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T he recently reported CDF and D 0 inclusive gt cross-sections are com —
pared, using a uniform theoretical NLO QCD calculation to acocount for the
di erent kinem atic coverages of the pseudo—rapidity variable in the two exper-
In ents. The two data sets are found to be In good agreem ent. W ith a 2-3%
relative overall nom alization adjistm ent, the data sets appear to agree over
the entire E+ range, even w ithout taking into acoount the other system atic
errors.
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This short CTEQ note contains m aterial extracted from a talk given at the Rom e D IS conference
In April, 1996. It is presented here because of the strong current interest in the in plications
of the CDF and D0 inclusive gt data. Som e of these results w ill appear In our contrbution to
the P roceedings of the Rom e D IS conference, and in a forthcom Ing paper on a system atic global
analysis including new D IS and £t data resulting in a new series of CTEQ 4 parton distribbutions
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A great deal of attention has been given recently to the high statistics lnclusive &t pro—
duction m easurem ents m ade at the Tevatron, stin ulated by the observation by the CDF
collaboration of a larger cross-section at high #t E. than expected from NLO QCD cal
culations based on previously available parton distroutions. [;2] T his result m ay have far
reaching consequences if it is con m ed experim entally, and if it cannot be explained in
the conventional theoretical fram ework. Thus, the recently reported ndependent m easure-
m ent by the D 0 collaboration 3] was anticipated w ith a ot of interest. U nfortunately, the
com parison of the results from the two experim ents has, so far, led to rather am biguous
Interpretations. T his is partly due to the fact that, although the statistics are high form ost
of the m easured E . range, the system atic errors on these prelim inary data are too large to
allow for a de nitive conclusion. T hese system atic errors have yet to be fiillly analyzed and
properly taken Into account In a m eaningfiil com parison. If one overlooks the system atic
errors, the com parison plots displayed 3] leaves the inpression that the two sets of data
disagree in general shape, as well as In nom alization over the wellkm easured medium E
range o100 200 G&V.

There is a seocond source of uncertainty in the com parison: the two experin ents have
slightly di erent kinem atical coverage in the pseudo-rapidiyy var:iab]e| 01 < j j< 04 for
CDF vs. J j< 05 forD 0. Thism akes it in possible to com pare the m easured cross-sections
directly because the cross-section has an dependence in general. This di erence In
coverage m ust be corrected before a m eaningfiil com parison can be m ade. T he correction
factor can only be generated from some theory. Sihce NLO QCD is very successfiill in
acoounting for the m easured cross—section over 8 orders of m agnitude in the cbserved E
range, i is then natural to use the NLO QCD theory as the comm on m esting ground for
com paring the tw o experin ents. In practice, one com putes the percentage di erence between
the ndividual m easurem ent versus the respective NLO QCD theory expectation, and then
com pares the two di erences. Thus, e ectively, one is com paring the two experim ental
resuls, nom alized to theory. However, in the com parison of the two data sets presented
previously, the theoretical corrections were calculated separately by the two collaborations
usingtwo di erent NLO QCD program s: EKS 4] frCDF and JETRAD []frD 0. Shcethe
application ofthese N LO program s isknown to be a delicatem atter (hvolving gt algorithm s,
scale choices, £t m erging prescrptions, ... etc.), it cannot be taken for granted that the
existing com parisons are unam biguous, even if the two program s have been checked against
each otherunder other circum stances before. T he possbility exists that, In com paring O ata
—\T heory") / \T heory" from the two experin ents, the \T heory" were not the sam e| hence
the com parison was not an approprate one.

T hus, we have undertaken to do an independent com parison of the two m easured cross—
sections using an uniform theoretical calculation as the comm on calbration. Speci cally,
we used a recent version of the EK S program to calculate the expected \T heory" values
forboth the CDF and D 0 data points, Integrating over their respective  ranges, and then
com pared the two (D ata — Theory) / Theory results:: W e found, surprisingly, that the
two sets of data agree rather well with each other. A though it is not possbl to quantify

T he renom alization and factorization scales are both sest to = E=2. The theoretical cross-
section is quite insensitive to the choice of for the range of E + considered. E4] f_S]



the agreem ent/disagreem ent (say, by a meaningful ?), without a proper treatm ent of all
the correlated system atic errors, the in pression gained from these results is qualitatively
di erent from that m entioned before, aswe willnow show .

Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 present the com parison of prelin inary CDF and DO Run-IB data
nom alized to theory, using the CTEQ3M [§] and M RSD 0’ []] parton distrbution sets,
resoectively, which were obtained before the &t data becam e available. T he error bars are
statistical only. In these gures, one sees the, by now, weltkknown higher-than-expected
CDF crosssection. However, the two sets of data seem to be in mather good qualitative
agreem ent. In the medium E. range (say, 50 200 G&V ) where the crosssection is well-
m easured, there appears to be a 2-3% di erence In relative overall nom alization between
the two experin ents, which iswellw ithin the experim ental nom alization uncertainties, but
quite a bit an aller than that seen In earlier com parisons. If an adjistm ent of the rlative
nom alization of this m agnitude is m ade, the agreem ent w ill Jook even better (see next
paragraph) . It m ay be tem pting to notice a slight di erence In slopes of the two data setsas
a function ofE.. But one must bear In m ind that correlated errors are not included in this
com parison. Several of these system atic errors can easily lead to E . dependent corrections
which will nullify the observed e ect.

Sin ilar conclusions are reached using as reference two recent parton distrbution sets
w hich incorporate som e ofthe gt data In theglobal t. Fig.3 usesthe forthcom ngCTEQ 4M
distrbutions ] which includes the m ediim range E. ¥t data, along w ith the m ost recent
H1 fland ZEUS [10]desp Inelastic scattering m easurem ents; whereas F ig. 4 uses one of the
CTEQHJ parton ssts which are tailored to accomm odate the CDF high E. ¢ 200 G&V)
Fts along w ith the other data sets [11]. In this com parison, an overall nom alization shift
between data and theory was allowed during the t for each experiment. The resuling
nom alization factors for CDF /D 0 were found to be 1.01/0.99 for CTEQ4M and 1.01/0.98
for CTEQHJ. T hese nom alization factors were applied to the data points in these gures.
T hus, there is a relative nom alization shift between the two sets of data by about 2-3% for
both of these plots. W e see that these new parton distrbutions give better ts to the gt
data; and they provide the sam e conclusions conceming the com parison ofthe CDF and D O
data relative to each other. F ig. 4 particularly highlights the rem arkable agreem ent betw een
the tw o experin ents over the entire E . range, even when all system atic errors (exospt overall
nom alization) have been left out.

These sin ple calculations show that, on one hand, it is gratifying to see the agreem ent
between the Inclusive gt cross-sectionsm easured by CDF and D O when a uniform theoretical
calculation is used to correct the di erent  coverages. On the other hand, the fact that
our resuls di er from previous com parisons underlines the sensitivity of the NLO QCD
calculation of et cross-sections to subtlke e ects of £t algorithm s, scale-choice, and delicate
cancellations am ong various contributions, which allhave to be handled w ith care ifprecision
at a few percent level is required. Tt is possible that the sam e program can give di erent
answvers w ith di erent param eter choices; and di erent versions of the sam e program m ay
not give the sam e answers if not suitably adjusted.

Since the results described here were presented at the Rom e D IS conference, a num ber
of concerted e orts are being m ade by the various groups to study the sensitivity of the
theoretical calculation to the various factors m entioned above, to the accuracy necessary for
a full understanding of all the data and their physics in plications.
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FIG.1l. The prelin lnary CDF and DO Run Ib data com pared to NLO QCD using CTEQ 3M
parton distributions.
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FIG.2. The prelin inary CDF and DO Run Ib data compared to NLO QCD using M RSD 0’
parton distributions.
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FIG.3. The prelin lnary CDF and DO Run Ib data com pared to NLO QCD using CTEQ 4M
parton distribbutions. E xperin ental points nom alized as indicated.
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FIG.4. The prelin inary CDF and DO Run Ib data compared to NLO QCD usihg CTEQHJ
parton distributions. E xperin ental points nom alized as indicated.




