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Abstract

A measurement of the cross section for top quark-antiquark (tt) pairs produced in
association with a photon in proton-proton collisions at

√
s = 8 TeV is presented.

The analysis uses data collected with the CMS detector at the LHC, corresponding
to an integrated luminosity of 19.7 fb−1. The signal is defined as the production of
a tt pair in association with a photon having a transverse energy larger than 25 GeV
and an absolute pseudorapidity smaller than 1.44. The measurement is performed
in the fiducial phase space corresponding to the semileptonic decay chain of the tt
pair, and the cross section is measured relative to the inclusive tt pair production
cross section. The fiducial cross section for associated tt pair and photon production
is found to be 127± 27 (stat+syst) fb per semileptonic final state. The measured value
is in agreement with the theoretical prediction.
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1 Introduction
As the heaviest elementary particle in the standard model (SM), the top quark has the potential
to provide insights into physics beyond the SM (BSM). Many BSM models introduce changes
within the top quark sector [1, 2], which can be constrained by precise measurements of the
cross sections and properties of top quark production channels [3]. By measuring the associ-
ated production cross section of a top quark-antiquark pair and a photon (tt+γ), the coupling
of the top quark and the photon is probed [4, 5]. Any deviation of the measured cross section
value from the SM prediction would be an indication of BSM physics, such as the production of
an exotic quark with electric charge of −4/3, or a top quark with an anomalous electric dipole
moment [6, 7].

As the top quark predominantly decays to a W boson and a b quark, the tt+γ production can
be identified by the presence of a photon candidate and the decay products of a pair of top
quarks, namely two jets from the hadronization of two b quarks, and the decay products of a
pair of W bosons. In this analysis, events are selected in which one W boson decays leptonically,
resulting in an electron or muon and a corresponding neutrino ν, and the other W boson decays
hadronically. Examples of two Feynman diagrams for the tt+γ process in the semileptonic final
states are shown in Fig. 1. In the signal definition we include possible contributions from
W → τντ, where the τ lepton decays further into an electron or a muon. The presence of a
charged lepton from the W boson decay significantly improves the power to reject dominant
backgrounds from multijet processes and allows for efficient triggering of signal events using
single-lepton triggers.

Measurements of the production cross section of tt+γ have been performed by the CDF Col-
laboration at the Tevatron using pp collisions at

√
s = 1.96 TeV [8], and by the ATLAS Collabo-

ration at the LHC using pp collisions at
√

s = 7 TeV [9] and
√

s = 8 TeV [10]. These results are
in agreement with the SM predictions within uncertainties [11].

In this paper, the measurement of the tt+γ production cross section in pp collisions at
√

s =
8 TeV is presented. The analysis is based on a data sample corresponding to an integrated lu-
minosity of 19.7 fb−1, recorded with the CMS detector in 2012. The measurement of the tt+γ
production cross section in the semileptonic decay channel is performed relative to the tt pro-
duction cross section. The tt+γ cross section is measured in a fiducial kinematic region defined
by the presence of exactly one charged lepton and corresponding neutrino, at least three jets,
and a photon within the selection requirements.
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Figure 1: Dominant Feynman diagrams for the tt+γ signal process in the semileptonic final
state where the tt pair is produced through gluon-gluon fusion with a photon emitted from
one of the top quarks (left), and through quark-antiquark annihilation with a photon emitted
from one of the initial partons (right).
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2 The CMS detector
The central feature of the CMS apparatus is a superconducting solenoid of 6 m internal diame-
ter, providing a magnetic field of 3.8 T. Within the solenoid volume are a silicon pixel and strip
tracker, a lead tungstate crystal electromagnetic calorimeter (ECAL), and a brass and scintillator
hadron calorimeter, each composed of a barrel and two endcap sections. Forward calorimeters
extend the pseudorapidity η coverage provided by the barrel and endcap detectors. Muons
are detected in gas-ionization chambers embedded in the steel flux-return yoke outside the
solenoid. In the barrel section of the ECAL, an energy resolution of about 1% is achieved for
unconverted or late-converting photons in the tens of GeV energy range, relevant to this analy-
sis. The remaining barrel photons have a resolution of about 1.3% up to |η| = 1, rising to about
2.5% at |η| = 1.4. In the endcaps, the resolution of unconverted or late-converting photons
is about 2.5%, while the remaining endcap photons have a resolution between 3 and 4% [12].
A more detailed description of the CMS detector, together with a definition of the coordinate
system used and the relevant kinematic variables, can be found in Ref. [13].

3 Signal and background modeling
The signal process produces events in which a pair of top quarks is produced in association
with a photon. This process includes photons radiated from the top quarks as well as from
initial state partons or the decay products of the top quarks. The simulation of the tt+γ signal
process is performed in the region with photons having transverse momentum (pT) of at least
13 GeV and |η| < 3.0, as well as having a separation from all other generated particles of at least
∆R > 0.3, where ∆R =

√
(∆φ)2 + (∆η)2, and ∆φ and ∆η are the differences in the azimuthal

angle (in radians) and pseudorapidity, respectively, between the generated particles and the
photon. For the purpose of this analysis, nonprompt photons originating from jets are not
included in the definition of the tt+γ signal process.

The tt+γ signal process is simulated at leading order (LO) using the MADGRAPH v5.1.3.30
generator [14]. The dominant backgrounds, tt, V+jets, and V+γ (where V = W, Z), are also
simulated using the MADGRAPH generator. Single top quark production is simulated at next-
to-leading order (NLO) using the POWHEG v1.0 r1380 event generator [15–18]. In order to avoid
any overlap between the simulation of the tt+γ signal and the inclusive tt process, events that
fall under the tt+γ signal definition are removed from tt simulation. Overlap between V+γ and
V+jets simulation is also taken into account by removing events from V+jets samples, which
are accounted for in the V+γ simulation. Approximately 1% of events from tt simulation and
approximately 3% of V+jets events are removed through this procedure.

The parton showering and hadronization for all simulated samples are handled by PYTHIA

v6.426 [19], with the decays of τ leptons modeled with TAUOLA v27.121.5 [20]. The CTEQ6L1
and CTEQ6M [21] parton distribution functions (PDFs) are used for samples simulated at LO
and NLO, respectively. A top quark mass mt = 172.5 GeV is used in the simulation. The re-
sponse of the full CMS detector is simulated with GEANT4 v9.4 [22, 23], followed by a detailed
trigger simulation and event reconstruction. The PYTHIA event generator is used to simulate
the presence of additional pp interactions in the same and nearby bunch crossings (“pileup”).
Simulated events are reweighted to correct for differences between the number of pileup inter-
actions observed from data and the number produced in the simulation.

A cross section of 244.9 ± 1.4 (stat)+6.3
−5.5 (syst) ± 6.4 (lumi) pb is used to normalize the tt back-

ground [24]. The next-to-next-to-leading-order (NNLO) SM prediction is calculated with FEWZ

v3.1 [25, 26] for the V+jets backgrounds. The W+γ and Z+γ simulations are normalized to their
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NLO predictions, calculated with MCFM v6.6 [27]. Values of 553.9 pb for the leptonic decay of
the W+gamma process and 159.1 pb for the leptonic decay of the Z+gamma process are used.
The single top quark samples are normalized to their approximate NNLO predictions [28, 29].

4 Event reconstruction and selection
The final state of the signal process in the semileptonic decay channel consists of a high-pT
charged lepton, momentum imbalance due to the presence of a neutrino, jets originating from
both the b quarks and from the decay of a W boson, and an energetic photon. Events with either
a high-pT electron or muon are initially selected through a single-lepton trigger. Events in the
e+jets final state must pass a trigger requiring an electron with pT > 27 GeV within |η| < 2.5
and a relative isolation of less than 0.2, where the relative isolation is defined as the sum of the
pT of all particles, excluding the lepton, within a cone around the lepton of ∆R = 0.3, divided
by the pT of the lepton. The µ+jets final state requires a single-muon trigger selecting a muon
with pT > 24 GeV within |η| < 2.1 and relative isolation less than 0.3 within ∆R = 0.4. Events
are additionally required to have a well reconstructed primary vertex [30], chosen as the one
having the largest sum p2

T of the tracks associated with it.

The particle-flow (PF) algorithm is used to reconstruct individual particles in the event [31].
The PF objects include electrons, muons, charged and neutral hadrons, photons, and an im-
balance of the transverse momentum. The following describes the selection of reconstructed
objects that are used in the analysis.

Electrons are reconstructed from energy deposits in the ECAL matched to a track from the
tracker [32]. Electrons are required to have pT > 35 GeV and |η| < 2.5. excluding the tran-
sition region between the barrel and endcap of the ECAL, 1.44 < |η| < 1.57. Electrons from
the decay of the top quark are expected to be isolated from other activity in the detector and
thus have a requirement that the relative isolation must be less than 0.1. Selected electrons
are required to be originating from the primary vertex, and are rejected if identified as likely
having originated from a converted photon. Additionally, a multivariate-based identification
is applied to reduce the contribution from nonprompt or misidentified electrons. Electrons that
fail the above criteria, but pass looser identification requirements (pT > 20 GeV, |η| < 2.5, and
a relative isolation less than 0.2 within a cone of size ∆R = 0.3) are considered to be “loose”
electrons. The presence of loose electrons can then be used to reject events from the dilepton
final state.

Muons are reconstructed based on measurements from both the tracker and muon systems.
Selected muons are required to have pT > 26 GeV and |η| < 2.1. A requirement on relative
isolation less than 0.2 within a cone of ∆R = 0.4 is applied. Loose muons are defined as failing
the tight requirements but passing a selection in which the pT threshold is lowered to 10 GeV
and |η| < 2.5, with the same requirement on the relative isolation as the tight selection.

Jets are reconstructed from PF candidates clustered using the anti-kT algorithm with a distance
parameter of 0.5 [33, 34]. Jets must have pT > 30 GeV and |η| < 2.4. To remove the contribu-
tion to the jet energy from pileup interaction, charged hadrons candidates associated with other
vertices are not included in the clustering, and an offset correction to the energy is applied for
the contribution of neutral hadrons that would fall within the jet area. Additionally, correc-
tions for the jet energy scale and resolution are applied in simulation, to account for imperfect
measurements of the energy of the jet in the detector [35].

Jets are identified as originating from the hadronization of b quarks (b tagged) using the com-
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bined secondary vertex algorithm, which combines secondary vertex and track-based lifetime
information to provide a discriminant between jets originating from the fragmentation of b
quarks and light quarks or gluons. The b tagging algorithm has an efficiency of approximately
70%, while having a probability of incorrectly b tagging a light jet of only 1.4% [36, 37].

Photons are reconstructed as energy deposits in the ECAL that are not matched to track seeds
in the pixel detector [12]. The photon is required to have pT > 25 GeV and |η| < 1.44 (ECAL
barrel). A selection based on the shape of the shower caused by the photon in the ECAL is
applied using the σηη variable, which measures the lateral spread of energy in the η space [12].
Selected photons are required to have σηη < 0.012. This is used to distinguish genuine photons
from hadronic activity that can be reconstructed as a photon, as the latter will tend to produce
a wider energy spread in η, leading to a larger value of σηη . As photons can convert into a pair
of electrons before reaching the calorimeter, photon showers along φ can be larger compared
to that of an electron. Thus, the isolation is defined differently for photons than it was for
leptons, in order to account for a possible energy leakage along φ. A characteristic photon
energy deposition profile, or “footprint”, is used to restrict the area used to calculate isolation
of the photon candidate. The charged-hadron isolation variable for photons is defined as the
sum of the pT of all charged hadrons spatially separated from the photon candidate by ∆R =
0.3, but not falling within the photon footprint. The charged-hadron isolation is required not
to exceed 5 GeV for selected photons, to help distinguish prompt photons from nonprompt
photons produced from hadronic activity.

The missing transverse momentum (pmiss
T ) is defined as the magnitude of the vector sum of the

momenta of all reconstructed PF candidates in the event, projected on the plane perpendicular
to the beams.

The final event selection is divided in two steps: a preselection designed to select events with
the same topology as top quark pairs (referred to as the “top quark selection”), and a “photon
selection”. The top quark selection requires:

• exactly one lepton passing the selection requirements (either an electron or muon);

• no other lepton candidates passing loose selection criteria;

• at least 3 jets, with at least one of these jets passing the b tagging requirement; and

• pmiss
T > 20 GeV.

The photon selection requires that events pass the top quark selection and additionally have at
least one photon passing the identification and isolation requirements described above.

5 Analysis strategy
After the photon selection is applied, over half of the events in simulation originate from back-
ground processes, and not tt+γ production. The two largest backgrounds are from tt events
that have a nonprompt photon coming from jets in the event and from V+γ events. There
is not a single variable that can sufficiently discriminate both of these backgrounds from the
tt+γ signal. The V+γ background can be differentiated from tt+γ events by attempting to re-
construct a top quark in the event. However, tt events are very similar to the signal in this
respect. Alternatively, the nonprompt photon from the tt background will tend to be less iso-
lated than the photons from the tt+γ signal, but the photon isolation variable does not have
discrimination power to distinguish the V+γ background from tt+γ events. In order to be able
to distinguish both tt and V+γ background events, both of these methods are used and the
results are combined to measure the tt+γ yield observed in data.



5

The fraction of events passing the photon selection containing top quark pairs, referred to as
the “top quark purity”, can be measured by reconstructing the hadronically decaying top quark
in the event. The M3 variable, defined as the invariant mass of the three-jet combination that
gives the highest vector sum of individual jet transverse momenta, is used for this purpose.
Section 7 describes the fit to the distribution of the M3 variable, used to distinguish top quark
pair events from other backgrounds.

Section 8 describes the measurement of the “photon purity”, defined as the fraction of recon-
structed photons in the selection region, which come from genuine, isolated photons as op-
posed to misidentified photons originating from jets. A fit to the photon isolation is used to
measure this quantity, which can discriminate between the genuine photons expected from
signal and the nonprompt photons from the tt background.

The fits for extracting the top quark and photon purity are performed sequentially, and then
the values are used in a likelihood function, from which a fit is performed to extract the number
of events that originate from the tt+γ signal process. The likelihood fit and extraction of the
number of tt+γ events are described in Section 9.

6 Multijet and Z+jets background estimation
The quantum chromodynamics (QCD) multijet process is not adequately modeled by simu-
lation, so a data-based approach is applied to measure the shape and normalization of this
background component. The shape of the QCD multijet background is taken from a sideband
region in data. The sideband region is defined by inverting the lepton relative isolation re-
quirement, selecting leptons with a relative isolation greater than 0.25. Additionally, in the
e+jets final state the requirement on the multivariate-based electron identification is inverted,
selecting electrons that would typically be identified as misidentified or nonprompt. This con-
trol region is dominated by QCD multijet events, with only minor contributions from other
processes such as tt and W+jets. The small contribution in the control region from other pro-
cesses is subtracted using simulation to provide shapes of the variable distributions used in the
analysis.

The normalization of the QCD multijet background is measured through a binned maximum-
likelihood fit to the pmiss

T distribution after the standard top quark selection is applied. The
distribution of pmiss

T is softer in the QCD multijet background than the other processes consid-
ered, and thus provides some discriminating power for this background. For the purposes of
the fit, the selection requirement on pmiss

T is removed, in order to improve the discriminating
power of the fit by bringing in more multijet events into the fit region. Two distributions are
used in the fit, one for the multijet background and one for the contribution from all other
processes. The distribution for the multijet background is taken from the shape found in the
sideband control region, while the second distribution is taken from the sum of all simulated
events (which does not include the QCD background component). The fit is performed sep-
arately in the e+jets and µ+jets final states, and the results are used to scale the QCD multijet
background distributions later in the analysis.

The normalization and modeling of the Z+jets background distribution is taken from simula-
tion, but the normalization is corrected by applying a scale factor derived from a fit to data.
In order to check the normalization, the selection is modified, selecting same-flavor dilepton
events, while keeping all other top quark selection requirements in place. A binned maximum-
likelihood fit is performed to the dilepton invariant mass for events passing this modified se-
lection. The fit is performed using two normalized distributions (templates) from simulation,
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a Z+jets template and a background template, which predominantly contains tt events. Scale
factors for the normalization of the Z+jets background are derived from the fit and applied to
the simulation.

7 Estimate of top quark pair production
The number of events containing top quark pairs, both after the top quark selection and for
events passing the photon selection, are extracted through a binned maximum-likelihood fit
to the distribution of the M3 variable. In events with semileptonic decays of the top quark
pair, the M3 variable provides a simple reconstruction of the hadronically decaying top quark,
and has a distribution peaking at the mass of the top quark. Other processes have a wider M3
distribution.

Two separate fits are performed to the M3 distribution. The first fit is performed after the top
quark selection, to extract the total number of tt events passing the selection, Ntt. The second fit
is performed for events passing the photon selection in order to measure the top quark purity.

7.1 Measurement of the tt yield

The fit to the M3 distribution for events passing the top quark selection is used to extract the
total number of top quark pairs, used for measuring the tt component of the cross section
ratio. The fit uses three templates: associated to top quark events (taken from tt and tt+γ
simulation), W+jets, and other background processes. The template for the other background
processes is a combination of the data-based QCD multijet background and all other simulated
samples. In the fit, the normalizations of the top quark and W+jets templates are allowed to
float, while the normalizations of the other backgrounds templates are kept fixed. The QCD
multijet background is normalized to the fit to the pmiss

T distribution, while other simulated
samples are scaled to their theoretical cross sections. From the fit, 162168 ± 1565 (stat) and
219128 ± 1869 (stat) tt events are observed in the e+jets and µ+jets final states, respectively,
consistent with the expected total number of tt events. The fit results are used to scale the
normalization of the tt and W+jets contributions in the rest of the analysis.

7.2 Measurement of the top quark purity

After the photon selection, a fit to the M3 distribution is used to measure the top quark purity.
The fit uses three templates: associated to top quark events, W+γ events, and the sum of all
other processes. In the fit, the normalizations of the top quark and W+γ templates are var-
ied, while the templates of all other processes remain fixed. The top quark template contains
simulated events for both tt+γ and tt samples. Figure 2 shows the normalized M3 distribu-
tions for tt+γ, tt, W+γ, and other background processes. The backgrounds from non-top quark
processes have a wider distribution in this variable, while the tt+γ and tt processes peak near
the top quark mass with a tail caused by events with an incorrect assignment of the jets. The
relative contributions of the tt+γ and tt samples to the top quark template are computed from
the expected yields from simulation, though this does not change the shape of the top quark
template as the two distributions are compatible. After the photon selection is applied, the
distribution of the M3 variable in many of the background processes begins to suffer from fluc-
tuations caused by the limited number of simulated events. Because the photon selection does
not change the shape of the M3 distribution, the problem is solved by taking the shapes for the
non-tt processes from the events after the top quark selection, while retaining the normalization
of the samples observed after the photon selection is applied.
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a combination of the e+jets and µ+jets channels, for events passing the photon selection. The
lower panel shows the ratio of the data to the prediction from simulation. The uncertainty band
is a combination of statistical and systematic uncertainties in the simulation.

Figure 3 shows the distribution of the M3 variable in data and simulation, scaled to the result
of the fit. From the fit result, the top quark purity is measured to be 0.70 ± 0.08 (stat) and
0.68± 0.06 (stat) in the e+jets and µ+jets channels, respectively. These are consistent with the
expected values from simulation of 0.70± 0.03 (stat) in the e+jets final state and 0.72± 0.02 (stat)
in the µ+jets final state, where the uncertainties are due to the limited number of simulated
events.

8 Photon purity measurement
Events are sorted into one of three categories based on the origin of their reconstructed pho-
tons. Genuine photons are those which are promptly produced, originating from nonhadronic
sources. Misidentified photons can come from misreconstructed electrons, for which the track
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from the electron is not correctly reconstructed or properly matched to the energy cluster in
the calorimeter, causing the electron to be reconstructed as a photon. Quark or gluon fragmen-
tation and hadronization processes can be misidentified as photons or yield genuine photons,
which for both cases are expected to be nonisolated, in contrast with promptly produced pho-
tons. The tt+γ signal events predominantly fall within the first category while the latter two
categories are mostly composed of background events.

Simulated events can be placed in one of these three categories based on matching between the
reconstructed and generated photons. Matching is performed based on the difference between
the reconstructed photon and the generated particles in both pT and the η-φ phase space. If
a reconstructed photon is matched to a generated photon from a nonhadronic source, it is
classified in the first category. Reconstructed photons that are not matched to a generated
photon but instead are matched to a generated electron are classified as misidentified electrons,
and placed in the second category. All other events, which are not matched to either a generated
photon or electron, are considered to be nonprompt photons originating from hadronic activity
and placed in the third category.

Photons in the last category, which are produced from hadronic activity, are typically less iso-
lated than genuine photons or misidentified electrons. This difference in the isolation distri-
bution is used to measure the photon purity, defined as the fraction of events with a photon
originating from an isolated source (including both genuine photons and misidentified elec-
trons). A binned maximum-likelihood fit to the distribution of the charged-hadron isolation is
used to measure the photon purity.

Templates for the shape of the charged-hadron isolation for isolated photons (coming from
either genuine photons or misidentified electrons) and nonprompt (nonisolated) photons are
taken from data. The shape of the charged-hadron isolation for the isolated photon template is
obtained using the random cone isolation method [38]. In this method, the sum of the trans-
verse energy of PF charged-hadron candidates is measured within a cone of size ∆R = 0.3 at
the same η value as the reconstructed photon, but in a random φ direction. Contributions to the
isolation sum from charged hadrons coming from pileup interactions are subtracted from the
energy in the cone. This gives an estimate of the isolation of a completely isolated particle. The
shape of the charged-hadron isolation for nonprompt photon events is taken from a sideband
region. The charged-hadron isolation of events with a photon having σηη between 0.012 and
0.016 is used to construct the template for nonisolated photons. These events typically have
nonprompt, hadronically produced photons. Comparisons of the distributions of the charged-
hadron isolation templates for isolated and nonprompt photons extracted from the data-based
method and the templates taken from simulation using the generated particle matching are
shown in Fig. 4.

In order to reduce the statistical fluctuations in the background template, the selection require-
ment of the photon charged-hadron isolation being less than 5 GeV is relaxed during the fit.
Instead, the fit is performed in the range of charged-hadron isolation less than 20 GeV, with all
other photon selection requirements still in place. The distribution suffers from lower statisti-
cal precision at higher values of the isolation, so the distribution is rebinned with larger bins
for higher isolation values and finer binning for lower values where the statistical precision is
better. Figure 5 shows the result of the fit of the photon charged-hadron isolation in a combi-
nation of the e+jets and µ+jets final state. The photon purity is measured based on the fraction
of events coming from isolated sources after the charged-hadron isolation requirement is put
back in place. The photon purity is measured to be 0.57± 0.06 (stat) and 0.53± 0.06 (stat) in the
e+jets and µ+jets final states, respectively. The expected value for the photon purity in simula-
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tion, assuming the SM prediction for tt+γ production, is 0.58± 0.03 in the e+jets final state and
0.57± 0.02 in the µ+jets final state.

In order to correct the rate of misidentified electrons in simulation, the Z → e+e− process is
used to measure events in which one of the electrons from the Z boson decay is misidentified
as a photon. If the photon originates from a misidentified electron from the Z boson decay, the
invariant mass of the combination of the electron and photon in the event will be near the Z
boson mass.

Under the nominal event selection described previously, the contribution from Z boson pro-
duction is highly suppressed and does not provide a large enough sample of events to measure
the electron misidentification rate accurately. In order to improve the statistical precision, the
event selection is modified by relaxing the requirement of having a b-tagged jet in the event,
while keeping all other requirements the same. This enhances the contribution of Z → e+e−

events. All steps for the multijet estimation and M3 fit are repeated for this new selection.

The removal of the b tagging requirement makes the Z boson mass peak much more pro-
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Figure 6: Result of the fit to the invariant mass of the electron and photon for events passing
the modified event selection with the b tagging requirement relaxed. Distributions are shown
scaled to the results of the fit for Z → ee (e → γ) and all other simulated samples (dashed
lines), as well as the sum of the two samples (solid line). The lower panel shows the ratio of the
data to the simulation scaled to the fit results.

nounced in the eγ invariant mass distribution. This allows a template fit to be performed,
in order to estimate how well the misidentification of an electron as a photon is modeled in
simulation. The fit to the eγ invariant mass is performed using two templates, both derived
from simulation. The first template consists of events with Z bosons in which the reconstructed
photon is matched to one of the electrons from the Z boson decay at the generator level. The
second template consists of all other simulated samples not included in the previous template
and the data-based multijet sample. The result of the fit is shown in Fig. 6. A scale factor of
1.46 ± 0.20 (stat) is found for simulated events with a misidentified electron. This scale fac-
tor is applied to all simulated events in which the photon is identified as originating from a
misidentified electron.

9 The tt + γ yield measurement

Table 1: Simulated samples categorized by reconstructed photon origin, after photon selection
in the e+jets channel. The data-based multijet sample is not expected to have signal photons or
electrons. All uncertainties combine statistical and systematic contributions.

Sample Genuine photon Misid. electron Nonprompt photon Total
tt+γ 312± 17 0.2± 0.1 8.5± 0.9 321± 17
tt+jets — 22± 3 215± 13 237± 14
W+γ 75± 25 — — 75± 25
W+jets — — 60± 15 60± 15
Z+γ 14± 5 1.3± 1.1 0.5+0.7

−0.5 16± 5
Z+jets — 43± 28 11± 6 54± 30
Single t 11± 3 2.0± 1.3 16± 4 29± 7
QCD multijet — — 31± 18 31± 18
Total 412± 31 69± 29 342± 28 823± 52
Data — — — 935

As previously mentioned, reconstructed photons originate from either a genuine photon, a
misidentified electron, or a jet that produces a nonprompt photon. Different processes con-
tribute to each of these three categories in different ways. For example, the tt+γ and V+γ pro-
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Table 2: Simulated samples categorized by reconstructed photon origin, after photon selection
in the µ+jets channel. The data-based multijet sample is not expected to have signal photons or
electrons. All uncertainties combine statistical and systematic contributions.

Sample Genuine photon Misid. electron Nonprompt photon Total
tt+γ 407± 23 0.4± 0.3 11± 1 418± 24
tt+jets — 31± 5 291± 16 322± 17
W+γ 140± 41 — 9.0± 6.7 149± 45
W+jets — — 57± 14 57± 14
Z+γ 21± 7 — 1.4± 0.9 23± 7
Z+jets — — 9.6± 5.8 10± 6
Single t 12± 3 1.5± 1.3 25± 13 38± 14
QCD multijet — — 36± 20 36± 20
Total 580± 48 33± 5 440± 33 1053± 61
Data — — — 1136

cesses predominantly produce genuine photons, while the tt and V+jets processes contribute
to the nonprompt-photon or misidentified-electrons categories. The breakdown of the number
of events in the three reconstructed photon categories from each of the different simulated pro-
cesses as well as the total number of expected and observed events are shown in Tables 1 and
2 for the e+jets and µ+jets final states, respectively.

The modeling of misidentified electrons has been corrected using the scale factor described in
Section 8, but the modeling of nonprompt photons from jets remains uncorrected. The normal-
ization of the tt+jets, W+jets, Z+jets, and QCD samples have been cross-checked and corrected
as described previously in Sections 6 and 7. The contribution from single top quark processes
is expected to be small and accurately modeled, and is left normalized to the theoretical cross
sections. This leaves three major contributing sources, which have so far not been constrained
and for which scale factors still need to be measured: tt+γ, V+γ, and photons originating from
jets.

The three remaining scale factors, the scale factor on tt+γ simulation (SFtt+γ), on V+γ simu-
lation (SFV+γ), and on simulation of photons originating from jets (SFjet→γ), are derived by
defining a likelihood function based on the three previously measured quantities: the photon
purity, πdata

eγ ; top quark purity, πdata
tt ; and the number of events in data after the photon selec-

tion, Ndata. The likelihood function is defined as L(SFtt+γ, SFV+γ, SFjet→γ) = e−χ2/2 where χ2 is
the sum of three terms:

χ2(SFtt+γ, SFV+γ, SFjet→γ) =
(πdata

eγ − πMC
eγ )2

σ2
πeγ

+
(πdata

tt − πMC
tt )2

σ2
πtt

+
(Ndata − NMC)2

σ2
N

, (1)

where πMC
eγ , πMC

tt , and NMC are the photon purity, top quark purity, and the number of events
expected from simulation, and σπeγ σπtt

, and σN are the statistical uncertainties in the measured
quantities. The value of the photon purity from simulation is taken to be the fraction of events
in which the reconstructed photon originates from either a genuine photon or a misidentified
electron. Similarly, the top quark purity in simulation is found as the fraction of the total simu-
lated events coming from either the tt or tt+γ processes. Because these three values depend on
the relative contribution of events from the different processes, they are functions of the three
scale factors, SFtt+γ, SFV+γ, and SFjet→γ. For example, the photon purity would be increased for
larger values of SFtt+γ or SFV+γ whereas SFjet→γ would increase the number of nonprompt pho-
tons and have the inverse effect on the photon purity. Similarly the top quark purity would be
increased for larger values of SFtt+γ or SFjet→γ (since tt is the largest contributor of nonprompt
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photons), whereas SFV+γ has the inverse effect. The likelihood fit is performed by scanning
over the possible combinations of the three scale factors to find the one that results in values of
πMC

eγ , πMC
tt , and NMC, which most closely match the values observed in data, and thus returns

the maximum likelihood value.

The likelihood fit is performed in the e+jets and µ+jets final states individually, as well as in a
combination of the two channels. The combination is performed by maximizing the product of
the likelihood functions from the e+jets and µ+jets final states.

The scale factors obtained in the likelihood fit are applied to the simulation to extract the num-
ber of tt+γ events observed, Ntt+γ. All tt+γ events are scaled by SFtt+γ, and those which fall
within the nonprompt-photon category are additionally scaled by SFjet→γ. Applying the results
of the fit in a combination of the e+jets and µ+jets final states, 780± 119 (stat) tt+γ events are
observed, 338± 53 (stat) events and 442± 69 (stat) events in the e+jets and µ+jets final states, re-
spectively. The uncertainty comes predominantly from the statistical uncertainty in the results
of the likelihood fit.

10 Calculation of the cross section ratio
The fiducial tt+γ cross section (σfid.

tt+γ
) and the inclusive tt+γ cross section (σtt+γ) can be calcu-

lated based on the equations:

σfid.
tt+γ =

Ntt+γ

εtt+γ L
, σtt+γ =

Ntt+γ

Att+γ εtt+γ L
=

σfid.
tt+γ

Att+γ
, (2)

where Ntt+γ is the number of tt+γ events observed, Att+γ is the acceptance of tt+γ events within
the fiducial phase space, εtt+γ is the efficiency of the tt+γ selection within events in the accep-
tance region, and L is the integrated luminosity of the data set.

The acceptance is determined at generator level, by requiring generated events to fall within the
fiducial phase space defined for the analysis. Events are required to have exactly one generated
prompt lepton in the fiducial phase space. For electrons, this requires pT > 35 GeV and |η| <
2.5 while not falling in the region 1.44 < |η| < 1.56. The visible phase space for muons is
defined as pT > 26 GeV and |η| < 2.5. Events are required to have at least three generated
jets with pT > 30 GeV and |η| < 2.4. In order to replicate the pmiss

T requirement, the vector
sum of the pT of generated neutrinos is required to be greater than 20 GeV. Lastly, events are
required to have a generated photon with pT > 25 GeV and |η| < 1.44. The acceptance can
be split into two components: the one coming from the branching fraction of tt+γ to the e+jets
or µ+jets channels, and the one coming from the kinematic phase space requirements. The
kinematic acceptance is measured by the number of events passing the kinematic phase space
requirements described above divided by the number of events generated in the e+jets and
µ+jets final states.

The efficiency is calculated as the ratio of reconstructed events that pass the event selection over
the number of events generated in the fiducial phase space. This accounts for the migration
of events into and out of the fiducial phase space, and includes the efficiencies of the trigger
requirement, object identification and reconstruction, and the event selection. The measured
values for the acceptance and efficiency of the tt+γ selection in the e+jets and µ+jets channels
are given in Table 3.

In order to reduce the effect of systematic uncertainties that similarly affect all tt+jets produc-
tion modes, the ratio of the cross section of fiducial tt+γ production to the inclusive tt produc-
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Table 3: Kinematic acceptance and efficiency of the tt+γ selection in the e+jets and µ+jets final
states.

e+jets µ+jets
Kinematic acceptance 0.2380± 0.0014 0.2551± 0.0014
Efficiency 0.1198± 0.0071 0.1268± 0.0070

tion cross section is calculated as

R =
σfid

tt+γ

σtt
=

Ntt+γ

εtt+γ

εtt
top Att

top

Ntt
, (3)

where Ntt is the number of tt events passing the top quark selection, and εtt
top and Att

top are
the efficiency and acceptance of top quark selection for tt events. The value of εtt

top Att
top is

determined from simulation to be 0.034 in the e+jets final state and 0.046 in the µ+jets final
state with negligible statistical uncertainties.

11 Sources of systematic uncertainty
The effects of the systematic uncertainties are estimated by varying the simulated samples ac-
cording to the uncertainty and repeating the measurement. The top quark purity measurement,
photon purity measurement, and likelihood fit are repeated for each source of systematic un-
certainty and the new value of the cross section ratio is compared to the nominal value. In
this way, an estimate of the effect each source of systematic uncertainty has on the final result
is found. Table 4 lists the uncertainties in decreasing order of their effect on the cross section
ratio, as found through the combination of the e+jets and µ+jets final states.

The statistical uncertainty in the number of signal events found after maximizing the likelihood
fit described in Section 9, dominates the determination of the cross section for tt+γ. It includes
the uncertainties in the measurement of the photon purity, top quark purity after photon selec-
tion, and the statistical uncertainty from the observed number of events in data. The contribu-
tion from each of these three portions is estimated individually by performing the likelihood
fit in which the uncertainties in these parameters are set to zero one at a time. This effectively
fixes the value to the measured value. The change in the SFtt+γ uncertainty (which is roughly
14% in the standard likelihood fit) can be attributed to the fixed parameter. The uncertainty is
dominated by the top quark purity and photon purity uncertainties, which contribute 10% and
9%, respectively. The statistical uncertainty caused by the limited number of events in data is
approximately 4.8%.

The uncertainties in the energy of reconstructed objects in the event are taken into account by
scaling the energies of reconstructed objects in simulation up and down by the uncertainties
in their corrections. The uncertainties in the jet energy scale (JES) and jet energy resolution
(JER) [35] are applied to the reconstructed jets and the effect is propagated to the calculation
of pmiss

T . Similarly the uncertainty due to the photon energy is found by scaling the energy
of reconstructed photons up and down by 1%, and the measurement is repeated [12]. The
uncertainty due to the lepton energy scale is found by varying the pT of the electrons and
muons in the event by 1% in the e+jets and µ+jets final states, respectively [32, 39].

A 50% uncertainty is assigned to the normalization of the data-based multijet sample derived
from the fit to the pmiss

T distributions. Additionally, a 20% normalization uncertainty is applied
to the backgrounds that are fixed to their theoretical cross sections in the M3 fit (described in
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Section 7). The systematic uncertainty due to the scale factor for Z+jets simulation (described
in Section 6) is applied by adjusting the scale factor up and down by its uncertainty.

The uncertainty in the efficiency of the b tagging algorithm is taken into account by varying
the b tagging scale factors up and down by their uncertainties [37]. Differences between the
distribution of the pT of the top quarks in data and simulation are taken into account by ap-
plying a reweighting based on the pT of the generated top quarks and treating the difference
from the nominal sample as a systematic uncertainty (“top quark pT reweighting”) [40]. The
uncertainty in the pileup correction is found by recalculating the pileup distribution in data
with a plus and minus 5% change to the total inelastic proton-proton cross section [41], and
using these new distributions to reweight the simulation.

The uncertainty in the factorization and renormalization scales is taken into account by sim-
ulating the tt+γ and tt+jets processes with the scales doubled and halved compared to the
nominal value of µF = µR = Q =

√
m2

t + Σp2
T (where the sum is taken over all final state

partons). The uncertainty in the matching of partons at ME level to the parton shower (PS) is
found by simulating tt+γ and tt+jets processes with the threshold used for matching doubled
and halved from the nominal value of 20 GeV. The uncertainty arising from the choice of the
top quark mass used in simulation is measured by simulating the samples with a value of mt
varied up and down by 1 GeV from its central value of mt = 172.5 GeV.

Table 4: Uncertainties in the cross section ratio R for the combination of the e+jets and µ+jets
final states.

Source Uncertainty (%)
Statistical likelihood fit 15.5
Top quark mass 7.9
JES 6.9
Fact. and renorm. scale 6.7
ME/PS matching threshold 3.9
Photon energy scale 2.4
JER 2.3
Multijet estimate 2.0
Electron misid. rate 1.3
Z+jets scale factor 0.8
Pileup 0.6
Background normalization 0.6
Top quark pT reweighting 0.4
b tagging scale factor 0.3
Muon efficiency 0.3
Electron efficiency 0.1
PDFs 0.1
Muon energy scale 0.1
Electron energy scale 0.1
Total 20.7

12 Results
The ratio of the fiducial cross section of tt+γ to tt production is found to be R = (5.7± 1.8)×
10−4 (stat+syst) in the e+jets final state and R = (4.7± 1.3)× 10−4 (stat+syst) in the µ+jets final
state. The value of the fiducial tt+γ cross section can be extracted from the cross section ratio
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using the measured tt cross section of 244.9± 1.4 (stat)+6.3
−5.5 (syst)± 6.4 (lumi) pb [24]. Multiply-

ing the cross section ratio by the measured tt cross section results in values for the tt+γ fiducial
cross section of 138± 45 (stat+syst) fb in the e+jets final state and 115± 32 (stat+syst) fb in the
µ+jets final state.

The value of the cross section times the branching fraction in the lepton+jets final states can
be extrapolated from the fiducial cross section by dividing by the kinematic acceptance. The
kinematic acceptances (as given in Section 10) are found to be 0.2380 ± 0.0014 and 0.2551 ±
0.0014 in the e+jets and µ+jets final states. This gives a cross section times branching fraction
of σtt+γ B = 582± 187 fb in the e+jets final state and 453± 124 fb in the µ+jets final state. These
values are in agreement with theoretical prediction of 592± 71(scales)± 30 (PDFs) fb for the
cross section times branching fraction of each of the semileptonic final states [42].

The combination of the e+jets and µ+jets channels results in a cross section ratio per semilep-
tonic final state of (5.2± 1.1)× 10−4 (stat+syst). This results in a value of 127± 27 (stat+syst) fb
for the fiducial tt+γ cross section. When extrapolated to the cross section times branching frac-
tion by dividing by the kinematic acceptance, the result is σtt+γ B = 515± 108 fb per lepton+jets
final state, in good agreement with the theoretical prediction. Table 5 summarizes the measured
ratios and cross sections for the e+jets and µ+jets final states as well as the combination.

Table 5: Cross section ratios, as well as fiducial and total cross sections per semileptonic final
state.

Category R σfid
tt+γ

(fb) σtt+γ B (fb)
e+jets (5.7± 1.8)× 10−4 138± 45 582± 187
µ+jets (4.7± 1.3)× 10−4 115± 32 453± 124
Combination (5.2± 1.1)× 10−4 127± 27 515± 108
Theory — — 592± 71 (scales)± 30 (PDFs)

The distributions of the transverse momentum and absolute value of the pseudorapidity of
the photon candidate are shown in Figs. 7 and 8, scaled to the results of the likelihood fit.
While the statistical precision of this analysis currently limits the ability to perform a differential
measurement of the tt+γ cross section, there is the potential to measure the differential cross
section in the future in both of these variables.

13 Summary
The results of a measurement of the production of a top quark-antiquark (tt) pair produced in
association with a photon have been presented. The measurement is performed using 19.7 fb−1

of data collected by the CMS detector at a center-of-mass energy of 8 TeV. The analysis has been
performed in the semileptonic e+jets and µ+jets decay channels.

The ratio of the tt+γ to tt production cross sections has been measured to be R = σtt+γ/σtt =

(5.2± 1.1)× 10−4. By multiplying the measured ratio by the previously measured value of the
tt cross section, the fiducial cross section for tt+γ production of 127± 27 fb has been found for
events in the e+jets and µ+jets final states. The measured values are in agreement with the
theoretical predictions.
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Figure 7: Distribution of the transverse momentum of the photon in data and simulation, scaled
to the result of the likelihood fit in a combination of the e+jets and µ+jets channels for events
passing the photon selection. The lower panel shows the ratio of the data to the prediction from
simulation. The uncertainty band is a combination of statistical and systematic uncertainties in
the simulation.
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dans l’Agriculture (FRIA-Belgium); the Agentschap voor Innovatie door Wetenschap en Tech-
nologie (IWT-Belgium); the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports (MEYS) of the Czech
Republic; the Council of Science and Industrial Research, India; the HOMING PLUS pro-
gramme of the Foundation for Polish Science, cofinanced from European Union, Regional
Development Fund, the Mobility Plus programme of the Ministry of Science and Higher Ed-
ucation, the National Science Center (Poland), contracts Harmonia 2014/14/M/ST2/00428,
Opus 2014/13/B/ST2/02543, 2014/15/B/ST2/03998, and 2015/19/B/ST2/02861, Sonata-bis
2012/07/E/ST2/01406; the National Priorities Research Program by Qatar National Research
Fund; the Programa Cları́n-COFUND del Principado de Asturias; the Thalis and Aristeia pro-
grammes cofinanced by EU-ESF and the Greek NSRF; the Rachadapisek Sompot Fund for Post-
doctoral Fellowship, Chulalongkorn University and the Chulalongkorn Academic into Its 2nd
Century Project Advancement Project (Thailand); and the Welch Foundation, contract C-1845.

References
[1] T. Han, “The ’Top Priority’ at the LHC”, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 23 (2008) 4107,

doi:10.1142/S0217751X08042705, arXiv:0804.3178.

[2] W. Bernreuther, “Top quark physics at the LHC”, J. Phys. G 35 (2008) 083001,
doi:10.1088/0954-3899/35/8/083001, arXiv:0805.1333.

[3] A. Buckley et al., “Constraining top quark effective theory in the LHC Run II era”, JHEP
04 (2016) 015, doi:10.1007/JHEP04(2016)015, arXiv:1512.03360.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X08042705
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0804.3178
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/35/8/083001
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0805.1333
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2016)015
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1512.03360


18 References

[4] U. Baur, A. Juste, L. H. Orr, and D. Rainwater, “Probing electroweak top quark couplings
at hadron colliders”, Phys. Rev. D 71 (2005) 054013,
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.71.054013.

[5] A. O. Bouzas and F. Larios, “Electromagnetic dipole moments of the top quark”, Phys.
Rev. D 87 (2013) 074015, doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.87.074015.

[6] O. Bessidskaia Bylund et al., “Probing top quark neutral couplings in the Standard Model
Effective Field Theory at NLO in QCD”, JHEP 05 (2016) 052,
doi:10.1007/JHEP05(2016)052, arXiv:1601.08193.

[7] M. Schulze and Y. Soreq, “Pinning down electroweak dipole operators of the top quark”,
Eur. Phys. J. C 76 (2016) 466, doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-016-4263-x,
arXiv:1603.08911.

[8] CDF Collaboration, “Evidence for tt̄γ production and measurement of σtt̄γ/σtt̄”, Phys.
Rev. D 48 (2011) 031104, doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.84.031104, arXiv:1106.3970.

[9] ATLAS Collaboration, “Observation of top-quark pair production in association with a
photon and measurement of the ttγ production cross section in pp collisions at

√
s = 7

TeV using the ATLAS detector”, Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) 072007,
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.91.072007, arXiv:1502.00586.

[10] ATLAS Collaboration, “Measurement of the tt̄γ production cross section in
proton-proton collisions at

√
s = 8 TeV with the ATLAS detector”, (2017).

arXiv:1706.03046. Submitted to JHEP.

[11] P.-F. Duan et al., “QCD corrections to associated production of ttγ at hadron colliders”,
Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 014022, doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.80.014022,
arXiv:0907.1324.

[12] CMS Collaboration, “Performance of photon reconstruction and identification with the
CMS detector in proton-proton collisions at

√
s = 8 TeV”, JINST 10 (2015) P08010,

doi:10.1088/1748-0221/10/08/P08010, arXiv:1502.02702.

[13] CMS Collaboration, “The CMS experiment at the CERN LHC”, JINST 3 (2008) S08004,
doi:10.1088/1748-0221/3/08/S08004.

[14] J. Alwall et al., “The automated computation of tree-level and next-to-leading order
differential cross sections, and their matching to parton shower simulations”, JHEP 07
(2014) 079, doi:10.1007/JHEP07(2014)079, arXiv:1405.0301.

[15] S. Frixione, P. Nason, and C. Oleari, “Matching NLO QCD computations with parton
shower simulations: the POWHEG method”, JHEP 11 (2007) 070,
doi:10.1088/1126-6708/2007/11/070, arXiv:0709.2092.

[16] S. Alioli, P. Nason, C. Oleari, and E. Re, “A general framework for implementing NLO
calculations in shower Monte Carlo programs: the POWHEG BOX”, JHEP 06 (2010) 043,
doi:10.1007/JHEP06(2010)043, arXiv:1002.2581.

[17] E. Re, “Single-top Wt-channel production matched with parton showers using the
POWHEG method”, Eur. Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1547,
doi:10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1547-z, arXiv:1009.2450.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.71.054013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.074015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2016)052
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1601.08193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-016-4263-x
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1603.08911
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.84.031104
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1106.3970
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.072007
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1502.00586
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1706.03046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.014022
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0907.1324
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/10/08/P08010
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1502.02702
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/3/08/S08004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2014)079
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1405.0301
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2007/11/070
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0709.2092
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2010)043
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1002.2581
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1547-z
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1009.2450


References 19

[18] S. Alioli, P. Nason, C. Oleari, and E. Re, “NLO single-top production matched with
shower in POWHEG: s- and t-channel contributions”, JHEP 09 (2009) 111,
doi:10.1088/1126-6708/2009/09/111, arXiv:0907.4076. [Erratum:
doi:10.1007/JHEP02(2010)011].
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C. Ochando, G. Ortona, P. Paganini, P. Pigard, S. Regnard, R. Salerno, Y. Sirois, A.G. Stahl
Leiton, T. Strebler, Y. Yilmaz, A. Zabi, A. Zghiche
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L. Baronea,b, F. Cavallaria, M. Cipriania,b, D. Del Rea ,b ,14, M. Diemoza, S. Gellia ,b, E. Longoa,b,
F. Margarolia ,b, B. Marzocchia ,b, P. Meridiania, G. Organtinia ,b, R. Paramattia, F. Preiatoa,b,
S. Rahatloua,b, C. Rovellia, F. Santanastasioa,b
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E. Navarro De Martino, A. Pérez-Calero Yzquierdo, J. Puerta Pelayo, A. Quintario Olmeda,
I. Redondo, L. Romero, M.S. Soares

Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, Madrid, Spain
J.F. de Trocóniz, M. Missiroli, D. Moran

Universidad de Oviedo, Oviedo, Spain
J. Cuevas, J. Fernandez Menendez, I. Gonzalez Caballero, J.R. González Fernández, E. Palencia
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Y. Hsiung, Y.F. Liu, R.-S. Lu, M. Miñano Moya, E. Paganis, A. Psallidas, J.f. Tsai

Chulalongkorn University, Faculty of Science, Department of Physics, Bangkok, Thailand
B. Asavapibhop, G. Singh, N. Srimanobhas, N. Suwonjandee

Cukurova University, Physics Department, Science and Art Faculty, Adana, Turkey
A. Adiguzel, S. Cerci50, S. Damarseckin, Z.S. Demiroglu, C. Dozen, I. Dumanoglu, S. Girgis,
G. Gokbulut, Y. Guler, I. Hos51, E.E. Kangal52, O. Kara, U. Kiminsu, M. Oglakci, G. Onengut53,
K. Ozdemir54, D. Sunar Cerci50, B. Tali50, H. Topakli55, S. Turkcapar, I.S. Zorbakir, C. Zorbilmez

Middle East Technical University, Physics Department, Ankara, Turkey
B. Bilin, S. Bilmis, B. Isildak56, G. Karapinar57, M. Yalvac, M. Zeyrek

Bogazici University, Istanbul, Turkey
E. Gülmez, M. Kaya58, O. Kaya59, E.A. Yetkin60, T. Yetkin61

Istanbul Technical University, Istanbul, Turkey
A. Cakir, K. Cankocak, S. Sen62

Institute for Scintillation Materials of National Academy of Science of Ukraine, Kharkov,
Ukraine
B. Grynyov

National Scientific Center, Kharkov Institute of Physics and Technology, Kharkov, Ukraine
L. Levchuk, P. Sorokin

University of Bristol, Bristol, United Kingdom
R. Aggleton, F. Ball, L. Beck, J.J. Brooke, D. Burns, E. Clement, D. Cussans, H. Flacher,
J. Goldstein, M. Grimes, G.P. Heath, H.F. Heath, J. Jacob, L. Kreczko, C. Lucas, D.M. Newbold63,
S. Paramesvaran, A. Poll, T. Sakuma, S. Seif El Nasr-storey, D. Smith, V.J. Smith

Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, Didcot, United Kingdom
K.W. Bell, A. Belyaev64, C. Brew, R.M. Brown, L. Calligaris, D. Cieri, D.J.A. Cockerill,
J.A. Coughlan, K. Harder, S. Harper, E. Olaiya, D. Petyt, C.H. Shepherd-Themistocleous,
A. Thea, I.R. Tomalin, T. Williams

Imperial College, London, United Kingdom
M. Baber, R. Bainbridge, O. Buchmuller, A. Bundock, D. Burton, S. Casasso, M. Citron,
D. Colling, L. Corpe, P. Dauncey, G. Davies, A. De Wit, M. Della Negra, R. Di Maria, P. Dunne,
A. Elwood, D. Futyan, Y. Haddad, G. Hall, G. Iles, T. James, R. Lane, C. Laner, R. Lucas63,
L. Lyons, A.-M. Magnan, S. Malik, L. Mastrolorenzo, J. Nash, A. Nikitenko48, J. Pela, B. Penning,



31

M. Pesaresi, D.M. Raymond, A. Richards, A. Rose, E. Scott, C. Seez, S. Summers, A. Tapper,
K. Uchida, M. Vazquez Acosta65, T. Virdee14, J. Wright, S.C. Zenz

Brunel University, Uxbridge, United Kingdom
J.E. Cole, P.R. Hobson, A. Khan, P. Kyberd, I.D. Reid, P. Symonds, L. Teodorescu, M. Turner

Baylor University, Waco, USA
A. Borzou, K. Call, J. Dittmann, K. Hatakeyama, H. Liu, N. Pastika

Catholic University of America, Washington, USA
R. Bartek, A. Dominguez

The University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, USA
A. Buccilli, S.I. Cooper, C. Henderson, P. Rumerio, C. West

Boston University, Boston, USA
D. Arcaro, A. Avetisyan, T. Bose, D. Gastler, D. Rankin, C. Richardson, J. Rohlf, L. Sulak, D. Zou

Brown University, Providence, USA
G. Benelli, D. Cutts, A. Garabedian, J. Hakala, U. Heintz, J.M. Hogan, O. Jesus, K.H.M. Kwok,
E. Laird, G. Landsberg, Z. Mao, M. Narain, S. Piperov, S. Sagir, E. Spencer, R. Syarif

University of California, Davis, Davis, USA
R. Breedon, D. Burns, M. Calderon De La Barca Sanchez, S. Chauhan, M. Chertok, J. Conway,
R. Conway, P.T. Cox, R. Erbacher, C. Flores, G. Funk, M. Gardner, W. Ko, R. Lander, C. Mclean,
M. Mulhearn, D. Pellett, J. Pilot, S. Shalhout, M. Shi, J. Smith, M. Squires, D. Stolp, K. Tos,
M. Tripathi

University of California, Los Angeles, USA
M. Bachtis, C. Bravo, R. Cousins, A. Dasgupta, A. Florent, J. Hauser, M. Ignatenko, N. Mccoll,
D. Saltzberg, C. Schnaible, V. Valuev, M. Weber

University of California, Riverside, Riverside, USA
E. Bouvier, K. Burt, R. Clare, J. Ellison, J.W. Gary, S.M.A. Ghiasi Shirazi, G. Hanson, J. Heilman,
P. Jandir, E. Kennedy, F. Lacroix, O.R. Long, M. Olmedo Negrete, M.I. Paneva, A. Shrinivas,
W. Si, H. Wei, S. Wimpenny, B. R. Yates

University of California, San Diego, La Jolla, USA
J.G. Branson, G.B. Cerati, S. Cittolin, M. Derdzinski, R. Gerosa, A. Holzner, D. Klein,
V. Krutelyov, J. Letts, I. Macneill, D. Olivito, S. Padhi, M. Pieri, M. Sani, V. Sharma, S. Simon,
M. Tadel, A. Vartak, S. Wasserbaech66, C. Welke, J. Wood, F. Würthwein, A. Yagil, G. Zevi Della
Porta

University of California, Santa Barbara - Department of Physics, Santa Barbara, USA
N. Amin, R. Bhandari, J. Bradmiller-Feld, C. Campagnari, A. Dishaw, V. Dutta, M. Franco
Sevilla, C. George, F. Golf, L. Gouskos, J. Gran, R. Heller, J. Incandela, S.D. Mullin,
A. Ovcharova, H. Qu, J. Richman, D. Stuart, I. Suarez, J. Yoo

California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, USA
D. Anderson, J. Bendavid, A. Bornheim, J. Bunn, J. Duarte, J.M. Lawhorn, A. Mott,
H.B. Newman, C. Pena, M. Spiropulu, J.R. Vlimant, S. Xie, R.Y. Zhu

Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, USA
M.B. Andrews, T. Ferguson, M. Paulini, J. Russ, M. Sun, H. Vogel, I. Vorobiev, M. Weinberg



32 A The CMS Collaboration

University of Colorado Boulder, Boulder, USA
J.P. Cumalat, W.T. Ford, F. Jensen, A. Johnson, M. Krohn, S. Leontsinis, T. Mulholland,
K. Stenson, S.R. Wagner

Cornell University, Ithaca, USA
J. Alexander, J. Chaves, J. Chu, S. Dittmer, K. Mcdermott, N. Mirman, G. Nicolas Kaufman,
J.R. Patterson, A. Rinkevicius, A. Ryd, L. Skinnari, L. Soffi, S.M. Tan, Z. Tao, J. Thom, J. Tucker,
P. Wittich, M. Zientek

Fairfield University, Fairfield, USA
D. Winn

Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, Batavia, USA
S. Abdullin, M. Albrow, G. Apollinari, A. Apresyan, S. Banerjee, L.A.T. Bauerdick, A. Beretvas,
J. Berryhill, P.C. Bhat, G. Bolla, K. Burkett, J.N. Butler, H.W.K. Cheung, F. Chlebana,
S. Cihangir†, M. Cremonesi, V.D. Elvira, I. Fisk, J. Freeman, E. Gottschalk, L. Gray, D. Green,
S. Grünendahl, O. Gutsche, D. Hare, R.M. Harris, S. Hasegawa, J. Hirschauer, Z. Hu,
B. Jayatilaka, S. Jindariani, M. Johnson, U. Joshi, B. Klima, B. Kreis, S. Lammel, J. Linacre,
D. Lincoln, R. Lipton, M. Liu, T. Liu, R. Lopes De Sá, J. Lykken, K. Maeshima, N. Magini,
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