as an approximation tripkgelusteing) within the framework of
C-algebra, one can start by simply replacing the old observables witG-gentinuous ones — wit
out changing the jet algoritihh— and reprocess the same events in order to compute the new obser
ables (recall e.g. that on{y(100) events were used to discover the top gk [13]). This allows
one to test the algorithms with a limited but meaningful sample of events.

Next, sinceC-continuous observables retain their meaning and qualitative behavior even if one deals
directly with the original events instead of their jet patterns, one can choose a smaller value for the jet
resolutiony. (or the jet cone radiug) and repeat the entire computation. This means that fesser di
tortions would be introduced into the computed observables but more computing power would be
needed. Continuing in this fashion one should be able to see how far one is able and willing to go with
the available computeesources.

Therefore, although a prospective transition to the useadfebra for quantitative description
of physical phenomena involving hadron jets in situations where the limitations of the conventional
approach are too restrictive — although such a transition does represent a change of direction, it does
not mean a complete break with the tradition of jet finding algorithms, and can be accomplished in
an evolutionary maner.

' As did the Indiana State House of Representatives in 1887 when it decreed Sha].
" Not to be confused with an expression of such a feature in the language of jet algorithms.
" Eventually, the optimal preclustering will have to be used but the switch can be done any time.
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Appendix. Abstract measures on [0,1] 15

An excellent source on abstract measures with emphasis on the functional point of4&8wHesr
numeric handling of measures one only needs to put together a few tricks that are well-known in applied
mathematics. In this appendix only measures on the unit interval are discussed. The primary purpose is
to explain the computational issues associated with spectral disaonsin

Continuous functions. Constructive aspects 15.1

The notion of (abstract) measure is derivative from that of continuous function. Consider continuous
functions defined in the unit intervals s < 1, and the continuity extends to the end points. Define the
C°-distancébetween two such functions:

If = glco = suplf(s) ~g(s) - 15.2
O<s<1

We say thaf approximateg in the sense of C° if the C%distancel5.2is sufficiently small.

Linear splines 15.3

Split the interva[0,1] into N equal subintervals; the boundaries between them aré #fepoints
s; =ilN, i=0,1...N. Fix N+1 numbersf;, i =0,1...,N. Consider a functiorf (s) such that it takes
the valuesf; at the points;, f(s;) = f;, and interpolates linearly in between:

f(s) =N fi(si1 =) + fina(s =5:)], 8; <5 <5749 15.4

We call such functionBnear splines. The following two facts are important here: (a) Linear splines are
perfectly constructive objects: they can be represented as irai}sof floating point numbers.
(b) One can use them to approximately represent any contifumzi®n.
Indeed, supposg = f(s;). By choosingV large enoughf(s) can be made to represef(ts) with
any precisiore for all s simultaneously (i.e. in the sense):

- f <g, or s) - f(s)| <e fordl 0<s <1, 15.5
(g £ (s) = £ (s)

The linear splines play the same role for continuoastions as the floating point numbers do for real
numbers. Note that iV is fixed, different continuouginctions will be represented with a differefit-

precision.
A convenient representation fb%.4is as follows. [&fine:
h(s) =max(0,1-|s]), Ay(s) = Nh(Ns), lim hy(s)=0(s). 15.6
N o0
Then
~ N
OES SN CEENNICHR 15.7
Measures on [0,]] 15.8

Imagine a subroutine (called, s@y,that accepts as an argument a variable length gftay] of
floating point numbers, and returns one number as a rpéfijt, Since the array can be regarded as
representing a linear spline, the subroutine defines a function on the space of all linear spliges. To di

' ¢%is a standard mathematical notation for things pertaining to continuous functions when the latter adjective
is inconvenient as in the case@tdistance. The superscript 0 indicates that one talks about continuity of the
function itself only;C* would mean that there are continuous first order derivatives, etc. The distafidmis

cause if a sequence of continuous functions converges in the seifsdistance, then the limit is a function

that is automatically contius (i.e. alsa@®).
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tinguish linguistically the ordinary functions and these new functions that have ordinary functions as a
guments, the new sort of functions are cafliedzionals. Thus we say that is a functional on linear
splines.

Examples of functionals 15.9

(1) p(f)= surface undeyr(s)g(s) whereg(s) is an integrable function (the algorithm here involves
iterations to perform integtion).

(2) p(f)= the valuef(1t/5) (can be computed with arbitrary precision).

(3) p(f)= surface undesin f(s).

o= 3 —5/G) . 15.10

n=12,..

The series is convergent becafisgbounded. But the convergence is slow enough to ensure that one
has to deal with long sequences of rational numbers to attain high precision.

The subroutines (1), (2) and (4) have an additional property: their resuligearavith respect to
their argumentf).

Furthermore, take a sequengeof linear spline functions that approximates a given continuous
function f in the sense af®. What can one say about the sequgr(@e) ? In general, nothing. So, one
has to make the follaing ...

Strong assumption 15.11

For any sequence of linear spline functigishat converges in the sensefto some continuous
functionf, the sequence of numbeyéf,,) should converge in the usual numerical sense, and the result
should be the same for any sequence that approxifhdigss is true in all the above examples.) Then
the subrouting effectively defines a functional emy continuous function. In other words, for any
continuousfunctionf one can computg(f) to any accuracy by choosing a linear spline approximation
f that is sufficiently close t6in the sense af®, and evaluatingp(f).

| emphasize that such a subroutine need not give meaningful results if a different type of closeness for
its argument is considered. For instance, if one computes the valyefoofa partial Fourier series for
f, then — whatever the precision of computations — the resulting numerical sequence will net, in ge
eral, converge. Thus, choosing a wrong type of approximation/convergence (in the case ofd-ourier s
ries, it is the convergence “in the sensé&®¥ would render computations naagless.

What are the most general linear functionals on C°? 15.12

It is exactly such functionals that are calteehisures.' The crucial requirements are (i) that measures
arelinear functionals, and (ii) that they are defined on there spaceC’.
A convenient syntactic convention is to write a measure as an integral:

(/) = [ dspls) £(5). 15.13

This emphasizes the fact that the notion of measure is an extension of the notion of ordinary function
(because an integrable functip(y) defines a measure accordindl®13. But it may prompt one to

handle a measure as one would a continuous function, which may lead to erroneous results.
Continuity of measures 15.14

Since we are dealing with measures in a numerical way the issues of errors — therefore, continuity
— are central. In standard textbooks one usually requires of measures to satisfy certain contiauity pro

' In the main text they are called “abstract measures” to avoid interference with physical measurements.
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erties. However, a remarkable recent thedr&hensures that measures defined as above automatically
possess those propertiédore precisely, any measypds automatically continuous in the following
sense: If a sequence of continudusctions f, converges in the sense®f then the numbens(f,)

converge in the usual numerical sense.

Measures as additive functions of subsets 15.15

In older textbooks and in all advanced textbooks on the theory of probability where measures are
routinely studied (e.d49]), one defines measures differently — as additive functions on subsets. For
instance, if one takes a subSaif the interval 0,1] to consist of a sequence of non-intersecting-nte
vals, then the total length §fis a measure: the length of a union of two such non-intersecting subsets is
a sum of their lengths. After that one embarks upon an agonizing study of which subsets are measu
ablé' etc., most of which has nothing to do with constructive mathematics. The only textbook | know of
that discusses both definitions systematically with the functional definition as a primary[dBg, is
The modern definition in terms of linear functionals is better suited to our needs: Our measures emerge
directly as sums d¥-functions (cf.10.7).

General structure of measures 15.16

In general, a measure is a sum of two components: one is an integrable function (this is usually a
continuous function with a few integrable singularities — €-§.2); the other is localized on a zero
length subset df0,]] (this is usually a discrete — perhaps infinite — surd-fafnctions (cf.15.10.

A typical spectral discriminator is a sum of a continuous component and a finite ndmber o
functions (Sedl1.1).

Convergence of sequences of measures 15.17

This is a central issue because we want to perform computations with measures. This means that our
expressions/subutines for measures will be only approximations, and if we want them to be indeed
approximations, we should understand precisely what convergence means in the cassuoésiea

From among different types of convergence of measures we need the one that is naturalln our pro
lem. We call itconvergence in the sense of measures."

Consider a sequence of measygsSuppose it is such that for any continuéwsctionf their vd-
uesp, (f) form a convergent sequence of numbers. The limit defines a functional that is automatically
linear. Since we require convergence for each continuous function, the resulting functional is defined on
each continuous function and is, therefore, a measure automatically. Wright's theorem.(sed Hec
above) guarantees continuity of the resulting measure with respect to variations of its argument (in the
sense ot°).

The rates of convergence for differgrdrenot correlated. This means that there is, in general, no
single number to characterize precision of an approximation in the sensesofes®a

A rule of thumb is, the fastgrchanges, the slower the convergence. This has an important practical
consequence:

' The theorem is valid if one replaces the notorious Axiom of Choice that allows one to prove “existence” of all
sorts of pathological counterexamples, with the so-called Axiom of Determinateness due to Myczelski and St
inhaus (the only readable account | am aware [GT3f which offers a more adequate formalization ai-co
structive aspects of mathetica.

" The modern answer (the Myczelski-Sverczkowski theoreni78}J) is, all. It is valid in the same context as

the Wright theorem mentioned above.

" In the context of functional analysis it is a special case of the so-talledk topologyf42]. In the context of

the theory of measure proper it is often called simply weak converff€fice

¥ Mathematically, this means that theveak topology is in general not metrizapi€]; even when it is (e.g. in

the case of normalized measures on a compact set), the corresponding distance function isefdt too us



F. V. Tkachov / Measuring multijet structure... FERMILAB-PUB-95/191-T (corrected 10/30/95) 90

Quality of approximations 15.18

From the above one can infer that if a meapussknown approximately, then numerical errors of
p(f) differ for differentf. In particular, for somé the errors may be judged actadpe, for others, too
large. Spectral discriminators are constructed by accumulating statistically data from many events. As
the number of events in the data sample is increased, the spectral discriminator obtained is expected to
converge to the “true” one. But with a limited statistics, on wfiitte obtained precision will be
(un)acceptable?

There is no concrete numerical answer to this question but a rule of thumb is that the “softer” the
shape of, the better the precision. For instance, it is easier to obtain a high precision for the jet-number
discriminatorsd,, (Sec.8.8) for smallenn.

Approximate description 15.19

Now we turn to practical issues of how to construct and manipulate approximations for a given
measure. First, we have to agree on what is “approximate”. In all cases we encounter the meaning is
dictated by the problem, and is as follows. A sequence of megsucesverges to a given oneif for
any continuous test functigione has convergenge (f) — p(f) in the usual numerical sense. Note
that the rate of convergence dependsg. ®ractically, one chooses a sufficiently rich finite set of test
functions f;, and measures cle®ess ofp,, to p by the differencefp,, (f;) - p(f;)|-

Measures represented by continuous functions 15.20

For measures represented by continuous functions, one may use linear splines. Note that a sequence
of continuous functions that converges in the seng8 ilso converges in the sense of measures. Li
ear splines approximate a continuous function in the ser@® tiferefore, will automatically result in
a satisfactory approxiation in the sense of measures.

Unfortunately, this obvious method is inapplicable in our case because spectral discriminators emerge
as sums od-functions — not as continuous functions.

o-functions 15.21

The fact is, any measure can be approximated to arbitrary precision in the sense of measures by finite
linear combinations as-functions (cf.15.26. A well-known case when this occurs is a Monte Carlo
evaluation of an observati®e7. Then one approximates the expres@atby a finite sums~ Y ; F(P;),

which is equivalent to approximating the probability measuséth a sum ob-functions as follows:
T(P)~3;5(P.P,). 15.22
In terms of computer data structures, such a linear combination is just a finite-length list of records,

each containing two fields: the coefficient of ghunction, and its location. For measureq 0yi], the
location is just a number from this interval.

Constructing regular approximations 15.23

The problem is that in our case the locationd-fafnctions are irregularly scattered over the umit i
terval so that visualization and comparison are difficult. Moreover, fluctuations due to errors may be
unacceptably large. So, a more regularesgmtation is needed.

Recall that a measure is a collection of its values on continuous functions. Approximate a continuous

test functionf by a linear spling?N, Eqgs15.4and15.7, wherefN - fasN - o in exactly the sense

we need (i.e. in the sense@that ensures convergence of values of any megjuféis fact allows
one to @proximately represent:

dsp(s) £(s) = [ aopls) Ty () =2 5% m () £si). 15.24
0 0

The explicit expression faty is as follows:



F. V. Tkachov / Measuring multijet structure... FERMILAB-PUB-95/191-T (corrected 10/30/95) 91

v(s) = Jods'pls' Yy (5 ). 15.25

This is a continuous function efbut only a finite array of its valueg (s;) is actually used to reer
sentp (cf. 15.24 — for a better approximation one takes a largesnd the new array (s;) consists
of values of a different continuous function.

The r.h.s. ofl5.24is exactly the value ofhof a sum o®-functions located af;, with weights equal
to ry(s;). So, we have obtained the following approximation:

p(s) =Py ()= E T g (585 =53 15.26

py converges to p in the sense of measures 15.27
This is ensured by construction.
An important fact is that wherepsvas any measure — perhaps, a s@ird-functions scatterea-i
regularly within[0,1] — thed-functions ofp,, are distributed in a regular mann*er, independently of
whatp was. Therefore, the array of numbeygs;),i =0,1...,N is a convenient approximate represe

tation for a measure, to be interpreted accordiriptdé ChoosingV large enough, one can make the
approximation as pcise as needed.

ry(s;) are valid observables per se 15.28

An advantage of the above construction is that the numpeérg are simply the valued @ on test
functionshy (s — s;) — without any approximations involved. This means thatisf a spectral di
criminator obtained by collecting statistics from many events,#3én) are perfectly valid scalar-
valued observables per se. In particulap is known precisely (e.g. from infinite statistics experiments

with no systematic errors etc.) then they are also known precisely. In other words, the “measured” va
ues forry (s;) (i.e. the values computed from a finite sample of data) will converge to the ideal values

as the statistics is increased, and can be used to compare experimental data with theory.
However, statistical fluctuations (including those due to data errors) are smaller for shfafler
Sec2.2]).

Regularization 15.29

This is a fundamental notion formalized and systematically developed for applied problerks by Ti
honov and his schoT5]. While any exact spectral discriminag(s) is a continuous function after
averaging over all final states its approximate representgiidhat emerge due to a discretizeaint
gration overy in 11.2are rather irregular sums &functions. Although in principl converges t@
in the sense of measures (when the event sample and the precision of integrations are increased), one
would like to obtain a more uniform approximation. This is achieved as follows. For each ajgproxim
tion p, one constructs the sequengg as described in Sei5.23 (p,, are practically represented by
the corresponding arrayg (s;).) Then one chooses = N as large as possible — yet not too large so
that the irregularities (due to the stochastic nature of the approxinpgtieould not be too manifest.

The resultp I (equivalently, the arraiﬁ) is the required regularization. Asis made more precise

(e.g. by increasing the event sample), the optiﬁ‘myoes too, andﬁﬁ(or Fﬁ) - p. Precise mathemiat

cal criteria for choosing the optimb?l are unknown at the time of this writing so it is best to proceed in
an empirical fashion. A convenient tool for that is the folding trick of B2&1
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Appendix. General theory of abstract measures 16

The definitions and facts listed below constitute a minimum of information on abstract measures pr
sented for completeness’ sake. A reader inexperienced in this sort of mathematics may find it difficult to
understand it; in that case, one should consult the material dfS3ecwell as an expert mathemat
cian. A much more complete source is the excellent advanced tefdiapogeneral functional-analytic
aspects are treated with elegancit].

Note that standard expositions (lil5]) are grappling with difficulties due to an unfortunateoaxi
matization of infinite constructions (pathologies due to the Axiom Of Choice). These have nothing to do
with practical mathematics and are ignored below. (See the remarks and referencdbig Sec
A) Consider a finite-dimensional smooth manifdd In our case this can be a Euclidean vector
space, a sphere, a cylinder, or a directipcoof a finite number of these.

B) Test function onM is a continuous numeric-valued functionMrsuch that it takes non-zerolva

ues only within a compact subregi&nof M; i.e. K is such that it does not stretch to infinity in amy d
rection. IfM is a (direct product of) sphere(s) than it has no infinite directions and the restriction does
not apply.

C) Measure onM is alinear functional defined ol test functions. (This definition is sufficient for

all practical purposes.) Two generic examples: (i) a linear combinat®fuattions; (ii) an integrable
function.

D) Measures form &near space, i.e. one can take their linear combinations.

E) Convergence of measures can be defined in several ways. The one we need is the most natural one
(sometimes called weak convergence of measures; it is a special case of the *-weak topology in spaces
of linear functionals; we call tonvergence in the sense of measures), and is as follows: A sequence of
measures converges if their values on any test function form a sequence that converges in the usual n
meric sense.

F) Such convergence is, in generalt metrizable, i.e. cannot be described by a single distance-fun

tion. This is possible in the case of a compéde.g. a sphere) but even then such a distance function is
not practically useful.

G) The linear space of measureslissed with respect to the convergence in the sense of measures.

H) Any measure can hgproximated (with respect to convergence in the sense of measures) with
continuous functions (e.g. multidimensional analogues of linear splines). This can also be dane with f
nite linear combinations @functions. These two facts are the basis of how measures are to be handled
in numerical appliations.
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