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Hydra: Computer Vision for Data Quality Monitoring
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Abstract: Hydra is a system which utilizes computer vision to perform near real time data quality
management, initially developed for Hall-D in 2019. Since then, it has been deployed across
all experimental halls at Jefferson Lab, with the CLAS12 collaboration in Hall-B being the first
outside of GlueX to fully utilize Hydra. The system comprises back end processes that manage the
models, their inferences, and the data flow. The front-end components, accessible via web pages,
allow detector experts and shift crews to view and interact with the system. This talk will give an
overview of the Hydra system as well as highlight significant developments in Hydra’s feature set,
acute challenges with operating Hydra in all halls, and lessons learned along the way.
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1 Introduction

Physics quality data is expensive and time-consuming to obtain. This expense underlies the impor-
tance of having good data quality monitoring (DQM). In GlueX, where Hydra was first developed
and deployed, DQM consisted of an iterative series of checks and rechecks which takes data from
its raw form, through calibration, to reconstruction, and finally when integrated into a physics
analysis. This process is coordinated by the Online Monitoring Coordinator, the Offline Monitoring
Coordinator, and the Physics Analysis Coordinator. The first and arguably most critical step of this
process is the initial data collection, because data lost to problems with detectors (e.g. the failure
of any electrical components) are unrecoverable. To protect the data acquisition in GlueX shifts
of two people, responsible for managing the acquisition, are instructed to monitor Rootspy [1], a
program which collects statistics from the current data taking run and displays a variety of plots to
shift takers. Every day the Online Monitoring Coordinator looks over hundreds of plots generated
based on the previous day of running and writes a short monitoring brief. This method, while useful
for catching issues that might have gone unnoticed by shift crews, places more burden on people.
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Figure 1. A simplified diagram of the Hydra system. The orange arrows indicate the path of inference orders
through Hydra’s back end processes. The MySQL database is indicated in green.

Hydra was developed to alleviate this burden and free people up to work on things humans are
naturally better at (e.g. making data taking decisions). Hydra aims to be an extensible framework
for training and managing AI, which leverages the recent developments in computer vision, for near
real-time monitoring. It is comprised of a Python back-end, supported by a MySQL database, and
a Web-based front-end which allows for users to interact with and monitor the Hydra system(s). To
shorten the runway for production Hydra was built primarily with computer vision in mind. This
means that Hydra can, out of the box, be applied to a variety of image classification tasks.

2 The Hydra Back-end

Hydra runs images through a modular, multi-step workflow comprised of a set of Python scripts all
of which interact with an underlying MySQL database. An overview of the system is shown in Fig.
1. Python was chosen to more easily support the use of Tensorflow [2] and Tensorflow-produced
models, which formed the foundation for Google’s Inception v3 [3]. Although InceptionV3 is the
model topology most used in Hydra, it is not a requirement and users can implement their own
model so long as it is compatible with Tensorflow. The modular components of the Hydra Back-end
are described in the following subsections.

2.1 Database

A comprehensive MySQL database supports both the back end and front end of Hydra. The
database stores the location of the trained model files as well as the mapping that associates the
various models to their corresponding plot type. This allows Hydra to run inference on all of the
various plot types using the corresponding model. To support the front end, the database stores
references to all available images from all available plot types, all valid labels to every plot type
(different plot types need not have the same classifications), permissions lists for labeling each plot
type, the labels to every plot, model classification for every plot (when a model’s performance is
analyzed), the training set used to train every model, every in-situ inference performed by every
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model, and the last few minutes of the current run. This coverage allows for extensive data mining,
not only of the components of Hydra but also of overall data quality. For example, by recording
all of this information Hydra has spotted electronic components in the process of failing, flickering
on and off at time scales far shorter than what shift takers could detect using the cumulative plots.
This depth of data tracking also allows for the pinpointing of the starting of detector problems to
mere minutes (shorter if image rates are higher).

2.2 Feeder

Hydra’s Feeder is a light-weight script that watches an input directory for new images that need
to be analyzed and ensures they are of the right shape to be fed into the corresponding model. If
necessary, the image is resized to match the input shape of the model as recorded in the database.
As long as this is done consistently, artifacts produced as a result of resizing have not proven to be
an issue. Once the image is confirmed to be the right shape for model consumption Feeder sends
an "Inference Order" to the load balancer via a ZeroMQ message.

2.3 Load Balancing

The Load Balancer is responsible for distributing the Inference Orders it receives to a configurable
number of Predict processes. It does this in Round Robin amongst the N Predict processes. It
does not modify the Inference Order in any meaningful way (it only adds its processing time to the
message metadata for monitoring) and merely passes the message on. Because of this simple pass
through the Balancer takes about 10𝜇𝑠 to process an Inference Order.

2.4 Predict

The Predict stage is where inference is run and a report is generated. Each copy of Hydra Predict
has its own buffer to store Inference Orders and then processes them on a First-in-First-out (FIFO)
basis. The script uses the Inference Order to identify which image needs to be processed and
internally maps that image to the specific model (called a Hydra Head internally) trained to process
it. Once processed a "Report" is created and transmitted via ZeroMQ to the Keeper process. This
report contains meta data about the image, its processing, and the model’s labels and normalized
output weights, from which the classification for the image can be determined. In the event that a
model classifies an image as "Bad" it automatically generates a Gradient weighted Class Activation
Map (gradCAM) [4] to be included in the submitted report. It is important to note that this stage
does not do anything other than manage the running of Hydra’s various models and generating a
Report. Actions (e.g. inference storage, RunTime displays, unbiased collection etc) are all taken by
the Keeper, described in the next subsection.

2.5 Keeper

The Keeper process takes various actions when it receives a Report from the Predict process(es).
It records the inference in a RunHistory table and records the image, the gradCAM heatmap (if
applicable), as well as a few key pieces of inference in a RunTime table. Based on the model’s
classification and the collect percentage, Keeper makes a determination of what images to keep for
labeling. Keeper prioritizes the collections of examples where the image is classified as "Bad" or
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the model’s confidence is below threshold as configured in/read from the database on a per model
basis. In addition, Keeper selects a random sampling, based on a configurable collect percentage,
of images it sees. These images are used in future model training as well as in the monitoring of
the model’s in-situ performance. These examples provide very useful examples for future training
to increase model robustness in problem classification and increase model confidence.

3 The Hydra Front-End

Hydra has a web-based front end which acts as the primary interface with the Hydra system. Various
pages have been developed such that users can label images, evaluate model performance, view
near real time classifications of incoming data, inspect data from the previous day, and monitor the
Hydra systems status. A web based user interface enables users to perform data quality monitoring
remotely further adding to the robustness of any DQM policies already in place. The various web
pages that comprise the Hydra Front-end are described below.

3.1 Labeler

All supervised learning techniques require labeled training data, which can be costly to obtain.
For this reason, a substantial amount of time was devoted to reduce the cost (e.g. expert’s time)
of labeling. The Labeler, shown in Fig. 2 is based on a palette system whereby users who have
permissions can select a label, referenced by a custom color, from a palette of labels and "paints" a
set of images. To aid in the efficiency of labeling, shortcuts are provided to label blocks of images
with the same label at the same time. After this the user may "Apply" the labels which stores the
labels in the database and removes those images from the set of unlabeled images and replaces
them with new to-be-labeled images (as applicable). An Editor mode is provided where users can
change the label of a previously labeled image. In this mode labeled images can be filtered by both
time and given label, allowing users to quickly filter through potentially hundreds of thousands of
images to make the needed corrections. With the labeling web page experts are able to label images
at a rate of about ten thousand images per hour.

Figure 2. Snapshot of the online Labeler. Users can select the plot to label, select the appropriate label and
label thousands of images quickly.
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3.2 Model Training Report Page

Training is an iterative process; after training a new model an interactive report is produced which
enumerates the differences between the model’s classification and the human’s classification. It is
through analysis of these differences that potential training problems can be identified and corrected.
Commonly, human errors in labeling (usually a few percent) can be found and corrected.

3.3 Library

The Library page, shown in Fig. 3, provides information regarding training for each of Hydra’s
models. It includes the sampling method used when generating the training set, training set size,
and an enhanced confusion matrix. Active models, those used in production, are also indicated. The
Enhanced Confusion Matrix (ECM) is the standard confusion matrix with a plot, per matrix cell,
of the output weight of the model for each classification. With the ECM, a per label confirmation
threshold can be applied. This threshold is a real valued number between 0 and 1 and acts to combat
both false positives and false negatives. A model’s classification is considered "confirmed" if and
only if the output weight for the classification falls above the threshold. Each threshold can be
modified, with valid permissions, via the web page. Default threshold settings are determined by
the maximum effective F1 score in order to minimize false positives and false negatives. An image
with an "unconfirmed" classification will be flagged by Keeper for labeling.

Figure 3. The library page displaying the enhanced confusion matrix for the active model (indicated with
the star icon) is shown.

3.4 Status

The Status Page gives a near real time view of the computational health of Hydra. It does this
by displaying histograms of the time each of the back end processes took to process individual
images, or inference orders, over the last 24 hours. A scatter plot displays the average processing
time for each back end process, where the average is taken over the set of images, as a function of
the experiment’s run number. Deviations in the individual distributions or average could indicate
a technical fault with Hydra that includes, but is not limited to, a communication issue with the
database server or issues with the underlying file system. These issues can inhibit Hydra and are,
for the most part, easily corrected once identified.
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3.5 Run

The Hydra Run page, shown in Fig. 4, is up in the various Counting Houses Hydra is deployed in.
It provides a security camera style view of the images Hydra analyzes with Hydra’s sentiment in
real time. The page auto-updates, styling the various frames according to the classification Hydra
gives the image. Confirmed Bad and unconfirmed images are moved to the top left of the image
grid and given visual indications of the model’s classification with an optional setting to display
the gradCAM heatmap overlayed on the image. Custom alarms can be added depending on the
preferences of each experimental hall. All of this helps guide shift takers to potential issues in an
easy to digest, interpretable way. The Hydra run page also provide links to other Hydra web pages
which may be of use to shift takers.

Figure 4. The Hydra Run page displaying near real time classifications along with gradCAM heatmaps
overlayed on the images. These help indicate problematic areas of the images to aid the shift crew in
diagnosis.

3.6 Log

The Hydra Log page provides an overview of all confirmed bad and any unconfirmed plots from
the previous 24 hours. This page is often used as a daily brief during run coordination meetings to
provide a quick snapshot of the prior day’s data quality. Any problems that Hydra observed in the
previous day can be identified and discussed with the relevant detector experts.

3.7 Grafana

Each inference from Hydra is stored in the database. There are many different ways to visualize
and interpret this data. While not a required part of Hydra, the deployments at Jefferson Laboratory
(JLab) are supplied with a Grafana [5] server to visualize all of the inferences of Hydra. To
accomplish this the inferences are viewed as a set of time series data, one set per plot type. Because
every label and every output weight for those labels are recorded it is possible to query any time
window and display the series of output weights for all labels in a scatter plot. Anecdotally, there
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Figure 5. The Hydra Log page displaying confirmed bad plots from the previous day.

have been occasions where the the growth in Bad output weights and corresponding drop of Good
output weights, even in a non-monotonic or sinusoidal manner, precedes certain detector failures.
This behavior also signals that the model might need to be retrained with newly labeled images.
While no conclusive robust study has been performed it is conceivable that this data may prove to
have some predictive power when it comes to certain data acquisition problems.

4 Deployments

Currently, Hydra is deployed in all of JLab’s experimental halls, with Halls B and D seeing the
most active use. When Hall-D was taking data Hydra was in its infancy and even still discovered
many problems, some even subtle enough that they were missed or would have been missed by
detector experts. After deployment in Hall-B, Hydra quickly set to work identifying many issues
with super-human performance.

Deploying Hydra to all experimental halls came with a fair share of challenges. The first being
making a system that can easily integrate with the existing, but distinct, monitoring systems already
in place in each hall. To overcome this Hydra employs hall-agnostic technologies, such as using
images in the place of underlying histograms values obtained from ROOT [6] trees where the layout
of the trees would need to be known a priori. These images are trivially derived from ROOT based
monitoring systems, allowing for quick deployments of the Hydra system. As Hydra does not seek
to replace human based monitoring, it is deployed in as parasitic a way as possible. It does this by
requiring only a standard naming convention for image files, an input directory, and a few directories
for short and long term storage of images Hydra has selected to keep.

5 Developments

The goal of Hydra is to build a self sustaining system in as many ways as possible. It should
intelligently suggest training, it should error correct whenever possible, and should be transparent
and interpretable to humans. To accomplish this much of Hydra’s road map for development can
be broken down into coming from one of three main tracks:
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1. Features to expand on Hydra’s capabilities to detect and diagnose issues.

2. Features to enhance human control over the systems of Hydra and their operation.

3. developments to make Hydra more computationally efficient.

In order to expand Hydra’s capabilities related to detection and diagnosis, a multistage analysis
pipeline is being developed. The first step of this pipeline includes generic anomaly detection, such
as implementing a Siamese model [7], before further diagnostics. Additionally, the ability to mask
regions of images that should be ignored would allow on Hydra to focus on important data and avoid
red herrings. Hydra’s user interface is under continuous development to enhance user control and
administration of the system without requiring knowledge of the back end processes or the MySQL
database. Deployment to all experimental halls requires simultaneous monitoring of Hydra’s health,
database monitoring, and the current running conditions in each hall to ensure consistent, stable
operations. An administrative interface is being developed to provide interpretable and actionable
information regarding Hydra’s health.

6 Conclusion

The Hydra system is a framework for managing the training and deployment of models for real time
data quality monitoring. It is deployed in all of the experimental halls at Jefferson Laboratory and
successfully detects data quality issues at a super-human level. It does this in a hall agnostic way
with a robust web-based front end and back end, both of which are supported by a MySQL database.
Real-time views of incoming data are viewable from anywhere in the world, but most importantly
from the counting houses where shift crews can get an at-a-glance look into Hydra’s monitoring.
Visual and, in some cases, audible alarms notify the shift crew when Hydra detects a problem. The
visual indicators include a color determined by the classification and a gradCAM heatmap to aid the
shift crew in determining the problematic regions of the image. Since Hydra looks at each image
consistently and more frequently than the shift crews, corrective action(s) can be taken sooner. This
is especially important while the shift crew is simultaneously responsible for the more complex
tasks of running experiments in addition to data quality monitoring. Hydra is under very active
development and looks to grow in robustness of detection, computational efficiency, and in human
interface capabilities.
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Abstract: Solid-state detectors with a low energy threshold have several applications, including in

direct-detection searches of non-relativistic halo dark-matter particles with sub-GeV masses. More-

over, when searching for relativistic or quasi-relativistic beyond-the-Standard-Model particles (i.e.,

v/c ≳ 0.01) that have an enhanced cross section for small energy transfers, a comparatively small

detector with a low energy threshold may have better sensitivity than a larger detector with a higher

energy threshold. In this paper, we provide accurate calculations of the low-energy ionization spec-

trum from high-velocity particles scattering in a dielectric material. We focus on silicon, although our

results can be easily applied to other materials. We consider the full material response, in particular

also the excitation of bulk plasmons. We generalize the energy-loss function to relativistic kinematics,

and benchmark existing tools used for halo dark-matter scattering against publicly available electron

energy-loss spectroscopy data. Compared to calculations of energy loss that are commonly used in the

literature, such as the Photo-Absorption-Ionization model or the free-electron model, the inclusion

of collective effects shifts the recoil ionization spectrum towards higher energies, typically peaking

around 4–6 electron-hole pairs. We apply our results to the three benchmark examples: millicharged

particles produced in a beam, neutrinos with a magnetic dipole moment produced in a reactor, and

dark-matter particles that are upscattered by cosmic rays or in the Sun. Our results show that the

proper inclusion of collective effects typically enhances a detector’s sensitivity to these particles, since

detector backgrounds, such as dark counts, peak at lower energies.
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1 Introduction

Several new direct-detection concepts to search for halo dark matter particles with mass below the

proton have been proposed over the past decade [1]. Since dark-matter particles in our Milky-Way halo

are non-relativistic, with β ≡ v/c ∼ 10−3, the resulting events have very little energy. Fortunately,

the theoretical progress has been accompanied by a new generation of ever-improving low-threshold

solid-state detectors capable of sensing the low-energy signals. In particular, some of the leading

direct-detection bounds on halo dark matter with sub-GeV masses are from experiments that use

semiconductors, usually silicon, that search for dark matter particles interacting with electrons [2],

e.g., [3–11]. Their main advantage over larger detectors and noble-liquid or molecular targets [12–

20] is their superior energy threshold, which translates into them having sensitivity to lower dark-

matter masses. On the other hand, for semi-relativistic or relativistic dark-matter particles or other

particles beyond the Standard Model (BSM), large-volume detectors often have an advantage over

smaller solid-state detectors, as the low energy threshold of the small detectors does not compensate

for the large volume of the bigger detectors. There are, however, several cases where a kinematic or

dynamical enhancement occurs at low energies and for which a low-threshold solid-state detector could

be superior. For this reason it is imperative to have accurate predictions for the low-energy signal of

relativistic particles that scatter in solid-state detectors. The goal of this paper is to provide these

accurate predictions.

The theoretical calculations for the scattering rates of non-relativistic halo dark matter in solid-state

materials have become increasingly accurate and precise [2, 21–28], with Refs. [22–24] emphasizing the

need to include the full material response, which is captured by the dielectric function or energy loss-

function. Similarly, we here emphasize that accurate predictions for the low-energy signals from the

scattering of relativistic particle must include the full material response (see also [29]). For example,

a highly boosted particle will produce large transverse electromagnetic fields, as compared to a non-

relativistic probe which will interact dominantly through Coulomb modes. We highlight in particular

how relativistic particles can excite bulk plasmons (quasiparticles describing the collective excitation

of electrons in, e.g., semiconductors), and how this drastically impacts the shape of the expected recoil

spectrum when compared to calculations that do not include the plasmon.

Plasmons have previously received attention in the context of dark matter direct detection as a detec-

tion channel in e.g., [29–34], however primarily in the context of non-relativistic halo DM scattering.1

However, plasmons are not dominantly excited in the scattering of non-relativistic halo dark matter.

The situation changes qualitatively when one considers relativistic particles, in which case the plas-

mon is easily accessible, and low-energy events can be resonantly enhanced. This must be taken into

account in order to predict the signal correctly and to derive accurate constraints.

In this paper, we focus on silicon as a representative material, but our results can be generalized to

other dielectric materials including germanium, gallium arsenide, and silicon carbide. We consider in

particular three types of particles and mediators: millicharged particles (produced in a beam), particles

with a magnetic dipole moment (such as a neutrino with a magnetic dipole moment), and particles

1We note that [30] considered quasi-relativistic scattering in the context of boosted millicharged dark matter such

that the plasmon is kinematically accessible; however, non-relativistic formulae were used to calculate the scattering

rates.
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(including dark matter) interacting with a massive (heavy or ultralight) dark photon that is kinetically

mixed with the ordinary photon. Each of these can be relativistic when interacting with a detector

material: they can be produced in accelerator-based experiments or accelerated due to scattering in

“high-energy” environments; examples for the latter include “solar-reflected” dark matter [35–41] and

dark matter boosted by cosmic-ray scattering [42–46].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we review the theory of non-radiative

energy losses for relativistic charged particles with a particular emphasis on the role played by the

longitudinal modes (which contain the plasmon). We provide scattering cross section formulae for

our three representative examples (millicharged particles, neutrinos with a magnetic dipole moment,

and particles interacting via a dark photon). All formulae require accurate knowledge of the dielec-

tric function (or, equivalently, the material’s energy loss function) function, which also captures the

plasmon. While plasmons are “well-known” physics, we will highlight it here for the particle physics

community, especially as new applications of low-threshold detectors are being considered. In Sec-

tion 3, we provide expressions for the dielectric function, comparing several codes that can calculate it

with data from electron energy-loss spectroscopy (EELS). Next, in Section 4 we discuss the resulting

spectra and phenomenology for our three particle examples. We summarize our findings and future

directions in Section 5. An appendix provides additional details and figures describing the behavior

of the dielectric function.

2 Low-energy excitations from relativistic particle scatters

2.1 General formalism for energy loss of particles scattering with electrons

A general formalism for energy loss by electrically charged particles was first given in [47]. The

treatment assumes that the incident test charge, with four-momentum p, may be treated as a classical

source of E and B fields. This is equivalent to the eikonal approximation [48] (valid for k ≪ p

with k the four-momentum transfer to the sample). As we have discussed above, small low-threshold

detectors can only compete with large high-recoil detectors when their sensitivity is dominated by

regions of low momentum transfer. Therefore, we will be interested in energy transfers no larger than

50 eV and momentum transfers less than the Fermi momentum kF ∼ 5 keV, such that the classical

electrodynamics treatment is an extremely good approximation over the full kinematic regime of

interest.

We now give the scattering cross section for three different types of particles and mediators, before

commenting on other cases. In all expressions, bulk material properties that differ from a free-electron

cross section, i.e., “collective effects”, are captured using the dielectric function ϵ(ω, k).

1. Particles with an electric charge. For an electrically charged particle, the resulting cross

section (differential with respect to energy loss) is given by [47, 49]

dσ

dω
=
8αε2

nβ2

∫ kmax

kmin

dk

k

{
Im

(
− 1

ϵ(ω, k)

)
+

(
β2k2 − ω2

)
Im

(
1

−k2 + ϵ(ω, k)ω2

)}
. (2.1)
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Here k = |k| is the three-momentum transfer to the sample, ε is the charge of the probe in units of e,

ω is the energy transfer, β = |p|/E is the three-velocity of the probe particle in the rest frame of the

detector, and ϵ(ω, k) is the dielectric function of the material. The minimum momentum transfer is set

by kmin = ω/β, while the maximum momentum transfer is kmax = 2|p| − kmin; in practice, since the

integral has negligible support for k ≫ kF , the upper limit of the integral, kmax, can simply be taken

to infinity. This is justified for kµk
µ ≪ 2pµk

µ, which is appropriate when |p| ≫ kF ∼ 5 keV, since

|k| ≲ kF dominate the energy loss function. In Coulomb gauge, the two terms in the above equation

may be identified with the exchange of Coulomb modes and transverse photons, respectively, and are

related to density-density and current-current correlators in the rest frame of the material.

2. Particles with a magnetic dipole moment. The above formula can be generalized to other

models beside a point-like electrically charged particle. The simplest generalization involves higher

electromagnetic multipoles. For concreteness, we consider here a relativistic particle with a magnetic

dipole moment µ, which is described by Lint ⊃ µ
2ψσµνF

µνψ. In this case, since the mediator is still a

Standard Model photon, one may obtain the correct energy loss formula from Eq. (2.1) by comparing

the lepton tensors for a magnetic dipole moment and a millicharge. In the limit of a highly-boosted

incident particle, this ratio is simply −µ2kνk
ν/e2 = µ2(k2 − ω2)/e2. Therefore, for the case of a

neutrino magnetic moment, we find

dσ

dω
=

2

nπβ2

∫ kmax

kmin

dk

k
µ2
να
(k2 − ω2)

×
{
Im

(
− 1

ϵ(ω, k)

)
+

(
β2k2 − ω2

)
Im

(
1

−k2 + ϵ(ω, k)ω2

)}
,

(2.2)

where we have allowed the neutrino magnetic moment to depend on the neutrino flavor.

3. Particles interacting with a massive vector mediator (dark photon). A similar procedure

for a vector mediator with mass mV (i.e., a dark photon) with coupling gχ to the relativistic probe

with mass mχ, and coupling ge to electrons2 yields

dσ

dω
=

8α

nβ2

[gegχ
4πα

]2 ∫ kmax

kmin

dk

k

(
k2 − ω2

k2 +m2
V − ω2

)2

×
{
Im

(
− 1

ϵ(ω, k)

)
+

(
β2k2 − ω2

)
Im

(
1

−k2 + ϵ(ω, k)ω2

)}
,

=
1

β2
σe

∫ kmax

kmin

dk

k

(
k2 − ω2

k2 +m2
V − ω2

)2
2[(αme)

2 +m2
V − ω2]2

(4πα)µ2
χen

×
{
Im

(
− 1

ϵ(ω, k)

)
+

(
β2k2 − ω2

)
Im

(
1

−k2 + ϵ(ω, k)ω2

)}
,

(2.3)

where µχe = memχ/(me +mχ) is the reduced mass. In the second equation, we have re-written the

cross section in terms of a “reference cross section”, σe, as is common in the dark-matter literature.

2Strictly speaking we assume a vector coupling proportionally to the electric charge, i.e., such that the coupling to

protons is gp = −ge. For practical purposes, if the interaction couples to electrons at all (which dominate material

responses), the formulae can often still be applied, unless the coupling to nucleons is much larger than the coupling to

electrons.
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4. Other particles and interactions. More generally, one may consider different types of mediator

particles, for instance a massive scalar, vector, pseudoscalar, or pseudovector. In this case one should

be careful to treat in-medium effects properly, which can be accomplished using a thermal field theory

formalism as discussed in Appendix A of [29]. Since the response of metals and semi-conductors are

dominated by valence electrons, one may to a good approximation consider the charge and electron

density as interchangeable and argue on these grounds that electromagnetic data usefully constrains

any model of electrophilic interactions. This is especially true in the limit of small momentum trans-

fers, where a non-relativistic approximation can be employed for the electrons and protons that dictate

the detector response. In this limit, the longitudinal component of the electromagnetic response func-

tion is related to the scalar response function [29], and the same energy loss function characterizes

both scalar- and vector-mediated scattering. This approximation is valid even for relativistic probes

provided the momentum transfer satisfies ω, k ≪ me. These constraints are satisfied for all of the

phenomenology we consider here, and so our results apply to both light scalar and vector mediators.

Pseudoscalar and pseudovector interactions lead to spin-density-dependent response functions at low

momentum transfers that cannot be extracted using EELS data. These could be obtained empirically

using neutron magnetic scattering [50], however we do not pursue this idea further here. We focus

instead on models whose required detector response can be obtained from standard EELS measure-

ments. This is well motivated since light vector and scalar mediators naturally give cross sections that

are enhanced in the low-q2 limit where low-threshold detectors are most effective.

With the formulae in hand for the scattering cross section in semiconductors for various particles,

Eqs. (2.1) to (2.3), we see that the problem reduces to finding accurate expressions or data for the di-

electric function, ϵ(ω, k). We discuss theoretical and experimental estimates for the dielectric function

in Section 3. We will see that the plasmon peak plays a crucial role in determining the differential

spectrum. Before doing so, however, we comment in Section 2.2 on how our formulae compare with

the “average energy loss” formalism commonly used in the literature.

2.2 Comparison with average energy loss formalism

Equation (2.1) forms the basis of the theory of average energy loss for ultra-relativistic particles [51].

Indeed, weighting dσ/dω by the energy transfer ω, and integrating over available energy losses one can

derive expressions for ⟨dE/dx⟩. In many contexts involving Standard Model particles and relatively

thick targets, the average energy loss is the relevant quantity. Exceptions to this rule exist even within

the Standard Model. For example in the thin-target limit, it is well known that the most-probable, as

opposed to the mean, energy loss is a better characterization of energy loss [51–53].3 The inequivalence

of these two quantities stems from the fact that Mott scattering is governed by a power-law with a long

tail such that ⟨dE/dx⟩ receives O(1) contributions from high-energy scatters that will rarely, if ever,

occur for a fixed number of scatters against a thin target. As a result, the energy loss distribution in

thin targets is better characterized in terms of its mode (i.e., its most likely energy loss) as opposed

to its mean [51].

An analogous issue appears when one considers the detection of feebly interacting particles. For exam-

ple, the cross section dσ/dω for a millicharged particle is obtained by re-scaling the Standard Model

cross section by ε2, and so naively the statistical properties of the two distributions are identical. In

3More precisely, energy loss is probabilistic and characterized by the Vavilov distribution [53].
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practice this is not the case, because the microscopic cross section for energy loss is a fat-tailed distri-

bution. This makes the average energy loss, which determines the mean of the Gaussian distribution

that emerges by the central limit theorem and characterizes energy loss for a particle with charge e, a

poor characterization of the distribution that controls millicharged particle detection.

When considering the detection of feebly interacting particles, it is therefore essential to properly

model the scattering cross section as a function of energy loss, and in particular the location of its

peak. Approximations that model well the average energy loss ⟨dE/dx⟩, such as the photo-absorption

ionization (PAI) model [49, 54, 55], are a poor choice for studies of detector sensitivity to feebly

interacting particles. The PAI model makes crude assumptions that completely mismodel dσ/dω,

and predicts a peak in the distribution at ∼ 5 eV rather than the correct value of ∼ 16 eV i.e., at

the plasmon peak (see Fig. 3). The ultimate sensitivity of a detector to feebly interacting particles

is governed by the locations in phase space in which the detection cross section is maximal. In a

conventional large-volume detector, such as a liquid scintillator or a noble gas detector, which have a

relatively high energy threshold (above the peak of dσ/dω), the highest event rate will always occur

at the lowest possible recoil energies (see e.g. [56–58] for a discussion). For low-threshold detectors,

with sensitivity to energies at the plasmon peak and below, such as Skipper-CCDs [59], the greatest

sensitivity is obtained close to the plasmon peak when it is kinematically accessible. This dictates the

expected event spectrum and how to optimize the cuts for experimental searches. We will see several

examples in Section 4.

3 Expressions for the dielectric function and comparison with EELS data

We saw in Section 2 that the differential scattering cross sections can be expressed in terms of the

dielectric function of the material; in particular, Eq. (2.1) gives the expression for an electrically

charged particle, Eq. (2.2) is applicable for particles interacting with a magnetic dipole moment, and

Eq. (2.3) for particles with a dark-photon mediator. The dielectric function captures all relevant

collective effects, and the formulae Eqs. (2.1) to (2.3) are valid for both relativistic and non-relativistic

kinematics. We here discuss theoretical approximations for the dielectric function, and will show that

we can use EELS data to validate our expressions, at least for electrically charged particles.

There are several publicly available tools for calculating dark-matter scattering off various materials

and the resulting direct-detection signals, including QEDark [21, 60], DarkELF [23, 24], EXCEED-

DM [25, 26], and QCDark [27, 61]. Due to the kinematics of virialized dark matter, the focus of

the community has been to characterize correctly the region of phase space in which k ≳ β−1
virω where

βvir ∼ 10−3, such that the typical values for the recoil energy and momentum transfer are ω ∼ (few) eV

and k ∼ (few) keV, respectively.

The situation differs substantially for relativistic particles with β ∼ 1. Then the natural scaling is

ω ∼ k ∼ (few) eV. Often one encounters discussions of the so called “optical limit,” which refers

to k ≪ kF , or tacitly k → 0 [62, 63]. Indeed, if one considers optical absorption measurements

of on-shell photons then ω = k ∼ few eV. There is a crucial difference, however, between optical

absorption and the scattering of relativistic particles. Photons are always transversely polarized,

whereas a charged particle can interact with the sample via longitudinal Coulomb modes. In fact, it
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is precisely these longitudinal modes, i.e., the longitudinally polarized bulk plasmon, which dominate

the response function. Optical absorption data is therefore a poor proxy for relativistic scattering of

charged particles [64].

We can write the dielectric function in terms of its real and imaginary part,

ϵ(ω, k) = ϵ1(ω, k) + iϵ2(ω, k) , (3.1)

where ϵ1,2(ω, k) are real, so that the energy loss function can be written as

Im

( −1

ϵ1(ω, k) + iϵ2(ω, k)

)
=

ϵ2(ω, k)

|ϵ1(ω, k)|2 + |ϵ2(ω, k)|2
. (3.2)

Many existing tools in the literature for dark matter scattering do not properly model the real part of

the dielectric function at small momentum transfers. Fortunately, a good qualitative and reasonable

quantitative description of ϵ(ω, k) for k ≪ kF is given by the Lindhard model [65], which provides

a reasonable description for millicharged particle searches that are dominated by low momentum

transfers. For massive mediators, or higher dimensional operators such as a magnetic dipole moment,

larger momentum transfers can contribute O(1) fractions to the total cross section. Fortunately, in the

limit k ≳ kF where the Lindhard model is unreliable [66], the absolute value of the dielectric function

is approximately unity (since ϵ1 ≈ 1 and ϵ2 ≈ 0) which is properly reproduced by the Lindhard model.

The Lindhard model does not, however, properly model ϵ2 at large values of k. Hence the Lindhard

model is able to produce a reliable value for |ϵ(ω, k)|2 while being unable to calculate the electron loss

function {−1/ϵ(ω, k)} at large k ≳ kF .

More robust methods of calculating the dielectric function involve calculation of the electronic wave-

function using density functional theory (DFT) [66–68], and employing the random phase approxima-

tion (RPA) [69–72]. The open source tool DarkELF [23, 24] includes RPA calculations of both the real

and imaginary parts of the dielectric function calculated using the DFT software GPAW. The DarkELF

package also includes the option to fit a superposition of Lindhard dielectrics, which is referred to as

the ‘Mermin’ model. The current implementation DarkELF does not, however, reconstruct the wave-

functions of core electrons. This causes the valence electron wavefunctions from DarkELF to mismodel

large-k modes. A reliable description of large-k modes can be obtained using other tools, for example

QCDark [27]. In its current state, however, QCDark only calculates the imaginary part of the RPA

dielectric function. Therefore, when using QCDark to predict the energy loss function, one must supply

the real part of the dielectric externally. More specifically, QCDark provides the crystal form factor as

developed in [21], which is equivalently written as

|fcrystal(k, ω)|2 =
k5Vcell

8π2α2
EMm

2
e

ϵRPA
2 (ω, k) , (3.3)

where Vcell is the volume of the unit cell, αEM is the electromagnetic fine structure constant, and me

is the mass of the electron. We find that a reliable global approximation of the energy loss function

can be obtained for silicon by taking the following model

Im

[ −1

ϵ1(ω, k) + iϵ2(ω, k)

]

model

=

[
ϵ2(ω, k)

]
QCDark[

|ϵ(ω, k)|2
]
Lindhard

. (3.4)
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Figure 1. The electron loss function, Im {−1/ϵ(ω, k)} for silicon, plotted as a function of ω and k. The

top left panel shows the Lindhard approximation to the electron loss function; the top right panel shows the

Mermin approximation built into the DarkELF program [23, 24]; the bottom left panel shows the GPAW DFT

calculation of the dielectric function built into DarkELF; the bottom right panel shows the QCDark calculation

of the imaginary part of the dielectric function [27] screened by the Lindhard 1/|ϵ(ω, k)|2 as given by Eq. (3.4).

The bottom right panel, due to the low k−grid used in the calculation, is Gaussian smoothed with σω = 0.5 eV

and σk = 200 eV. In all plots, the plasmon is visible for low k and ω ∼ 16.6 eV. The lines indicate the minimum

momentum, kmin, required to transfer energy ω from an incoming particle with speed β. Note that the plasmon

threshold occurs close to β ∼ 10−2.
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Figure 2. Electron Energy-Loss Spectrocopy (EELS) data (black line) compared to our theoretical modeling

(various colored lines) in a bulk silicon from [73, 74] with an incident electron beam kinetic energy of

T = 100 keV. We model the theoretical EELS rates by calculating the EELS cross section using Eq. (2.1) with

various different approximations for the dielectric function ϵ(ω, k). We normalize the rates to the plasmon

peak, ω = ωpl using experimental ϵ(ω, k → 0) from [75], in conjunction with Eq. (3.5) and Eq. (3.6). The

EELS data includes multiple scattering, with a secondary scattering peak visible at ω = 2ωpl, which can be

included by modeling multiple scatters (see [64] for a discussion). Note that the sharply rising peak in the

experimental data towards low energies, ω ≲ 10 eV is due to elastic scatters between incident electrons and

the lattice, and is not captured in the models of the dielectric function ϵ(ω, k) considered here.

This model works in the low-energy region near the plasmon peak because the Lindhard model is

reliable there and agrees reasonably with the more sophisticated calculation of ϵ2 from QCDark [27]. In

the high-energy region, the imaginary part of the dielectric function is small, ϵ2 ≪ ϵ1 ≈ 1, such that

the denominator can effectively be replaced by unity in any model. We are then entirely insensitive

to the mismodeling of ϵ2(ω, k) at large values of k in the Lindhard model, while simultaneously

benefiting from the Lindhard model’s realistic description of the bulk plasmon. However, note that

the low k electron loss function is underestimated using this method, likely due to an overestimate of

|ϵ(ω, k ≪ kF )|2 from the Lindhard model.

In Fig. 1, we show the electron loss function, which dominates energy loss in both the non-relativistic

and relativistic regimes, computed in various approximations. This includes the Lindhard model [65],

the Mermin model and density functional theory calculations from DarkELF [23, 24], and QCDark [27]

screened by the Lindhard dielectric function as given in Eq. (3.4).

Th response functions we make use of here are easily compared with existing EELS data. An EELS

experiment involves quasi-relativistic electrons impinging on a thin sample (which precisely replicates

the kinematics we are interested in) and allows for both Coulomb-mode and transverse-mode mediated

scattering [64]. Any tool claiming to reliably predict low-energy event rates in a silicon (or other

semiconductor) detector must necessarily reproduce EELS spectra. Previous comparisons with EELS

(for URu2Si2 specifically) and X-ray scattering data have focused on the kinematic regime relevant

for halo dark matter direct detection i.e., k ∼ 5 keV [22].

Figure 2 shows the EELS experimental data from Refs. [73, 74] for silicon. The incident electrons have
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a kinetic energy of 100 keV. The peak at ω ∼ 0 corresponds to elastic scattering of incident electrons

with the lattice, and hence does not correspond to electron-hole pair excitations. The plasmon peak

at ω = ωpl ≈ 16.6 eV is visible. We further use experimental data available for the dielectric function

at long wavelengths, ϵ(ω) ≡ ϵ(ω, k → 0) from [75] to compute the differential EELS cross section [76],

dσ

dω
≈ α

naπβ2
Im

{ −1

ϵ(ω)

}
log

{
1 +

θ2

θ2E

}
. (3.5)

Here na is the number density of silicon atoms, θ is the collection angle for the data (1.6 mrad), and

θE = ω/γmeβ
2. We then normalize the counts C(ω) observed as

C(ω) = κ
dσ

dω
(3.6)

to fix the electron flux, where we obtain κ by fixing the value of C(ωpl) to match experimental data

at the plasmon peak.

We compare the data to the cross section computed using the Lindhard model [65], Mermin and

GPAW calculations from DarkELF [23, 24], and QCDark [27] screened with Lindhard as in Eq. (3.4).

We normalize the counts using the flux obtained by fitting the semi-empirical differential cross section

using Eq. (3.5) and Eq. (3.6). Any EELS measurement will have multiple scattering peaks whose

amplitude grow with increased sample thickness [64]. In this work, we ignore multiple scatterings,

though they can be included by assuming a Poisson process and normalizing the second peak to the

corresponding peak in the experimental data. This would then fix the thickness of the sample.

The Lindhard and Mermin models [23, 24, 65] overestimate the cross section, while QCDark (with

Lindhard screening Eq. (3.4)) [27] underestimates it. The latter is likely due to the Lindhard model

overestimating the screening, causing the electron loss function to be underestimated at k ≪ kF . The

DarkELF (GPAW) dielectric function [23, 24] correctly predicts the peak of the EELS data, which

means the differential cross section agrees with the semi-empirical cross section that uses [75] and

Eq. (3.5). However, it predicts a split plasmon with peaks at ω ∼ 16.9 eV and ω ∼ 18.2 eV , which

seems unphysical, and a slightly broader plasmon peak than other approximations.

4 Phenomenology of relativistic particle scatters

In what follows we focus on three representative examples of BSM models for which low-threshold

silicon detectors are well suited. We focus on the modification of the cross section due to collec-

tive effects. First, we consider millicharged particles produced in accelerator beams and/or cosmic

rays [56, 57, 77–79]. Millicharged particles have a cross section that is enhanced at small momentum

transfers, and, in the contexts we consider, are highly boosted. They are therefore a prime example

where it is important to include plasmon excitations to correctly model the expected recoil spectrum.

Moreover, searches for millicharged particles in the 100 MeV–100 GeV range is an active area of re-

search, and SENSEI has recently demonstrated excellent sensitivity from data taken in the MINOS

hall at Fermilab [80]; moreover, Oscura will have sensitivity to such particles [79].4 Second, we con-

sider a small silicon detector near a nuclear reactor as has recently been proposed, for example, in the

4The results of this paper were used in the analysis performed by SENSEI [80] and Oscura [79].
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Figure 3. Left panel: the differential cross section of millicharged particle with charge ε = 10−4 e− scattering

in a silicon target, given in units of cm2 eV−1 per unit cell. The various colored lines assume different methods

for calculating the dielectric function of silicon. The black line assume the Photo Absorption Ionization

(PAI) model [54, 55]. While PAI is frequently used for estimating the cross section, we see that it severely

overestimates the cross section at low energies and underestimates it near the plasmon. The QCDark rates are

calculated by screening the QCDark Im{ϵ(ω, k)} with a Lindhard |ϵ(ω, k)|2 (see Eq. (3.4)), and are Gaussian

smoothed with σω = 0.5 eV, while the DarkELF and Lindhard lines use a fully self-consistent ϵ(ω, k). Right

panel: the cross section calculated as a function of the number of electron-hole pairs created, where we use

the secondary ionization model from [84] at 100 K. Note the peaks at Q = 4 e− and Q = 5 e−.

context of the vIOLETA collaboration [81–83]. As a representative example, we consider a search for a

neutrino magnetic dipole moment, where scattering is moderately enhanced at low momenta, but not

as strongly as for millicharged particles. The same set-up has promising sensitivity to light mediators

that couple neutrinos to electrons and nucleons. Finally, we consider boosted dark matter as may be

produced via solar reflection or by cosmic ray upscattering, e.g. [35–46]. We study, in particular, how

the sensitivity changes as the mass of the mediator is varied.5

4.1 Millicharged particles

Accelerator-based production of low-mass millicharged particles leads to a flux that is almost entirely

relativistic, assuming the incoming proton-beam energy is sufficiently large [56, 57]. The cross section

in this limit is nearly independent of the precise boost of the millicharged particle, γmcp and one may

approximate the rate of millicharged particles that scatter downstream by

dΓdet

dω
= Φ× dσmcp

dω
, (4.1)

with dσmcp given by Eq. (2.1), and where Φ is the flux of relativistic millicharged particles. The

integration measure dk/k = d log k is scale-independent such that small-k regions are not phase-space

suppressed. In log(k)-space, the plasmon appears for k ≲ 3 keV (as can be seen in Fig. 1). Since

kmin ≥ ω for ω ∼ 10 eV, the plasmon contributes appreciably to the integral for roughly two-decades

in k-space.

5The results of this paper will be used in [41] to improve predictions and bounds on solar-reflected dark matter.

– 11 –



0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50

ω [eV]

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

1.50

1.75

2.00
d
σ
/d
ω

[c
m

2
eV
−

1
ce

ll
−

1
]

×10−48

µν = 10−11µB

Lindhard

DarkELF (Mermin)

DarkELF (GPAW)

QCDark (+ Lind)

Free electron

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Q [e−]

0

1

2

3

4

5

σ
Q

[c
m

2
ce

ll
−

1
]

×10−48

µν = 10−11µB

Lindhard

DarkELF (Mermin)

DarkELF (GPAW)

QCDark (+ Lind)

Free electron

Figure 4. Left panel: the differential cross section of neutrinos interacting with a silicon target through a

magnetic dipole moment µν = 10−11 µB . The various colored lines assume different methods for calculating

the dielectric function of silicon. The black line shows the results for a free electron. Note that the free electron

approximation is a good estimate for the shape of the differential cross-section compared to modeling the same

via a dielectric approximation at high recoil energies, ω > 20 eV, however it overestimates the rate by ∼ 50%

in this region. The QCDark differential cross section is calculated in the same way as the left panel of Fig. 3.

Right panel: the cross section versus the number of electron-hole pairs created, where we use the secondary

ionization model from [84] at 100 K. The charge ionization spectrum is drastically different between the correct

calculation and the free-electron calculation, and σQ first rises as a function of Q, until about Q ∼ 5 e−, then

decreases again.

The left panel of Fig. 3 shows the differential cross section per primitive unit cell for a millicharged

particle (ε = 10−4) interacting with a silicon detector for various models (in 1 kg of silicon, there are

∼ 1.07×1025 primitive unit cells). The black line shows the results for the Photoionization Absorption

(PAI) model, which is frequently used to model energy loss of fast charged particles in gases and other

materials [49, 85]. The right panel of Fig. 3 shows the cross section as a function of the number of

electron-hole pairs being created, Q, with the secondary ionization model taken from [84]. Compared

to the PAI model, which peaks at Q = 1 e−, the correct modeling, which includes the plasmon peak,

shows that the cross section peaks at the Q = 4 e− and 5 e− bins.

Our results can be immediately applied to set bounds on millicharged particles using existing data

and to make sensitivity projections for future data. In particular, our cross sections were used by

SENSEI to search for millicharged particles produced in the NuMI beam at Fermilab [80]. The search

was consistent with a null signal, and the constraints on millicharged particles was found to be world

leading for certain millicharged-particle masses. The SENSEI analysis was based on data taken in 2020,

which had previously been used to constrain sub-GeV dark matter interactions in [8]. The analysis in

2020 only included the bins containing Q = 1 − 4 e−. Given that the events peak at Q = 4 e− and

5 e−, and also contain an appreciable number of events with Q = 6 e−, SENSEI added the Q = 5 e−

and Q = 6 e− bins. In addition, larger detectors are being planned. In particular, there is a plan to

place a 1 kg Skipper-CCD detector in the NUMI beam line as part of the Oscura Integration Test

before constructing the 10 kg Oscura dark matter detector. The cross sections discussed above are

again needed for deriving accurate sensitivity projections [79].
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4.2 Neutrino dipole moments

The magnetic dipole moments of the three neutrino species are predicted to either vanish, or be

unobservably small, in the Standard Model [86, 87]. Searches for a non-zero neutrino dipole moment

then represent a low-energy test of the Standard Model and, by proxy, an avenue for the discovery

of BSM physics. Since a dipole operator is dimension-5, as compared to the standard dimension-6

contact interaction that governs neutrino scattering below the weak scale, it may be fruitfully pursued

at low energies [87].

The recently proposed reactor neutrino experiment vIOLETA [81, 82], aims to place a low-threshold

Skipper-CCD near an operating nuclear reactor. One proposed use-case for vIOLETA is to search

for anomalous signatures of a neutrino dipole moment and of light mediators that allow neutrinos to

interact with other Standard Model particles, such as electrons. Viable signatures include coherent

scattering on nuclei and scattering on electrons. For dipole interactions and light mediators, the cross

sections are comparable, and electron scattering is an attractive detection signature. Our results in

Eq. (2.2) can be immediately applied to this detection channel.

Fig. 4 shows the differential cross section of neutrinos interacting with a silicon target for a magnetic

dipole moment of µν = 10−11 µB . Using Eq. (2.2) as opposed to assuming scattering off a free

electron (used in [82]). Collective effects alter both the overall rate, and the shape of the differential

distribution with respect to energy transfer. The shift in the overall normalization has straightforward

implications for detection prospects (they are slightly weakened), however the altered energy transfer

spectrum has non-trivial effects. Shape discrimination is a powerful tool for distinguishing signal from

background [82], and the notable peaked structure visible in the left panel of Fig. 4 offers a distinctive

feature that may aid in future searches for neutrino dipole moments (or light mediators). This is to

be compared with the free electron (at rest) recoil spectrum,

[
dσ

dEe

]

free electron

= αµ2
ν

[
1

Ee
− 1

Eν

]
, (4.2)

which has no such feature and monotonically increases as Ee → 0.

The right panel of Fig. 4 shows the cross section per unit cell of silicon as a function of electron-hole

pairs ionized, using the secondary ionization model from [84] at a temperature of 100 K. Note that

free-electron approximation dramatically overestimates the cross section for low charge ionization,

Q ≲ 5 e−, while for larger Q ≳ 6 e−, the cross section is overestimated in the free-electron model by

roughly 50%.

4.3 Boosted dark matter

The assumptions of non-relativistic nature of dark matter are usually baked into the rate equations

for dark matter–electron scattering in a lattice, especially because of the low speed of dark-matter

particles in the galactic halo, β ≲ 0.002. Recent developments in the treatment of dark matter

particles boosted via solar reflection and cosmic rays [35–46] (see also [88–92]) have led to a need

for a better understanding of dark matter–electron scattering without these underlying assumptions.
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Figure 5. Left panel: the differential cross section per unit cell, weighted by β2, for a dark matter particle

with σe = 10−35 cm2 interacting with a silicon via a light mediator. Different colors indicate the speed of the

incoming dark matter particle. The plasmon peak appears in the differential cross-section as the speed of the

dark-matter particle is increased, and dominates the cross section for β ≳ 0.01. Right panel: the differential

cross section per unit cell for a boosted dark matter particle with β = 1 for various mediator masses, mV . The

dark matter particles interacting via lighter mediators have a cross section that is dominated by the plasmon

whenever mV ≲ kF . For mV → 0, the cross section agrees with that for millicharged-particle scattering shown

in Fig. 3. These plots are made with the Lindhard approximation for the silicon dielectric function.
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Figure 6. The dark matter–electron scattering cross section per unit cell, as a function of electron-hole pairs

ionized, Q, following the ionization model from [84] for various incoming particle speeds, β. The solid lines

show the effect of including collective effects, i.e., using Im
{
−ϵ(ω, k)−1

}
, as compared to excluding them

(dash–dotted lines), i.e., using only Im {ϵ(ω, k)}. The collective effects screen the cross section at low Q. The

left panel shows the variation of the cross section with β; for high β ≳ 0.01, the plasmon becomes accessible

and enhances the cross section. The right panel shows the variation of the cross section with mV , where the

plasmon excitation becomes apparent for mV ≲ 4 keV. These plots are made using the imaginary part of

QCDark, where collective effects are modeled using Eq. (3.4).

Eq. (2.3) gives the differential cross section of dark matter–electron, including the case of relativistic

dark matter.
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Figure 7. Left panel: the differential cross section of a 100 keV boosted dark matter particle interacting with

a silicon target with β = 0.05 and a massless mediator. The various colored lines assume different methods

for calculating the dielectric function of silicon. The QCDark differential cross section is calculated in the same

way as the left panel of Fig. 3. Right panel: the cross section versus the number of electron-hole pairs created,

where we use the secondary ionization model from [84] at 100 K.

Figure 5 shows the differential cross section of dark matter–electron scattering in a silicon target using

Eq. (2.3) and assuming a Lindhard model for the silicon dielectric function [65]. The left panel shows

the differential cross section for a dark matter particle with a light mediator, mV → 0, but with

varying speeds β of the incoming dark matter particle. Note that since the minimum momentum

transfer (kmin) scales as 1/β, only fast dark matter particles are able to excite the plasmon. Hence

plasmons are important for β ≳ 0.01 and dominate the differential cross section for high-speed dark

matter particles with β ≳ 0.1, but are largely irrelevant for halo dark matter (see also [30]).

The right panel of Fig. 5 shows the differential cross section per unit cell for boosted dark matter

particles traveling at β = 1 interacting with electrons in a silicon lattice, but for various vector-mediator

masses, mV . For higher mediator masses, mV ≳ 1 MeV, we can approximate k4/
(
k2 +m2

V

)2 ∼
k4/m4

V , which effectively causes the high k modes to be enhanced. For lighter mediator masses,

mV ≲ 100 eV, the plasmon dominates the differential cross section.

Fig. 6 shows the dark matter–electron scattering cross section per unit cell as a function of ionized

charge, Q, using the secondary ionization model from [84], with and without collective effects. The

collective effects ‘screen’ the cross section at low charge ionization Q, while the cross section in the

high-Q bins are enhanced for β ≳ 0.01 as the plasmon becomes accessible. Similarly, the plasmon is

accessible for lighter mediators, mV ≲ 4 keV. We also note that the energy deposition peaks not at low

Q as it would for halo-dark matter scatters, but at Q ≳ 5 e−; this means that the larger backgrounds

towards lower values of Q typically seen in current dark-matter detectors do not much impact the

sensitivity of such detectors to solar-reflected and otherwise boosted dark matter.

Fig. 7 compares dark matter–electron scattering cross section per unit cell calculated using various

dielectric functions. The left (right) panel shows the differential cross section (binned with respect to

ionized charge Q) for a 100 keV dark matter particle of velocity β = 0.05 interacting via a massless
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mediator, with σe = 10−35 cm2. Note that the Lindhard model overestimates the cross section for the

Q = 5 e− bin and there is ∼ 5− 10% uncertainty in the 3 e− ≤ Q ≤ 7 e− bins.

4.4 Systematic uncertainties on signal predictions

In a counting experiment searching for hypothetical particles, the systematic uncertainties that must

be understood are: 1) the uncertainty on the flux of feebly interacting particles, 2) the uncertainty on

the cross section differential in energy transfer to the target, and 3) the uncertainty on the branching

ratio of visible energy. The uncertainty on the flux is model dependent, and factorizes from the cross

section and so we do not discuss it further.

As can be seen from Fig. 3, Fig. 4, and Fig. 7 the systematic uncertainty on the cross section is modest

i.e., no larger than 20%. When comparing the curves in Fig. 3, Fig. 4, and Fig. 7 it is important to

emphasize that we expect the Lindhard model to provide a good description of the lineshape, but

not necessarily the normalization, in the vicinity of the plasmon. Since the QCDark curves use the

Lindhard model to apply a screening correction to ϵ2(ω, k) we expect their current implementation to

underpredict the cross section. It is therefore reasonable to use the difference between the ‘Mermin’

and ‘GPAW’ DarkELF curves as a proxy for the systematic uncertainty. In the signal bins relevant for

the SENSEI millicharged-particle analysis [80], the uncertainty is ≲ 5% in the relevant energy bins.

The cross section differential with respect to energy transfer gives an upper bound on the amount

of energy deposited in the form of ionization. Energy transferred into phonons, or other vibrational

modes, will likely transfer a substantial amount of their energy in the form of heat. We use the model

from Ref. [84] in this work, which employs a Monte Carlo method to estimate the exclusive final

states. Further work characterizing the exclusive final states as a function of the deposited energy and

momentum transfer would help solidify the connection between dσ/dω and experimentally observable

quantities such as the number of electron-hole pairs ionized. While we are currently unable to quantify

this uncertainty, we do not expect any substantial changes to our qualitative findings: the plasmon

peak provides helpful kinematic separation between signal and background, and serves to enhance the

sensitivity of low-threshold detectors.

5 Conclusions

Semiconductors benefit from a small band gap, which allows sensitivity to small ∼ eV energy depo-

sitions. Since the ionized electron-hole pairs are not free, collective effects play an important role at

low energy and low momentum transfers. Of particular importance can be the role played by the bulk

plasmon, a collective resonant mode that is well known to dominate EELS spectra.

When restricted to the non-relativistic limit, many of the collective effects become less pronounced.

Scattering is dominated by regions of large momentum transfer and calculations largely reduce to

the evaluation of a crystal form factor [21, 25–27, 60, 61]. Relativistic and quasi-relativistic particles

are crucially different as emphasized in [30]. More recently, a plasmon-induced threshold effect in

anisotropic “heavy electron” materials has recently been proposed for directional detection of light

dark matter [34].
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In this paper, we have focused on the scattering in silicon of particles that have larger velocities

than those found for virialized dark matter particles in the Milky-Way halo, including relativistic

particles with β ≈ 1. This allows the plasmon to be kinematically accessible at almost all energies.

Since the plasmon is a longitudinal excitation, it cannot be excited by the absorption of on-shell (and

therefore transverse) photons. Optical data is then a poor proxy for the response of the material to

incident relativistic particles. Moreover, the many tools that have been developed for non-relativistic

scattering of dark matter perform poorly in the relativistic limit, in large part due to mismodelling of

the plasmon.

We have made use of the proper, fully relativistic formalism for energy loss in materials using realistic

models/calculations for the dielectric function of silicon (our formalism can be easily applied to other

materials for which the dielectric function is known). We have validated our model calculation against

publicly available EELS data and find good agreement. We have applied this formalism to three

characteristic models: a millicharged particle, a neutrino dipole moment, and boosted dark matter

with a light mediator. In particular, the differential cross sections for the scattering in materials of

millicharged particles, of neutrinos with a magnetic dipole moment, and of boosted dark matter with

a dark photon mediator are given in Eq. (2.1), Eq. (2.2), and Eq. (2.3), respectively. We find that

the GPAW dielectric function in DarkELF [23, 24] produces reliable results when the incoming velocity

of the probe particle is high, β ≳ 0.01. This is because even though the dielectric function does

not include all–electron effects [25, 27], the target material response is dominated by low momentum

transfers, k ≲ kF .

We have found important differences with existing implementations in the literature for the scattering

of these particles. In particular, the plasmon dramatically impacts the shape of the dσ/dω for all three

models, and can have important consequences for how experimental searches should be optimized. The

plasmon effectively acts to screen the cross section at low energy transfers (below the plasmon energy)

in analogy with a Thomas-Fermi form factor in atomic physics that screens the Rutherford cross

section at low energy transfer. Moreover, it enhances the differential cross section near the plasmon

energy. Our results show that the proper inclusion of collective effects typically enhances a detector’s

sensitivity to these particles, since detector backgrounds, such as dark counts, peak at lower energies.

Note added:

During the final stages of completing this paper, Ref. [93] appeared, which also considered the effects

of the plasmon for relativistic dark-matter particles. They use the DarkELF-GPAW dielectric function

and applied their formalism to cosmic-ray boosted dark matter to derive constraints using data from

SENSEI at SNOLAB [94]. We provide additional expressions for the dielectric functions, and compare

our results also to EELS data. Our calculations were also already used in [79, 80] for millicharged and

boosted DM particles.
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A Additional figures for momentum-weighted energy loss function

In this appendix, we provide additional figures, which we feel may be helpful in interpreting our results.

In Fig. 8, we show a slice of the momentum-transfer-weighted energy loss function at a fixed energy

transfer of ω = 45 eV. This is the integrand in Eqs. (2.1) to (2.3) for different interactions, ranging

from a massless mediator (k−1), to a neutrino dipole moment (k1), to a contact operator (k3). In

Fig. 9, we show the same momentum weightings, but at the level of the integral as a function of ω.

These curves dominate the relativistic energy loss formulae, Eqs. (2.1) to (2.3), although they receive

additional corrections from the transverse modes for relativistic kinematics.
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Figure 8. The wavenumber dependence of the silicon dielectric function calculated with various approxima-

tions and numerical techniques. The electron loss function, Im{−ϵ(ω, k)−1} has been smoothed by averaging

over the energy axis in a 2 eV bin centered at ω = 45 eV, and underwent Gaussian smoothing on the k axis

with σk = 0.5 keV. QCDark shows the effect of all-electron inclusions at high k ≳ 23 keV, while the Mermin

function in DarkELF overestimates the imaginary part of ϵ(ω, k) for k ≳ 11 keV.
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Figure 9. The frequency dependence of
∫
dk kn Im {−1/ϵ(ω, k)} for the silicon dielectric function calculated

using various codes. The results have undergone a Gaussian smoothing with σω = 0.5eV.
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Abstract: The successful realization of the EIC scientific program requires the design and
construction of high-performance particle detectors. Recent developments in the field of scien-
tific computing and increased availability of high performance computing resources have made it
possible to perform optimization of multi-parameter designs, even when the latter require longer
computational times (for example simulations of particle interactions with matter). Procedures
involving machine-assisted techniques used to inform the design decision have seen a considerable
growth in popularity among the EIC detector community. Having already been realized for tracking
and RICH PID detectors, it has a potential application in calorimetry designs. A SciGlass barrel
calorimeter originally designed for EIC Detector-1 has a semi-projective geometry that allows for
non-trivial performance gains, but also poses special challenges in the way of effective exploration
of the design space while satisfying the available space and the cell dimension constraints together
with the full detector acceptance requirement. This talk will cover specific approaches taken to
perform this detector design optimization.
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1 Introduction

The Electron-Ion Collider (EIC), a new accelerator facility that will be built in the next decade,
provides the novel opportunity to utilize Machine Learning algorithms directly in the accelerator,
detector and data acquisition design. Previous efforts at optimizing particle detector designs for
EIC included a dual radiator RICH detector [1] and a tracker subsystem [2], both were aimed for the
“Detector-I” concept. Generally a design optimization problem is a Multi-Objective Optimization
(MOO) problem with metrics which are practically non-differentiable. Such problems were suc-
cessfully addressed in simpler cases using Genetic Algorithms, and there were recent developments
in advanced methods for Bayesian Optimization (e.g., [5]) showing promise for scaling to more
complex tasks. The following paper summarizes findings in evaluation of the existing approaches
for optimization of electromagnetic calorimeter detector to be used for EIC.

A projective homogeneous calorimeter with SciGlass radiator is envisioned for Detector-
II at the EIC. This device will be used to measure the energy of electrons scattered at mid-
rapidity (corresponding to interactions with high momentum transfer in deep-inelastic electron-
proton scattering (DIS)). In this work, we attempt to solve the practical task of optimizing the
geometrical shape of such a calorimeter. The reference design for this calorimeter is shown on
(fig. 1).

2 Problem definition
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Figure 1: Top-down view of one of the 12 sectors of the SciGlass projective geometry for Detector-
II at EIC, with the sector in front of it removed for visibility. Seven different cell colors mark seven
assumed shapes. Black denotes carbon fiber supports, and grey represent wall of the wedge box
surrounding each sector.
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Figure 2: Side-view schematic of longitudi-
nal tower stacking with flaring angles {𝛼𝑖}.

The optimization procedure starts with defining a set
of design parameters to be optimized and numerical
objectives to quantify the detector performance. The
focus of this work was on optimizing tower projec-
tivity. To that end, the shapes of the towers were
allowed to vary. The assumption was made that
up to seven independent tower shapes can be man-
ufactured, those are referred to as “families”. The
difference in shape was encoded in terms of flaring
angles for each trapezoid that corresponded to the
angle between opposite faces of a cell. When look-
ing at the cells from the middle towards the detector
ends that flaring angle would accumulate towards the
polar angle of each cell’s incline (fig. 2), since the adjacent sides of adjacent cells were coplanar
with a 1 mm gap distance. An assumption was made that the towers from the same family would
be stacked together, and families would go in the same order. That allowed to encode placements
of the towers in an integer vector with 12 values: 7 for positive direction and 5 for the negative.
Altogether, families flaring angles and numbers of towers used per family fit in a vector of 19 values.

The barrel SciGlass calorimeter subsystem serves several purposes: the measurement of
electron and photon energy with excellent resolution, which is especially important for constraining
kinematics of the scattered electron. It also needs to be able to help identify the scattered electron
from the background of negatively charged hadrons, such as 𝜋− that will be also present in DIS
events. This is largely relying on shower profiling and discrimination based on the ratio of the
deposited energy (𝐸dep.), as reconstructed from a 3 × 3 tower cluster, and the momentum (𝑝trk) of
the particle as determined by an external tracking detector. In this work the true momentum of the
particle (𝑝thrown) will be used since a realistic tracking detector has not been included in this study.
Initial evaluations of pion rejection had showed that this design could use a slight improvement for
particles at lower values of 𝑝𝑇 at which probabilities to encounter a pion are higher. Thus the focus
of this work was on attempt at improving this quantity. Another responsibility of the subsystem is
discrimination between 𝛾 from DVCS and 𝜋0 → 𝛾𝛾 signal from DVMP, which at high energies
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relies on computationally expensive ML training, and is less optimal for including in an initial round
of optimization.

3 Multi-objective Optimization using Genetic Algorithms

A direct approach using NSGA-II [3] implemented in pymoo [4] framework was applied to the
present problem. The algorithm displayed decent performance for 1, 2 and 3 -objective problems
when using default settings and population size of 100. One problem-specific consideration had to
be made for the fact that implicit constraints placed by inherent possibility of overlaps occurring in
the geometry, which prevent objective functions to be evaluated. The [4] framework does not allow
for the user code to report such missing values, so instead values of 0 were reported when overlaps
were detected, and non-overlapping minimized values were adjusted be always negative.

4 Constraints and dimensional reduction

The handling of constraints is particularly challenging for this problem. The cells of the calorimeter
have to fit within the allocated volume, yet have a maximal possible acceptance within that limit.
The resulting constraint on the parameters is non-linear due to complicated trigonometric relations
arising for the angular parameters.

Another observation is that the time needed to evaluate the geometry for overlaps (via TGeo) is
O(1 second), much smaller than the time needed to evaluate the geometry for its performance which
is at least O(1 minute). One could ask then if it would be possible to pre-compute the manifold of
parameters that correspond to valid geometries. The approach taken in this work is to use Markov
Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) walkers to explore the design space and approximately identify a
subspace of valid geometries that occupy maximal acceptance within the detector envelope. The
latter requirement is needed as we are not interested in valid geometries that don’t use sufficient
amount of towers. A value of the distance between the 𝑧-coordinates between the backward-most
and forward-most towers is used as a proxy for acceptance that is easy to compute for a given
geometry. In the end, the following probability distribution was given to the MCMC:

log(𝑃) =
{
−∞, if parameter set doesn’t pass the overlap check
(𝑧rightmost tower − 𝑧leftmost tower)/(1 cm), otherwise

(4.1)

The MCMC was run until it converged to a concrete population effectively sampling a region
of high log(𝑃), as seen on fig. 3a. This population was then used to perform dimensional reduction.
Generally, that would be achieved using a manifold learning method, but in this case, a simple
Principal Component Analysis was applied. The main outcome was that two dimensions were
highly constrained, as seen on fig. 3b. The eigenvectors corresponding to those directions, as seen
on fig. 3c, had comparable components for variations in parameters of the same type. The PCA
defines a transformation to a new parameter set. The limits for transformed parameters are not
well-defined anymore, so instead a 3𝜎 variation across populations was used. Figure 3d shows how
variations are different between initial population and converged population after MCMC. It makes
sense that there were two components reduced, as when detector geometry is defined by stacking
from the center in the ±𝑧 directions, there are two detector envelope boundaries to hit.
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Figure 3: Results from MCMC, including analysis using PCA.
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nates.

The effect of dimensional reduction was evaluated for 2-objective MOO using NSGA-II imple-
mentation described in section 3. In comparison to optimization without dimensional reduction the
convergence was achieved much faster with a slightly better outcome for the 𝐸dep./𝑝thrown objective
as illustrated in fig. 4.

5 Multi-objective Optimization using Bayesian Optimization

Bayesian Optimization (BO) is another popular approach for doing MOO. It has the benefit of
reducing a number of expensive objective evaluations compared to Genetic Algorithms by reducing
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exploration and increasing exploitation. This approach however generally requires extra fine tuning
to make it work.

The implementation of BO in the Ax framework with SAASBO [5] surrogate model in the
qNEHVI [6] acquisition function was used in this study. The surrogate model was initialized by
fitting it to evaluated designs with parameters from a Sobol quasi-random sequence of length 1000.
That was followed by several hundred of BO iterations for which 𝑞 = 3 samples were evaluated at a
time and the surrogate model was refitted at each iteration. Unlike for NSGA-II the computational
overhead of the optimization algorithms was not negligible compared to the cost of evaluating the
objective functions. Instead, it was a dominant cost in the time budget of the whole procedure.

The same overlap consideration from section 3 applies to implementation in Ax. However, in
this case the missing values must also be ignored when determining a surrogate model fit model.
The solution of returning a value of 0 with a large uncertainty appears to work sufficiently well for
this purpose.
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Figure 5: Cross-validation for Gaussian Process surrogate models. Red dots mark 3-fold cross
validation of the Sobol-generated sample within the fit and blue trianlges mark predicted and actual
values for the points suggested by qNEHVI.

Another important consideration for BO lies within the surrogate model’s ability to adequately
model the unknown objective function. To ensure that, a 3-fold cross validation has been performed
for each of the objectives (shown on fig. 5) on points from a Sobol-generated sample. The cross
validation shows decent correlation, especially for pion rejection factor1. Furthermore, correlation
of predicted versus actual objective value can be visualized by the points suggested by qNEHVI.
Those points, by construction, lie lower than typical predictions for the Sobol model, but they also
often give lower actual outcomes, which indicates that qNEHVI with the given surrogate model is
capable at picking improving points.

An attempt has been made at utilizing the OutcomeConstraint facility in Ax in hope of
reducing chances of picking the invalid combinations of the parameters by requiring number of
overlaps to be ≤ 0. The way such constraint is handled in Ax is that it receives a surrogate model

1In fact, the performance in cross validation can be improved slightly by tweaking the GP kernel. Unfortunately that
one is hard-coded in the default implementation of the “FULLYBAYESIANMOO” model in the version of Ax available at the
time of this writing.
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of its own, however, as seen on fig. 5c, the cross validation for that is not satisfactory. In practice,
running optimization without this constraint, like for GA, worked sufficiently well.

6 Software stack

As was explained earlier, pymoo and Ax frameworks were used for optimization. The detector
geometry description was implemented for SciGlass calorimeter within DD4hep framework [7]
in which the evaluation of different designs was achieved by automatically producing alternative
“compact” XML file configurations with updated numerical parameters. The job scheduling was
performed using Dask.Distributed cluster with workers running using a Slurm batch system.
The development of the software was facilitated by caching evaluations using joblib.Memory
memoization that performed well when accessing a common cache situated on network storage
despite concurrent access from multiple nodes. The results of individual experiments were tracked
using MLflow. The simulation output produced by DD4hep’s interface to the Geant4 (ddsim) was
analyzed using implementation of objective functions using Awkward Array [8] in-memory data
representation loaded using uproot5 [9].

7 Results
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Figure 6: Objective points from 40 iterations of NSGA-II (a) and Sobol and Bayesian Optimization
(b). The red cross indicates the reference objective point corresponding to a detector configuration
using hand-picked flaring angles and per-family tower counts.

Optimization using both Genetic Algorithms (GA) and Bayesian Optimization (BO) approaches
were performed for the SciGlass detector targeting two objectives: 𝐸dep./𝑝thrown (proxy for the
detector acceptance and, partially, for the energy resolution) for 2 GeV electrons.

The result for GA is shown on fig. 6a. The narrow shape of the correlation suggests, in hindsight,
that the optimization was close to being de-facto single-objective. The optimized detector was able to
outperform the reference one in terms of pion rejection factor by a half of an order in magnitude. Full
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Figure 7: Dependencies of pion rejection factors on thrown charged particle transverse momentum
for the best NSGA-II result.

evaluation using a benchmarking software from Detector-I technology review [10] showed (fig. 7)
how the optimal configuration trades diminished pion rejection at high transverse momentum for
increase at low transverse momentum. This is a desirable trade as pion contamination is lesser for
electron candidates with a high momentum.
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The result for BO shown on fig. 6b closely resembles the one obtained from the GA method,
however shows that a potentially larger runtime, and, possibly, also additional setup, would be
required to achieve benchmark performance of the GA method. Figure 8 shows real-time per-
formance of the BO method, which picks up some local optimum after about ≈ 100 evaluations
(corresponding to the iterations ≈ 1100 and further on the plot).

8 Conclusion

This work demonstrates an example of optimization of a real world projective calorimeter design
for the future EIC Facility . The SciGlass detector has a potential application as a prominent design
mid-rapidity electron measurement device in future Detector-II, and, as was demonstrated, can be
further bettered using ML optimization techniques. The described suggested method for handling
of implicit parameter constraints should be applicable for a wider range of problems, including to
the problem of integrating dimensions of subsystems in full detector optimization tasks.
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Abstract 

The proven radiation hardness of silicon 3D devices up to 

fluences of 1 × 1017 neq/cm2 makes them an excellent choice for 

next generation trackers, providing < 10 μm position resolution 

at a high multiplicity environment. The anticipated pile-up 

increase at HL-LHC conditions and beyond, requires the 

addition of < 50 ps per hit timing information to successfully 

resolve displaced and primary vertices. In this study, the timing 

performance, uniformity and efficiency of neutron and proton 

irradiated single pixel 3D devices is discussed. Fluences up to 

1 × 1017 neq/cm2 in three different geometrical implementations 

are evaluated using 120 GeV SPS pion beams. A MIMOSA-26 

type telescope is used to provide detailed tracking information 

with a ~ 5 µm position resolution. Productions with single- and 

double-sided processes, yielding active thicknesses of 130 and 

230 µm respectively, are examined with varied pixel sizes from 

55 × 55 µm2 to 25 × 100 µm2 and a comparative study of field 

uniformity is presented with respect to electrode geometry. The 

question of electronics bandwidth is extensively addressed with 

respect to achievable time resolution, efficiency and collected 

charge, forming a 3D phase space to which an appropriate 

operating point can be selected depending on the application 

requirements. 

Keywords: 3D sensors; Radiation Hardness; Silicon Detectors; 

Bandwidth; Test Beam; Fast Timing; Readout Electronics 

1. Introduction 

Over the past decade, 3D pixel sensors have emerged as 
tracking devices in high-energy physics experiments, within 
environments of intense radiation fluxes, encountered in the 
|η| < 2 regions of ATLAS Insertable B-Layer [1] and ATLAS 
Forward Proton (AFP) detector [2]. The sensor design, 
decoupling charge-generating volume from the drift distance, 
accommodates shorter electrode spacing, consequently 
decreasing the charge carrier trapping probability. Recent 
studies using the Transient Current Technique (TCT) [3, 4], 
have further substantiated the exceptional timing performance 
of such devices. For vertically incident events, the orthogonal 
relationship between drift direction and particle trajectory 
results in an absence of Landau fluctuations, key factor in 
extending theoretical timing performance of such devices, 
primarily constrained only by the signal's drift time. 

This excellent performance is nevertheless impacted by 
field non-uniformities, intrinsic to the column geometry of the 
collection electrodes. The resulting radially expanding field 
within the pixel volume increases signal time-jitter, degrading 

time resolution. Such a geometry, though detrimental under 
normal operation, can lead to high field densities near the 
collection electrode (> 30 V/μm) at higher bias voltages 
(> 500 V) typically used after irradiation. In this operating 
mode, impact ionization and charge multiplication occur near 
the collection electrode in a similar way as in Multi-Wire 
Proportional Chambers (MWPCs) and can compensate for 
trapping induced charge collection efficiency issues. 

In this study, three different geometries are examined after 
proton and neutron irradiation, using 120 GeV SPS pion 
beams [5]. Pixel sizes of 55 x 55 μm2 [6], 25 x 100 μm2 and 
50 x 50 μm2 [7] in substrates of 230 μm (190 μm active depth) 
for the first geometry and 150 μm (130 μm active depth) for 
the second and third, are tested to establish the minimum 
active thickness and pixel size still yielding sufficient charge 
and low enough jitter to achieve a 30 ps time resolution. 
Questions of signal integrity, bandwidth and efficiency are 
treated. 

2. Timing and Signal Integrity 

Studies under a 90Sr source of the 50 x 50 μm variety single 

pixel structure (Figure 1 top), yield collected charge of 

1.73 ± 0.02 fq (10,830 e-), in agreement with the theoretically 

predicted value of ~ 82 e/μm for a MIP in fully depleted Si [8] 

at a bias voltage of 20 V at -20 oC. Signals are characterized 

by a fast rise time (10 % - 90 %) of 175 ± 4 ps, but present a 

tail at the slower end, characteristic of filed non-uniformities. 

Although charge per micrometer in the 3D device is reduced 

by a factor of 60 with respect to a typical LGAD1  

(34.3 ± 0.4 fq for 50 μm thick HPK2 device), an almost factor 

of 6 gain in rise time is noted (980 ± 1.4 ps for LGADs - 

Figure 1 bottom).  

 

Analog time resolution of the LGAD-3D system can be 

approximated as the sum of a Landau fluctuations term, field 

related distortion effects and the noise-induced jitter [9]. 

Through a Constant Fraction Discriminator (CFD) time walk 

correction approach, a 2D time resolution map is established 

with respect to the CFD of each of the components (Figure 2). 

For LGADs, selecting higher CFDs to profit from increased 
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Low Gain Avalanche Diode. 

2
Hamamatsu Photonics LTd. 
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signal to noise ratio incurs a penalty in slew rate, deteriorating 

time resolution, thus resulting in the characteristic S curve 

along the x-axis. The plateau at ~ 40 % of peak amplitude 

corresponds to a time when all primary charges have reached 

the gain layer. In the case of 3Ds, due to the decoupling of 

drift and charge generation volumes and reduced electrode 

distances, the slew rate remains practically constant. Absence 

of gain under normal operation can be partially addressed by 

selecting higher CFDs, without degradation on time 

resolution. 

  

  

  

Fig. 1. Charge and rise time disitributions of a 150 μm, 50 x 50 μm2 pitch, 3D 

single pixel devince (top) and a 50 μm thick LGAD (bottom). 

 

Fig. 2. Time resolution map of an LGAD - 3D (50 x 50 μm2 single pixel) 
system with respect to CFD thresholds. Constant slew-rate and  abence 

of Landau fluctuations in the 3D case result in a flat dependence. 

To mitigate statistical biases and efficiency issues at the 

dynamic range limit, a high bandwidth readout system 

(> 3 GHz) is crucial. Such effects can be studied by leveraging 

the Poissonian distribution of radioactive decays. Using a two-

object coincidence system, a DUT bias scan is performed 

requesting identical number of events at each step. The 

reference device (LGAD) is set to a known bias, yielding 

100 % efficiency. An event frequency distribution is 

constructed at each step exploiting timestamp differences of 

consecutive events. The per bias rate is determined through 

Bayesian inference of a Poison fit, using the Gamma function 

as a conjugate prior [10]. The maximum achievable rate 

corresponds to the full efficiency point, assuming fixed source 

activity and geometrical acceptance. Relative efficiencies can 

subsequently be attributed for each bias, by comparing each 

point’s corresponding rate with the one at the 100 % efficiency 

point. 

 

Figure 3 displays the relative efficiencies for varying 

bandwidth limits and analog-to-digital (ADC) scaling as a 

function of bias voltage. A typical S-curve is observed in the 

2 GHz - 10 mV series, achieving 100 % efficiency at ~ -36 V. 

When the analog scaling is doubled, without other system 

changes, there's a noticeable efficiency improvement, peaking 

at ~ -30 V. However, this configuration results in a 20 % 

reduction in the per point event rate, compared to the 10-mV 

scenario. The requirement of a minimum 3 ADC bin threshold 

in the Time-over-Threshold (ToT) for the trigger circuit to 

latch, alters the signal distribution by eliminating its faster 

component when scaling is increased. The charge and 

amplitude to ToT proportionality of the used transimpedance 

amplifier, biases the charge distribution towards higher values, 

even though the actual trigger threshold remains the same. 

 

 

Fig. 3. Relative efficeicny vs bias voltage for several ADC scaling values 

and badnwidth limits. 

Increasing the ADC bandwidth from 2 to 6 GHz, while 

maintaining amplifier cut-off at 3 GHz, results to 100 % 

relative efficiency at the lowest bias, but decreases as voltage 

rises. Using a square windowing function, the frequencty of 

the highest harmonic is extracted from the Fast Fourier 

Transform (FFT) of the signal part of each waveform for 

biases of -5, -20, and -35 V (Figure 4). Bias noticeable affects 

signal composition, with the faster component dominating at 

higher fields. With decreasing bias, the signal fraction around 

0.4 GHz increased from 20 % to 80 %. The convolution of a 

bandwidth cut, evolving signal population and normal 

efficiency S-curve expected as fields increase, account for the 

observed shape of the 6 GHz series in Figure 3. At lower 

biases, most signals fall below the bandwidth cut and are 

recorded. However, as the field intensifies, efficiency should 

increase, but part of the signal exceeds the bandwidth limit, 
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reducing event rate. At the highest bias, 80 % of the signal 

exceeds the frequency cut-off, yet the increased efficiency 

compensates, recovering the rate of the slower component to 

levels observed at lower fields. 

 

   

Fig. 4. Distributions of the frequency corresponding to the highest power 

harmonic for bias votlage of – 5 V, -20 V and -35 V at a 4000 events 

samnple. A compositon change is observed with respect to bias. 

3. SPS pion Test beams 

Properly addressing previously detailed issues and studying 

field non-uniformities require precise position resolution 

(~ 5 μm) combined with high statistics and high bandwidth 

electronics. To that end, an intensive 16-week long test beam 

campaign using 120 GeV pions was undertaken at CERN SPS. 

A timing telescope consisting of 6 DUTs and 2 Reference 

planes in coincidence was placed within a temperature 

controlled XPS cold box. Plane alignment is achieved through 

micrometric piezo-electric actuators, while the entire system is 

positioned between the forward and backward arm of a 

EUDET-based MIMOSA-26 [11] telescope.  An FE-I4 planar 

module, attached to the back end of cold box, is used as an 

ROI trigger and alignment plane (Figure 5). 

 

 

Fig. 5. CAD representation of the cold box with the DUT and timing refe-

rence planes. Occupancy distributions are used for plane alignemet. 

System read-out is achieved through 2 synchronized 6 GHz 

oscilloscopes [12], while a fast SiGe-based first stage 

transimpedance amplifier [13] in conjunction with a 6 GHz 

second stage voltage amplifier (ZX-60V3 [14]) is attached to 

each plane. Data, generated in two streams (tracking, timing) 

are synchronized using the SPS master clock in conjunction 

with a trigger VETO, while readout is performed during the 

synchrotron acceleration cycles to eliminate dead time. A 

timing diagram of the architecture can be seen in Figure 6. 

 

Fig. 6. Timing diagram of the trigger, readout and synchronisation system 

with respect to the VETO and SPS master clock siganls. 

Individual event waveforms are analyzed using a multi-

factor weighted approach to address increased noise, inherent 

to the high bandwidth and capacitance of the DUTs. A low 

pass filter, comprised of a rectangular transfer function 

followed by a Gaussian decrease, with a σ of 0.5 GHz and the 

-10 dB point centered at 2.4 GHz, is applied at the analysis 

stage to improve SNR and allow for signal smoothing (Figure 

7, 8). Although for the reference sensor (LGAD) such an 

operation dramatically improves signal quality and lowers 

noise (Figure 7), for the 3D structure, it results in a 60 % 

degradation of amplitude and 20 % increase of calculated 

collected charge, without any advantages on SNR. The lower 

capacitance of the DUT (20 – 80 fF depending on geometry) 

compared to that of the reference (2 pF for 1 x 1 mm2 LGADs) 

eliminates any potential gain from such an approach. In 

contrast, any low pass filtering will bias the signal statistics 

towards the high charge region, both due to the distorted 

signal shape and lower signal amplitudes, resulting to an 

enhanced rejection of the low amplitude tails, thus pushing the 

MPV of the Landau to a seemingly higher value. 

 

 

 

Fig. 7. As recorded and after a 2.4 GHz low-pass Gaussian filter LGAD 

signal. Dotted lines indicate percentages of the original signal 

amplitude. 

 

 

Fig. 8. As recorded and after a 2.4 GHz Gaussian filter 3D signal. Dotted 

lines indicate percentages of the original signal amplitude. 
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Using a Keizer window, the Fourier transform of the signal 

region of the Figure 7 & 9 event waveform is computed for 

the 3D and the LGAD sensors (Figure 9). While the 

unsmoothed 3D signal expands up to 5 GHz, the first 

harmonic of the LGAD signal debuts at 0.6 GHz. Appling the 

Gaussian low-pass filter with the 2.4 GHz cut-off frequency 

on the 3D signal, significantly reduces the higher frequency 

side of the spectrum. An appropriate readout electronics in this 

case would need to at least have a bandwidth of 5 GHz, 

whereas such an approach for an LGAD would be detrimental 

due to the higher induced noise without any gain on the signal 

side. 

 

 

Fig. 9. Power Spectrum of an LGAD, 3D and Gaussian filtered 3D sigal. A 

40 % power loss is observed for the smoothed 3D signal. 

4. Fast front-end electronics 

To adequately record high bandwidth signals, a discrete 16-

channel read-out board based on a two-stage amplifier 

approach was designed (Figure 10). A two-stage single SiGe 

transistor amplifier geometry, with first stage configured as a 

transimpedance and the second as a voltage amplifier, was 

used. Provisions for individual channel shielding to further 

reduce noise are implemented, while a high frequency Rogers 

3035 laminate is used in a five-layer PCB design with the 

signal plane encapsulated within isolated ground layers. 

Sensor bias is provided via a triaxial LEMO connector while 

keyed 8-fold coaxial high bandwidth mini-mcx connector 

arrays are placed unilaterally to the PCB. 

  

 

Fig. 10. Prototype of the hgih bandwidth versatile multi-channel PCB. 

The DUT is placed on a passive 300 μm thick mezzanine 

board, populated with 18 coaxial mini-mcx connectors, to 

facilitate alignment and exchangeability. Peripheral 

components were optimized to ensure moderate gain 

fluctuation with frequency (Figure 11) through AWR 

simulations up to the 10 GHz limit. A mean noise (~RMS) of 

1.2 mV for a gain of ~70 was achieved for the first iteration of 

the board, with an observed undershoot due to mismatch in 

lower frequencies.  

 

 

Fig. 11. Scematics of the circuit (left) and simulations (right) for up to 10 

GHz of the amplification circuit of the two stage SiGe implementation. 

5. Conclusion  

In this paper, the bandwidth dependent charge and time 
resolution of high-speed 3D signals was discussed. Signals 
extend up to a limit of 5 GHz and adapted read-out electronics 
are necessary for an unbiased charge and noise measurement. 
Through an SPS-Pion test beam, time resolution studies are 
performed using a high bandwidth system, synchronized to the 
accelerator clock. The issue of higher induced noise in the 
larger capacitance LGAD device used as time reference is 
treated through a Gaussian low pass filter. Finally, a dedicated 
discrete electronics readout-out board with a ~10 GHz 
bandwidth limit was designed where DUTs are placed on a 
detachable mezzanine to enable rapid exchange and testing. 
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"It ain't what you don't know that gets you into trouble. It's what you know for sure that just ain't so.”  

Mark Twain 

 

“The greatest enemy of knowledge is not ignorance, it is the illusion of knowledge." 

Stephen Hawking 

 

 

Abstract 
This document presents the statistical methods used to process low-level measurements in the presence of 

noise. These methods can be classical or Bayesian. The question is placed in the general framework of the 

problem of nuisance parameters, one of the canonical problems of statistical inference. By using a simple 

criterion proposed by Bolstad (2007), it is possible to define statistically significant results during a 

measurement process (act of measuring in the vocabulary of metrology). This result is similar for a classic 

paradigm (called “frequentist”) or Bayesian: the presence of zero in the interval considered (confidence or 

credibility). It is shown that in the case of homoskedastic Gaussians, the commonly used results are found. The 

case of Poisson distributions is then considered. In the case of heteroscedastic Gaussians, which is that of 

radioactivity measurement, we can consider them as Poisson laws in the limit of large counts. The results are 

different from those commonly used, and in particular those from standards (ISO 11929). Their statistical 

performances, characterized by simulation, are better and are well verified experimentally. This is confirmed 

theoretically by the use of the Neyman-Pearson lemma which makes it possible to formally determine the 

statistical tests with the best performances. These results also make it possible to understand the paradox of 

the possible divergence of the detection limit. It is also formally shown that the confidence intervals thus 

calculated by getting rid of the nuisance parameter according to established methods result in the commonly 

used confidence interval. To our knowledge, this constitutes the first formal derivation of these confidence 

intervals. 

This method is based on keeping the measurement results whether they are significant or not (not censoring 

them). This is recommended in several standards or documents, is compatible with the ISO 11929 standard and 

is in line with recent proposals in the field of statistics. On the other hand, all the information necessary to 

determine whether a measurement result is significant or not remains available. The conservation and 

restitution of all results is currently applied in the USA. The textbook case of the WIPP incident makes it 

possible to ensure favorable public perception. 

The implications and applications of this method in different fields are finally discussed. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

 

The use of characteristic limits in radiation metrology (decision thresholds and detection limits) commonly 

leads to the consideration that results below these limits are unusable or meaningless. The situation 

considered is that of two measurements (measurements in metrology jargon): 

• The first is that of a reference measurement in the absence of the desired signal. 

• The second is that of a sample with the potential presence of a signal. 

From the first reference measurement, characteristic limits are determined below which the signal is assumed 

to be absent. Below these limits, the measurement result is almost unused or to give an upper limit to the 

signal. In the last chapter of his book (Willink, 2013), Willink addresses measurement near a limit (noisy low-

level signal for example) under the title “Measurement near a limit – an insoluble problem? ". He lists the 

difficulties encountered and is very pessimistic about the possibility of resolving the numerous paradoxes, 

inconsistencies and difficulties of this problem whatever the statistical paradigm used (Bayesian or frequentist). 

Yet, in other domains, exploitation of data below characteristic limits is universally adopted (James & Roos, 

1991). In a first report (MANIFICAT, 2015), we showed that the use of metrological data must include data 

below the characteristic limits. The question then arose about the best methods of using this data and what 

could be deduced from it. A brief paragraph of this report was dedicated to Bayesian methods and deserved to 

be developed towards the exploitation of the data. 

As a continuation of this first work, this report presents the work carried out on the exploitation of low-level 

measurements in metrology, using the classical paradigm (known as frequentist) and the Bayesian paradigm. 

This problem is placed in the more general framework of the elimination of nuisance parameters (Cox & 

Hinkley, 1974; Liseo, 2005) where the characteristic parameter of the noise (the reference) is not known 

precisely and is not intrinsically of interest. In fact, only the signal interests us. 

After a presentation of the problem framework for each paradigm, we define the characteristic limits (decision 

threshold and detection limit) in each case. These notions are then applied in the case of homoscedastic 

Gaussians. The case of Poisson distributions is then presented. At the limit of large counts, these Poisson laws 

become heteroscedastic Gaussians. The method proposed here is based on the determination of confidence or 

credibility intervals using conditional and marginal likelihood, which makes it possible to eliminate the nuisance 

parameter. The presence of the zero value is sufficient to make the measurement non-significant, implicitly 

defining the characteristic limits. Providing the measurement result and its uncertainty is therefore necessary 

and sufficient. We will examine the compatibility with current standards and the impact of this method on 

them. Of course, an exact and numerical evaluation will be made of the statistical performance of this method. 

It is interesting to place this proposal within the framework of discussions on the concept of statistically 

significant result which animates the scientific world. The implications will then be examined before 

concluding. 
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2. PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM 

 

 

 

We are in the presence of a sample whose measurements are represented by a random variable 𝐺 associated 

with a parameter (the measurand which is denoted with a Greek letter μ). 

We seek to determine the presence of a signal from one or more measurements carried out on this sample. 

This presence or absence of signal is determined in relation to a reference 𝐵 also measured. This reference can 

be a sample, a measuring installation, etc. It is supposed not to contain a signal. In fact, everything is done 

physically to be as certain as possible to have a reference where any signal is assumed to be absent. 

We seek to determine the difference between the sample and the reference by excess of the measurand 

compared to the reference.An example of this situation could be the measurement of an activity in a sample 

against a supposed reference (or not) devoid of any activity. The measurand of the possible signal 𝑆 is assumed 

to be able to physically only take strictly positive values (for example mass or activity). 

 

Figure 1 - Frequentist principle diagram of the problem 

From the perspective of random variables, the sample is the result of the sum of the reference and the signal 

we are looking for: 

𝐺 = 𝐵′ + 𝑆 

Note that in the random variable𝐺, we do not know the contribution of 𝐵′. 
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In particular, this random variable has two components in its uncertainty: the measurement uncertainty and 

the possible intrinsic uncertainty of the desired signal. Thus, in the case of radioactivity measurement, the 

radioactive decay process is intrinsically random and has its own uncertainty independent of the measurement 

process. 

Let us now consider the experimental context: by measuring the reference 𝐵 , we obtain a value 𝑦while the 

measurement of the sample will give a value 𝑥, realization of the random variable G.  

Metrology focuses on the net value 𝑧 = 𝑥 − 𝑦  ,  by definition and with the notations above, it is a realization 

of the random variable 𝑁 = 𝐺 − B = S + B′ − B.  

This random variable 𝑁 should not be confused with the random variable S even if B − B′ is a random variable 

with zero expectation by definition. B and B’ are in fact two independent and identically distributed random 

variables (iid in the jargon). Remembering that random variables S, B et B’ are by definition independent (signal 

independent of noise), we have in terms of expectation:: 

𝐸(𝑁) = 𝐸(𝐺 − 𝐵) = 𝐸(𝑆 + 𝐵′ − B) = 𝐸(𝑆) + 𝐸(𝐵) − 𝐸(𝐵′) = 𝐸(𝑆) 

(1) 

But in terms of variances: 

𝑉𝑎𝑟(N) = 𝑉𝑎𝑟(G − B) = 𝑉𝑎𝑟(S + B′ − B) = 𝑉𝑎𝑟(S) + 𝑉𝑎𝑟(B) + 𝑉𝑎𝑟(B′) = 𝑉𝑎𝑟(S) + 2. 𝑉𝑎𝑟(B) 

(2) 

By measuring 𝑧, we therefore have access to the inference on the distribution of the random variable N which 

will have a greater uncertainty than that of S. By the convolution of S and B′ − B, we obtain a more dispersed 

(“spread”) random variable.  

In particular, if the random variableS is necessarily positive (of positive support more precisely), the random 

variable N has no reason to be positive.  

 

Thus, we can take for granted the fact that a measurement 𝑧, realization of the random variable N, can give a 

negative result (compared to the reference) simply because a subtraction is carried out which, due to intrinsic 

fluctuations, can lead to a negative value. This point is universally accepted by statisticians and measurement 

theorists (but not by all metrology practitioners)(Chambless et al., 1992; Ellison, 2014; ISO, 2010a; James & 

Roos, 1991) (IUPAC, 1998) (EURACHEM, 2012) (CETAMA, 2014) (ISO 11843, 2000) .   

 

The following chapter will focus on the statistical characterization of the random variable 𝑁 in the particular 

case of a Gaussian distribution of the signal and the noise, to the inference of its parameters as well as to the 

properties of associated quantities in particular the decision threshold and the detection limit. 

3. CLASSICAL FREQUENTIST APPROACH IN THE CASE OF 

HOMOSCEDASTIC GAUSSIAN 
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let's remember that 𝑁 = 𝑆 + 𝐵′ − B and suppose that the random variables𝑆, 𝐵 and 𝐵’ are all gaussians. 

3.1. Statistical distribution of the variable N in the case of a signal 

and a noise that are both Gaussian 

𝑝𝑆(𝑥|𝜃, 𝜎𝑆) =
𝑒

−
(x−θ)2

2𝜎𝑆
2

√2𝜋𝜎𝑆
,  𝑝𝐵(𝑥|𝜆) =

𝑒
−

(x−𝜆)2

2𝜎𝐵
2

√2𝜋𝜎𝐵
 et 𝑝𝐵′(𝑥|𝜆) =

𝑒
−

(x−𝜆)2

2𝜎𝐵
2

√2𝜋𝜎𝐵
. 

A linear combination of Gaussian variables being itself Gaussian, we deduce that (Bromiley, 2003) : 

𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃) =
𝑒

−
(𝑧−𝜃)2

2(𝜎𝑆
2+2𝜎𝐵

2)

√2𝜋(𝜎𝑆
2 + 2𝜎𝐵

2)
 

 From this distribution, we can deduce two quantities of interest, important in metrology: the decision 

threshold and the detection limit. 

  

3.2. Decision thresholds 

3.2.1. Definition 

In the frequentist paradigm, the decision threshold is the fixed value of the measurand such that, when the 

measurement result of a measurand quantifying the physical phenomenon is greater than it, we decide that 

the physical phenomenon is present (ISO, 2010a). Below this value, the measured value could therefore be 

reasonably explained by a simple fluctuation in the background noise. This threshold is generally determined by 

hypothesis tests using the Neyman-Pearson methodology (Neyman & Pearson, 1933) formalized in the case of 

metrology by Currie (Currie, 1968, 1999b, 2000, 2004). 

This methodology is based on purely frequentist concepts (fixed parameter). We will therefore reason in the 

space of observations. 

We want to know up to what measured value can we consider that the hypothesis of a zero parameter (no 

physical phenomenon due to the signal) is reasonable.   

 

3.2.2. Currie approach 

In this approach, we identify a hypothesis that we want to test, called the null hypothesis (which we will 

designate by  𝐻0). 

It is generally an assertion about a distribution that we wish to test in the form of the absence of an effect 

(radioactivity for example). 
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Currie considers that only the case of a zero measurand (absence of effect, θ=0) should be used to establish the 

decision threshold (Currie, 1999a). 

This means that he considers the situation where 𝑥 comes from the background noise (the reference) AND the 

same for𝑦.  

𝑧 = 𝑥 − 𝑦 is thus a realization of the random variable 𝑁 = 𝐵′ − 𝐵  which has the probability distribution 

𝑝𝑁(𝑧|0) =
𝑒

−
(𝑧−0)2

4𝜎𝐵
2

√4𝜋𝜎𝐵

=
𝑒

−
𝑧2

4𝜎𝐵
2

√4𝜋𝜎𝐵

 

By setting a threshold of 100𝛼𝑐%, the decision threshold  𝑧𝑐 , amounts to considering that if we were in the 

presence only of the reference, only 100𝛼𝑐% measurements would be higher than this threshold (and would 

therefore be false positives if we considered them as coming from a signal). 

𝛼𝑐 = 𝑝(𝑁 > 𝑧𝑐│𝐻0) = ∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑧|0)𝑑𝑧
∞

𝑧𝑐

 

𝛼𝑐 = ∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑧|0)𝑑𝑧
∞

𝑧𝑐

=
1

√2𝜋𝜎𝐵

∫ 𝑒
−

(𝑧−0)2

2𝜎𝐵
2

𝑑𝑧
∞

𝑧𝑐

= 1 − Φ(
𝑧𝑐

√2𝜎𝐵

) 

And thus : 

𝑧𝑐 = √2 𝜎𝐵
2Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) 

Where Φ is the cumulative distribution of the standard normal distribution (Φ−1 is its inverse function or 

quantille function).   

Let us emphasize that for the moment this is one test among other possible ones. Authors have proposed a 

whole set of tests (Altshuler & Pasternack, 1963; Lehmann & Romano, 2005a; Strom & MacLellan, 2001). 

However, it is possible to prove that this test is in fact the best possible in the sense of the Neyman-Pearson 

approach.[Cf Annexe 4]. 

3.3. Detection limit 

The detection limit 𝜃𝑑 in its frequentist definition is the smallest true value of the measurand (parameter)𝜃 

which guarantees the specified probability of being detectable by the measurement method (ISO, 2010a). This 

will coincide with the greatest true value which would have a non-negligible probability of being considered 

non significant by the measurement. It could give rise to observations equal to the decision threshold. In fact, 

the top of the range of 𝜃  which would have a probability of at least 1 − 𝛽𝑐 to be detected by the measurement 

method coincides with the bottom of the range of 𝜃𝑑   having a probability of at most 𝛽𝑐 to be considered as 

non significant. The lowest reasonably detectable value coincides with the highest value likely to be classified 

as nonsignificant. In Currie's frequentist formulation (Currie, 1968), keeping the previousnotations 𝑁 and 𝑧,we 

get : 

𝛽𝑐 = 𝑝(𝑁 < 𝑧𝑐│𝜃𝑑) =  ∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃𝑑)𝑑𝑧
𝑧𝑐

−∞
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(3) 

And 

1 − 𝛽𝑐 = 𝑝(𝑁 < 𝑧𝑐│𝜃𝑑) =  ∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃𝑑)𝑑𝑧
∞

𝑧𝑐

 

This corresponds to finding in the alternative hypothesis 𝐻𝑎 the smallest valuer  𝜃𝑑 of 𝜃 for which we will have 

a probability 𝛽𝑐 to have measurements below the decision threshold (false negative). We can rewrite this 

formula in the form: 

𝛽𝑐 = ∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑥|y, 𝜃𝑑)𝑑𝑧
𝑧𝑐

−∞

 

We are looking for the value of the parameter𝜃𝑑  such that the dispersion of the measurements only very 

improbable gives measurements below the decision threshold. This supposes that we place ourselves in the 

case of an alternative hypothesis. (𝜃𝑑 ≠ 0) and therefore within the framework of the Neyman-Pearson 

approach. If there is no alternative hypothesis, there is no detection limit (Lehmann, 1993). 

Setting 𝜎𝑁 = √𝜎𝑆
2 + 2𝜎𝐵

2, the detection limit is therefore calculated as follows for homoscedastic Gaussians 

𝛽𝑐 = ∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃𝑑)𝑑𝑧 =
1

√2𝜋𝜎𝑁

∫ 𝑒
−

(𝑧−𝜃𝑑)2

2𝜎𝑁
2

𝑑𝑧
𝑧𝑐

−∞

= Φ(
𝑧𝑐 − 𝜃𝑑

𝜎𝑁
)

𝑧𝑐

−∞

= 1 − Φ(
𝜃𝑑 − 𝑧𝑐

𝜎𝑁
) 

𝜃𝑑 − 𝑧𝑐 = 𝜎𝑁Φ−1(1 − 𝛽𝑐) 

𝜃𝑑 = 𝑧𝑐 + 𝜎𝑁Φ−1(1 − 𝛽𝑐) 

It is common practice to assume that 𝛽𝑐 = 𝛼𝑐. 

 

 

Figure 2 - Schematic diagram (in 3D cavalier perspective) of the frequentist determination of the detection limit 



 

 

 Page : 12/79 

 

3.4. Confidence intervals and hypothesis testing 

If we use homoskedastic Gaussian distributions for the baseline and sample, we have seen that the distribution 

of the difference (with the above notations for the random variable 𝑁) will also be a Gaussian. Using the 

previous notations, we wish in this section to obtain a confidence interval of the mean θ  of the random 

variable𝑁 modeling the difference between the measurement 𝐺 = 𝑆 + 𝐵’ and the reference 𝐵. 

Consider a series of n measurements of differences between baseline and sample (realizations of the random 

variable 𝑁). The average will be �̅� and its standard error   
𝜎𝑁

√𝑛
. If we define 𝑡 = √𝑛

�̅�−𝜃

𝜎𝑁
, having a standard 

normal distribution.𝑝(𝑡) =
1

√2𝜋
𝑒−

𝑡2

2 .  

Using the properties of this distribution, we can set a probability value 𝛾 such that there exists a 𝑘 verifiying : 

𝑃(−𝑘 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝑘) = 𝛾 

 

𝑃 (−𝑘 ≤ √𝑛
�̅� − 𝜃

𝜎𝑁
≤ 𝑘) = 𝛾 

𝑃 (−𝑘
𝜎𝑁

√𝑛
≤ �̅� − 𝜃 ≤ 𝑘

𝜎𝑁

√𝑛
) = 𝛾 

𝑃 (�̅� − 𝑘
𝜎𝑁

√𝑛
≤ 𝜃 ≤ �̅� + 𝑘

𝜎𝑁

√𝑛
) = 𝛾 

 

We then call t a pivotal quantity 

This therefore means that the probability that the interval �̅� ∓ 𝑘
𝜎𝑁

√𝑛
 includes the parameter 𝜃 (the true value 

sought) is 𝛾.  

It is important to remember that the value 𝑧 is a realization of a random variable in the frequentist paradigm 

used here. 𝜃 is set and must not be considered as a random quantity. It is therefore not possible to use the 

term probability to talk about 𝜃.  

The fact that 𝑧 (result of a measurement process) is a realization of a random variable is therefore expressed in 

the following form: 

If I repeat my measurement 100 times, in 100𝛾% of the time, the true value of my parameter should be within 

the different interval calculated for each measurement. 

 This therefore absolutely does not say that for a particular interval calculated from a measurement 𝑧, we have 

100𝛾% to have the parameter included in this particular interval. It rather specifies that  100𝛾% of my 

calculated intervals will include the true value 𝜃. 

The figure below schematizes the idealized process of this virtual measurement repetition (virtual because 

these measurement replications are never done in reality). Each point represents a measurement of a sample 

whose true value is 0.15. The confidence interval would then be determined for each measurement, say with a 
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confidence index of 5%. Only 5 confidence intervals out of 100 will not include the true value. We speak of 

“coverage probability”. This probability is an essential frequentist parameter in statistics and constitutes an 

important evaluation criterion of the methods. This is also a justification by particle physicists for the use of 

confidence intervals including a negative part. An interval of the type [-a,b] will have an probability of𝛾%. It can 

therefore includes the value zero and cannot be considered as  “unphysical”. 

 

Figure 3 - Representation of a 100-fold replication of measurement and determination of confidence intervals 
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3.5. Relation between bounds of the confidence interval and 

decision threshold 

 

In the case where we want to know wether a measurement is significant, it is enough to check that the zero 

value is not in the confidence interval calculated from this measurement (Willink, 2006).  

The decision threshold is therefore the smallest measurement for which the confidence interval contains the 

value zero.  

Let us consider the case of homoscedastic Gaussians. 

𝑃 (z − 𝑘
𝜎𝑁

√𝑛
≤ 𝜃 ≤ z + 𝑘

𝜎𝑁

√𝑛
) = 𝛾 

With 𝑘 = 𝛷−1(
1−γ

2
) and 𝛾 the coverage probability of the confidence interval. 

For a realization z of the random variable 𝑁, the lower bound of the confidence interval of 𝜃 is 

𝑧 - Φ−1(
1−γ

2
) 

𝜎𝑁

√𝑛
 

Thus : 

 

 

𝑧𝑐 − Φ−1 (
1 − 𝛾

2
)

𝜎𝑁

√𝑛
= 0 

𝑧𝑐 = Φ−1 (
1 − 𝛾

2
)

𝜎𝑁

√𝑛
 

 

𝑧𝑐 = √2𝜎𝐵
2 Φ−1(

1−𝛾

2
) in the hypothesise 𝐻0 = {𝜃 = 0} 

 

where Φ is the cumulative distribution function of the gaussian distribution. taking 
1−𝛾

2
= 𝛼𝑐  , we obtain 

exactly the same result  as with the direct hypothesis test. 

𝑧𝑐 = √2𝜎𝐵
2 Φ−1(𝛼) 

We therefore find the Currie decision threshold.  

For the detection limit, the largest parameter value must be determined in the confidence interval 

compatible with a measurement  𝒛 = 𝒛𝒄. 
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We immediately recognize that the upper bound of the confidence interval of 𝜽 for an observation  𝑧𝑐 will 

give us back the expression of the detection limit. 

More precisely  : 

𝜃𝑑 = 𝑧𝑐 + √2𝜎𝐵
2 Φ−1(𝛼𝑐) = 2𝑧𝑐  

 

Here again, we obviously find the result of Currie’s approach. 

Once we have made a measurement and determined a confidence interval, it is therefore not necessary to also 

carry out a hypothesis test. Just look if the confidence interval contains 0  

In the case of a non significant result(𝑧 < 𝑧𝑐), the upper bound of the confidence interval will be lower than 

the detection limit. 

We can schematize everything we have just said as follows: 

 

Figure 4 - Representation of the different possible situations during a measurement process 
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So if we know how to generate the confidence interval, we have all the information to determine the decision 

threshold and detection limit. If the interval “touches” the zero value of the parameter, the measurement will 

be equal to the decision threshold. The uncertainty will then be 100% and the upper limit of the interval will 

then be the detection limit. In addition, the hypothesis test used to determine it is that from Neyman Pearson's 

lemma, it is therefore the most efficient test.  

 

Uncertainty=100% ⇔ 𝒛 = 𝒛𝒄 ⇔ non significant results 

⇔ lower bound of the confidence interval =0 ⇔ upper bound=detection limit 𝜽𝐝  

If the interval includes a negative part and a positive part then its uncertainty will be greater than 100%. The 

hypothesis test on the value 0 cannot be rejected. 

Uncertainty > 100% ⇔ measurement < decision threshold ⇔ non significance 

⇔ lower bound of the confidence interval <0 ⇔ upperbound<detection limit 𝜽𝐝 

It is even possible to add another consideration. If the sample measurement is too low compared to the 

baseline, then it can be considered that it is no longer reasonably compatible with the baseline estimate. A 

measurement that is too negative can no longer be explained by measurement fluctuations. It will then be 

appropriate to carefully examine this measurement and this sample in order to rule out any possibility of error 

or bias.  

measurement < rejection threshold=-𝒛𝒄 ⇔ suspicious results 

⇔ upperbound<0 

We could therefore talk about a rejection threshold. 

Let us emphasize once again that we are reasoning here on the variable 𝑁 (net variable) and not on 𝑆 (the 

variable sought). The first can absolutely have a confidence interval with a negative part. This confidence 

interval is determined using the probability distribution of 𝑁. We cannot determine the confidence interval for 

𝑆 because we do not have its probability distribution in the absence of the exact noise contribution within 

sample measurement. 

4. BAYESIAN APPROACH FOR HOMOSCEDASTIC 

GAUSSIANS 

4.1. Introduction to Bayesian methods 

Bayesian statistics provide a way to infer desired physical parameters from observational data. The “classic” 

method (although subsequent to the birth of Bayesian methods), called frequentist, assumes that we are 

looking for an unknown but fixed parameter.The bayesian method (Gelman et al., 2013) assumes that the 

relationship between the observed quantities and the parameters is statistical. Mathematically, this amounts 
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to considering the parameters of interest as random variables with a probability density intended to 

completely describe our beliefs or knowledge about it. 

The parameters are therefore modeled in terms of probability distributions: Starting from “a priori” 

distributions on these parameters, they are updated according to observations to produce so-called “a 

posteriori” distributions.  Note that there are numerous mathematical-epistemological interpretations of 

Bayesian methods. Some authors have even counted 46,656 possible varieties of “Bayesianism”(Good, 1976).  

Because we assign a distribution to the parameters, statistical inference is reduced to the application of 

probability theory. 

If we consider a joint probabilistic distribution 𝑝X,U(𝑥, µ) of observations and parameters, 𝑋 and 𝑈 respectively 

,it is possible to write 𝑝 𝑋𝑈(𝑥, µ) = 𝑝𝑋(𝑥|µ)𝑝𝑈(µ).  

The first term 𝑝𝑋(𝑥|µ) (probability of having an observation 𝑥 knowing the parameter 𝜇) is called the 

likelihood. It will correspond to the chosenstatistical model (Gaussian for example). This concept of likelihood 

also exists in frequentist methodologies and corresponds to the modeling of the distribution of observations as 

a function of parameters (Gaussian distribution of mean µ  for example).  

The second term 𝑝𝑈(µ) is the a priori or prior distribution of the parameter. It quantifies our prior beliefs about 

the distribution of parameters even before taking into account observations. 

Likewise, we can write 𝑝 𝑋𝑈(𝑥, µ) = 𝑝𝑈(µ│x)𝑝𝑋(x). Bayes' theorem simply consists of writing : 

𝑝𝑈(µ|𝑥) =
𝑝𝑋(𝑥|µ)𝑝𝑈(µ)

𝑝𝑋(𝑥)
 

Where 𝑝𝑋(𝑥) is the probability of the observation 𝑥 integrated on all possible values of µ, sometimes called 

marginal likelihood. 𝑝𝑈(µ|𝑥) is the a posteriori distribution (after the observations), the posterior. We will say 

that the posterior is equal to the product of the likelihood and the prior divided by the marginal likelihood. 

Given that the posterior is a probability density which must be normalized to 1, we can consider 𝑝𝑥(𝑥) c as a 

simple normalization constant (because it does not depend on µ i.e 𝑝
𝑋
(𝑥) =

∫ 𝑝
𝑋𝑈

(𝑥, µ)𝑑µ =
∞

−∞
∫ 𝑝

𝑋
(𝑥|µ)𝑝

𝑈
(µ)𝑑µ

∞

−∞
 ): 

𝑝𝑈(µ|𝑥)~𝑝𝑈(𝑥|µ)𝑝𝑈(µ) 

(4) 

The posterior is proportional to the product of the prior and the likelihood. We carried out a Bayesian 

inversion:.   

Subsequently, a prior of a parameter µ will be denoted in the form π(µ) to facilitate understanding. A crucial 

point of Bayesian methodology, which is also the cornerstone of the criticisms addressed to it, is its 

dependence on priors. There are many ways to choose them which are the subject of fierce and heated 

discussion. 
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4.1.1. Chosing a prior 

A crucial point of Bayesian methodology is its dependence on priors. The choices of priors can be motivated by 

past experiences or by intuition, but also by computational aspects as in the case of conjugate priors. 

Aware of this dependence on priors, in addition to the absence of a priori knowledge in a number of problems, 

numerous works have been interested in the definition of “non-informative” priors whose influence on the 

posterior probability is reduced to a minimum. 

This type of prior respects the so-called Jeffreys rule in connection with invariances by transformation 

(translation in this case). With this prior, the confidence and credibility intervals often coincide (Jaynes, 1968; 

Karlen, 2002; Rosenkrantz, 1989; Severini, 1991) and it is therefore possible to use frequentist and Bayesian 

concepts interchangeably. In particular, the coverage probabilities will naturally apply to the credibility 

intervals and it will be possible to give a probability for a value of the parameter. 

In the rest of the document, we will essentially use non-informative priors to investigate the questions asked in 

the Bayesian framework. 

4.2. Presentation of the problem 

 

Figure 5 - Bayesian schematic diagram of the problem 

As with the previous frequentist chapter, the variable of interest in this section is the random variable 𝑁 

(modeling the net measurement). 

We wish to obtain its posterior distribution and exploit the credibility intervals. 



 

 

 Page : 19/79 

 

As we have already mentioned, the frequentist point of view is to consider that observations are realizations of 

random variables whose probability distributions have fixed but unknown parameters. 

In the Bayesian paradigm, models supposed to account for observations can incorporate constraints on the 

parameters (more precisely on the information available on the parameters), treated as random variables.In 

particular, for random variablesΓ et Φ  modeling the sample measurement and the reference respectively, we 

can determine the following probability densities: 

𝑝Γ(𝜇|𝑥) = 𝜋(𝜇)𝑝𝐺(𝑥|𝜇) 

𝑝Φ(𝜆|𝑦) = 𝜋(𝜆)𝑝𝐵(𝑦|𝜆) 

where 𝜋(𝜇) et 𝜋(𝜆) are the corresponding priors.  

Our choice in the present study is to consider non-informative priors 𝜋(𝜇) = 𝜋(𝜆) = 1 :  

𝑝Γ(𝜇|𝑥) = 𝜋(𝜇)𝑝𝐺(𝑥|𝜇) =
𝑒

−
(x−𝜇)2

2𝜎2

√2𝜋𝜎
 

𝑝Φ(𝜆|𝑦) = 𝜋(𝜆)𝑝𝐵(𝑦|𝜆) =
𝑒

−
(y−𝜆)2

2𝜎2

√2𝜋𝜎
 

The joint probability density is therefore : 

𝑝ΓΦ(𝜆, 𝜇|𝑥, 𝑦) =  𝜋(𝜇)𝜋(𝜆)𝑝Γ(𝜇|𝑥)𝑝Φ(𝜆|𝑦) =
𝑒

−
(x−𝜇)2

2𝜎2

√2𝜋𝜎

𝑒
−

(y−𝜆)2

2𝜎2

√2𝜋𝜎
 

 

We know that if  𝐺, 𝐵′ are 𝑆 are gaussian densities of means 𝜇, 𝜆 and 𝜃 respectively, then by construction of 

𝐺 = 𝑆 + 𝐵’ we have  𝜇 = 𝜆 + 𝜃 and by reparameterizing the equation above we find: 

𝑝ΓΦ(𝜆, 𝜃|𝑥, 𝑦) = 𝜋(𝜆 + 𝜃)𝜋(𝜆)𝑝Γ(𝜆 + 𝜃|𝑥)𝑝Φ(𝜆|𝑦) =
𝑒

−
(x−𝜃)2

2𝜎2

√2𝜋𝜎

𝑒
−

(y−𝜆)2

2𝜎2

√2𝜋𝜎
 

The Bayesian approach to getting rid of a nuisance parameter like𝜆 est simply to integrate with respect to this 

parameter. This is called a  marginalization. 

𝑝Θ( 𝜃|𝑥, 𝑦) = ∫𝑝ΓΦ(𝜆, 𝜃|𝑥, 𝑦)𝑑𝜆 =  ∫
𝑒

−
(x−𝜆−𝜃)2

2𝜎2

√2𝜋𝜎

𝑒
−

(y−𝜆)2

2𝜎2

√2𝜋𝜎
𝑑𝜆 =

𝑒
−

(z− 𝜃)2

4𝜎2

√4𝜋𝜎
 

With  𝑧 = 𝑥 − 𝑦. Given that we integrate over the entire domain of definition of 𝜆,  𝜃 will take all possible 

values of]−∞,+∞[. 

4.3. Credibility interval and hypothesis testing 

In the Bayesian approach, the posterior distribution probabilistically contains all the information on the 

parameter. Given an observation z, the credibility interval   [𝑎, 𝑏] à (1 − 𝛾)100%  is defined by : 
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𝑝(𝑎 ≤ 𝜃 ≤ 𝑏|𝑧) = (1 − 𝛾) 

Unlike confidence intervals, it is therefore legitimate here to speak of a probability for the parameter to be 

found in this interval (Bolstad, 2007). 

There are several ways to perform hypothesis testing or their equivalent in the Bayesian approach.  

We will use Bolstad's suggestion here (Bolstad, 2007). We will test the credibility of this null hypothesis by 

examining whether the null value is included in the credibility interval. If this is not the case, we will reject 

this hypothesis. Otherwise, we will consider this to be a credible value. 

The approach is essentially the same as examining whether the zero value is part of the confidence interval by 

replacing the latter with the credibility interval. The main advantage is to eliminate the one-off nature of the 

test. We do not test if the parameter is equal to a precise value (which from a mathematical point of view is a 

set of zero Lebesgues measure) but wether this parameter is included in an interval. 

This agrees with the point of view of a certain number of statisticians who consider that the gap between 

hypothesis testing and estimation is not necessary. (Bolstad, 2007; Cumming, 2014; Cumming & Calin-Jageman, 

2016; Kruschke & Liddell, 2018). It is enough to know the posterior distribution of the parameter of interest to 

both estimate the parameter and carry out hypothesis tests. Some of these authors even speak of “new 

statistics”.As we will see, knowledge of the posterior distribution is sufficient for both estimation and 

hypothesis testing corresponding to the decision threshold in the field of low-level metrology.. 

4.3.1. Decision threshold 

In a similar way to 3.2, we propose to define a Bayesian decision threshold.  

The decision threshold would be the smallest net measurement value 𝑧𝑐 such that the zero value is the lower 

limit of the credibility interval:  

  

𝛼𝑐 = ∫  𝑝Ω(𝜃|𝑧𝑐)𝑑𝜃
0

−∞

= P(Ω < 0|𝑧𝑐) 

In the case of members of the “location family” to which the Gaussians belong, we know that 𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃) =

𝑓(𝜃 − 𝑧) =  𝑝Ω(𝜃|𝑧) because we then take a non-informative prior. This implies that, by change of variable 

𝑡 = 𝜃 − 𝑧, we can write: 

𝛼𝑐 = ∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑧|0)𝑑𝑧
∞

𝑧𝑐

= ∫  𝑝Θ(𝑡|𝑧𝑐)𝑑𝑡
0

−∞

 

  

The frequentist and Bayesian decision thresholds therefore coincide. 

Note that this definition of the decision threshold based on the inclusion of zero in the credibility interval 

corresponds exactly to that suggested by Jaynes (Jaynes, 1968, 2003). Indeed, Jaynes proposed using decision 

thresholds based on probability in this type of case. 𝛼 to have a given sign (Jaynes, 1968, 2003). Thus, we will 

determine a threshold 𝑧𝑐 such that : 
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𝛼𝑐 =  𝑝𝐺,𝐵(µ < 𝜆|𝑧𝑐) 

By definition, given that𝜃 = 𝜇 − 𝜆   where 𝜆 is the position parameter of the sample et µ that of the reference : 

 𝑝𝐺,𝐵(µ < 𝜆|𝑧𝑐) =  𝑝Θ(𝜃 < 0|𝑧𝑐) = ∫  𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑧𝑐)𝑑𝜃
0

−∞

 

(5) 

We therefore seek to determine an observed value 𝑧𝑐which will ensure that the probability for 𝜃 to be of 

negative sign is equal to a given 𝛼𝑐% (for example 2,5%). %). Remember that, by definition, this corresponds to 

a probability 𝛼𝑐 that the value of the sample parameter is lower than that of the reference. This corresponds to 

having a hypothesis 𝐻0 : 𝜃 < 0 and an alternate hypothesis 𝐻1 : 𝜃 > 0. This is the exact Bayesian 

correspondence of the decision threshold defined in 3.2. To our knowledge, only Lemay has explicitly used this 

criterion in the field of metrology (Lemay, 2012, 2015). Others have done it in a somewhat concealed or 

unconscious way by firstly excluding the possibility of negative values of 𝜃 then somewhat paradoxically 

considering despite everything that this represented the null hypothesis (Kirkpatrick & Young, 2009) 

Another remark that can be made is that this definition based on a non-informative prior would not make 

sense if we had prohibited the existence of negative values (with a prior of the type for example 𝜋(𝜃) =

1 𝑖𝑓 (𝜃 > 0)). 

4.3.2. Detection limit 

Similarly, we can determine a Bayesian detection limit. We are looking for the greatest possible value of the 

parameter compatible with the measurement of the decision threshold. 

We look for the upper bound of the credibility interval such that: 

𝛽𝑐 = P(Θ > 𝜃𝑑|𝑧𝑐) = ∫  𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑧𝑐)𝑑𝜃 =
∞

𝜃𝑑

∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃𝑑)𝑑𝑧
𝑧𝑐

−∞

 

The Bayesian detection limit will therefore coincide with the frequentist detection limit. It is therefore possible 

for us in this case to move indifferently from one point of view to another and to use the different insights 

provided. 

5. SYNTHESIS 

5.1. Frequentist point of view 

5.1.1. Calculation of the decision threshold and detection limit 

As defined previously, homoscedasticity is the property of keeping a constant variance. In the case that 

concerns us, this means that the sample and the reference have the same variance. In other words, the signal 

has zero variance (adding a signal to the noise is done without increasing the uncertainty). 

𝜎𝑆
2 = 0 
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 𝜎𝑁 = √𝜎𝐵
2 + 𝜎𝐺

2 = √2 𝜎𝐵
2 + 𝜎𝑆

2 = √2 𝜎𝐵
2 

Apart from pathological cases, homoscedasticity can be modeled by the Dirac distribution. 

𝑝𝑆(𝑧|𝜃) = 𝛿(𝑧 − 𝜃) 

In the absence of measurement uncertainty, there is no intrinsic variability of the signal 

.𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃) = ∫ 𝑝𝑆(𝑧 − 𝑤|𝜃)𝑝𝑁(𝑤|0, 2𝜎𝐵
2)𝑑𝑤

∞

−∞
= ∫ 𝛿(𝑧 − 𝑤 − 𝜃)

𝑒
−

𝑤2

4𝜎𝐵
2

√4𝜋𝜎𝐵
𝑑𝑤

∞

−∞
=

𝑒
−

(𝑧−𝜃)2

2𝜎𝑁
2

√2𝜋𝜎𝑁
 

We can thus calculate the decision threshold 𝑧𝑐  in accordance with the method set out in  3.2. It must be such 

that, fo r agiven 𝛼𝑐  : 

𝛼𝑐 = ∫ p𝑁
𝐻0(𝑧|0)𝑑𝑧

∞

𝑧𝑐

=
1

√2𝜋𝜎𝑁

∫ 𝑒
−

(𝑧−0)2

2𝜎𝑁
2

𝑑𝑧
∞

𝑧𝑐

= 1 − Φ(
𝑧𝑐

𝜎𝑁
) 

And so : 

𝑧𝑐 = 𝜎𝑁Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) = √2 𝜎𝐵
2Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) =  𝜎𝑁Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) 

(6) 

The detection limit is calculated as explained in 3.3 : 

𝛽𝑐 = ∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃𝑑)𝑑𝑧 =
1

√2𝜋𝜎𝑁

∫ 𝑒
−

(𝑧−𝜃𝑑)2

2𝜎𝑁
2

𝑑𝑧
𝑧𝑐

−∞

= Φ(
𝑧𝑐−𝜃𝑑

𝜎𝑁
)

𝑧𝑐

−∞

= 1 − Φ(
𝜃𝑑 − 𝑧𝑐

𝜎𝑁
) 

𝜃𝑑 − 𝑧𝑐 = 𝜎𝑁Φ−1(1 − 𝛽𝑐) 

𝜃𝑑 = 𝑧𝑐 + 𝜎𝑁Φ−1(1 − 𝛽𝑐) 

If we set 𝛼𝑐 = 𝛽𝑐, then : 

𝜃𝑑 = 2𝑧𝑐 

(7) 

This is the result of the classic Currie approach (Currie, 1968) for homoscedastic distributions. 

In general, the results are returned as follows:: 

measurements estimation 

𝑧 < 𝑧𝑐 (non significants) < 𝜃𝑑 

𝑧 > 𝑧𝑐 (significants) 𝜃 ± 𝛿 

where 𝛿 is the uncertainty. 
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5.1.2. Comparison with confidence interval 

As we indicated in the paragraph 3.5, just knowing the confidence interval [a,b] is enough to know whether a 

result is significant or not: 

𝟎 ∈ [𝒂, 𝒃] Non significant results (0 is aplausible value) 

𝟎 ∉ [𝒂, 𝒃] 
Significant results (0 is not a plausible value) 

It is therefore not even necessary to calculate the decision threshold. The detection limit can be useful, in the 

sense that, in the absence of measurement of the sample, it makes it possible to estimate the value of the 

parameter which would be the smallest possible while still being reasonably likely to be detected. It gives an 

idea of the performance of the measurement method. 

On the other hand, determining the confidence interval gives for each specific measurement an upper limit to 

the set of parameter values compatible with this measurement. Instead of having a limit valid for all non-

significant results, with the confidence interval we have a limit specific to each measurement (therefore more 

precise). 

Thus, if from a measurement 𝑧 we determine a confidence interval for the confidence index 𝛼: 

[𝜃−(𝑧), 𝜃+(𝑧)] 

If 𝜃−(z) ≤ 0  the result is not significant and we can then estimate that the parameter (of the interval) 𝜃 <

𝜃+(𝑧) avec 𝜃+(z) ≤ 𝜃𝑑 

5.2. Bayesian point of view 

The Gaussian distribution is a member of the family location familly. As mentioned previously, we will 

therefore choose a uniform prior for reasons of symmetry (so-called “non-informative” prior) as is customary 

(Box & Tiao, 1973). At this point, the credibility intervals exactly coincide with the confidence intervals (Jaynes, 

2003; Jaynes & Kempthorne, 1976). We will therefore obtain exactly the same results as with the frequentist 

method. 

If [𝒂, 𝒃] is the credibility interval, we will deduce the same type of consideration as with the frequentist 

confidence interval. 

𝟎 ∈ [𝒂, 𝒃] Non significant results (0 credible value) 

𝟎 ∉ [𝒂, 𝒃] Significant results (0 is not a credible value) 

The confidence intervals here are strictly equal to the credibility intervals. So whether it is classic hypothesis 

testing, the confidence interval criterion or the credibility interval, the results will be the same for statistical 

significance, decision thresholds or detection limits. In particular, we will have the relationship: 

𝜃𝑑 = 2𝑧𝑐 

(8) 

This implies that the probability of recovery will also necessarily be adequate for the credibility interval. Indeed, 

the confidence interval is constructed from the principle of the probability of recovery. But the credibility 
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interval coincides with the confidence interval for the case of homoscedastic Gaussians (Karlen, 2002). 

Therefore the coverage probability of the Bayesian credibility interval will be the same as that of the 

confidence interval. Statistical performance should therefore be adequate. 

5.3. Verification by simulation 

Voigtman underlines the crucial importance of verifying the statistical properties of the quantities that we 

calculate (Voigtman, 2017) : 

« Finally, computer simulations are absolutely essential; no one who has seriously studied the fundamental 

aspects of detection limits has had infallible intuition, most certainly including the author. Indeed, in regard to 

detection limit theory and practice, it is fair to say that competently devised and performed computer 

simulations are the most effective way, by far, to avoid fooling oneself. »( page 197° 

He carried out simulations to check that the characteristic limits determined by Currie had the correct 

statistical properties. In this case, he verified for homoskedastic ideal systems that by setting the value of 

𝛼𝑐and deducing the decision thresholds and detection limits, we obtain100. 𝛼𝑐% false positives by simulations 

( 5,005 ± 0.033% compared to a theoretical rate of 5% for 1 million draws) (Voigtman, 2017). Let us specify that 

here we are indeed in the presence of false positives since the simulation will generate measurements for a 

zero parameter distribution. False negative rates were also checked (4,998 ± 0.028% compared to a theoretical 

rate of 5% with 1 million draws). We can therefore consider that these limits have the desired statistical 

properties for homoscedastic systems. The confidence interval will by definition have the correct coverage 

probability since it is built to do so. It would be possible but unnecessary to check it. 

5.4. Conclusions on the homoscédastic case 

So whether for classic hypothesis tests, the confidence interval criterion or the credibility interval, the results 

will be the same for the statistical significance, the decision thresholds or the detection limits. The credible 

intervals being identical to to the confidence intervals, it implies that the coverage probability will necessarily 

be adequate. It is therefore not necessary to carry out a specific hypothesis test in addition since the simple 

determination of the confidence interval is enough to give us all the necessary information. We are not adding 

extra work to ourselves by proceeding in this way, we save ourselves work 

Furthermore, as mentioned before, the Neyman-Pearson lemma guarantees that this is the best possible test. 

From the confidence interval, it is then possible to provide for non-significant results an upper limit to the 

desired parameter, more precise than the simple detection limit. 

6. POISSON DISTRIBUTIONS 

6.1. frequentist approach  

The Poisson case corresponds to counting measurements of the reference and the sample, modeled 

respectively by random variables 𝐵 et 𝐺 = 𝑆 + 𝐵’ , Poisson distributions of parameters 𝜆 and 𝜇 = 𝜃 + 𝜆 :  

𝑝𝐵(𝑦|𝜆) =
𝜆𝑦𝑒−𝜆

𝑦!
 𝑒𝑡 𝑝𝐺(𝑥|𝜇) =  

𝜇𝑥𝑒−𝜇

𝑥!
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The joint probability will then be 

𝑝𝐵(𝑥, 𝑦|𝜆) =
𝜆𝑦𝑒−𝜆

𝑦!

𝜇𝑥𝑒−𝜇

𝑥!
=

𝜆𝑦𝑒−𝜆

𝑦!

(𝜃 + 𝜆 )𝑥𝑒−(𝜃+𝜆 )

𝑥!
 

As in the previous chapters, the objective is to carry out an inference on the parameter𝜃 and in particular test 

the hypothesis 𝐻1={ 𝜃 > 0} against a null hypothesis 𝐻0 = { 𝜃 = 0} or 𝐻0 = { 𝜃 ≤ 0} 

A first natural approach in the spirit of the Gaussian case presented in the previous chapters would be to 

consider the random variable of the difference 𝑁 = 𝐺 − 𝐵. 

Let us mention, however, that the probability distribution of the difference between two Poisson distributions 

is not a Poisson distribution but a Skellam distribution. (Skellam, 1946) : 

𝑝𝑘(𝑥 − 𝑦|𝜆, θ) = 𝑒−(θ+2𝜆) (|
𝜆

𝜆 + 𝜃
|)

(𝑥−𝑦)
2

𝐼|𝑥−𝑦|(2√𝜆(𝜆 + 𝜃)) 

where 𝐼|𝑘| is the modified Bessel Function of the First Kind.  

We see that this probability density will depend both on 𝜃 and 𝜆. We will also note that intrinsically Skellam's 

law completely authorizes that  µ < 𝜆 and so 𝜃 < 0  

 

Thus and contrary to the Gaussian laws previously studied, the probability density of the difference 𝑁 = 𝐺 − 𝐵  

depends on the parameter  𝜆 which we can consider here as a “nuisance” parameter as opposed to the 

parameter of interest θ (Liseo, 2005; Pawitan, 2001).  

We cannot therefore directly use the difference 𝑁 to study θ  without knowing or previously estimating this 

nuisance parameter𝜆. What is done in the standards and reference texts is either to consider 𝜆 as known (in 

particle physics or astrophysics for example (Lista, 2016) or to resort to a Gaussian approximation of the 

Poisson law in order to try to reduce it to the Gaussian case (see previous chapters). 

Is it possible in this case to find another joint probability density of 𝐺 and 𝐵  not depending on 𝜆 p for the case 

of Poisson laws?  

Let us formulate the problem in the case of the decision threshold: in its traditional formulation, the decision 

threshold is the observation 𝑧𝑐 of the random variable 𝑁 such that : 

𝑃𝐻0(𝑁 > 𝑧𝑐)=𝛼 

As presented above, it is not possible in the Poissonian case (and more generally in the non-Gaussian case, we 

will come back to this) to determine directly 𝑧𝑐 from this equation due to the presence of the nuisance 

parameter 𝜆.  

We see clearly that the reason for this difficulty is to immediately consider the random variable difference𝑁. 

We propose to get around this difficulty by considering conditional random variables, recognized as one of the 

methods for eliminating nuisance parameters. (Basu, 2011; Liseo, 2005; Sprott, 2008). 
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6.2. Conditional likelihood and hypothesis testing 

The crucial point of our approach is to consider conditioning by sufficient  statistics.  

This is a very natural approach in statistics when faced with nuisance parameters. (Sprott, 2008) since, by 

definition, the conditional probability density of a random variable by its sufficient statistics is independent of 

the parameter of this law. 

In the particular case of Poisson's laws which interest us here, the sufficient statistic is simply the sum of the 

random variables 𝐵 + 𝐵’ (more generally, the sum of random variables is the sufficient statistics of probability 

laws belonging to the family of natural exponentials). 

Consequently, we can generalize in a very simple way the previous definition of the decision threshold by 

considering the conditional probability by 𝐵 + 𝐵’: 

𝑝𝐵′|𝐵+𝐵’(𝐵
′ = 𝑦′|𝐵 + 𝐵′ = 𝑦 + 𝑦′) =

𝑝𝐵+𝐵′|𝐵’(𝐵 + 𝐵′ = 𝑦 + 𝑦′|𝐵′ = 𝑦′)𝑝𝐵′(𝐵′ = 𝑦′)

𝑝𝐵+𝐵’(𝐵 + 𝐵’ = 𝑦 + 𝑦′)

=
𝑝𝐵(𝐵 = 𝑦)𝑝𝐵′(𝐵′ = 𝑦′)

𝑝𝐵+𝐵’(𝐵 + 𝐵’ = 𝑦 + 𝑦′)
=

𝜆𝑦𝑒−𝜆

𝑦!  
𝜆𝑦′𝑒−λ

𝑦′!

(2𝜆)𝑦+𝑦′𝑒−2𝜆

(𝑦 + 𝑦′)!

 

 

 

𝑝𝐵′|𝐵+𝐵’(𝐵
′ = 𝑦′|𝐵 + 𝐵′ = 𝑦 + 𝑦′) =

(𝑦 + 𝑦′)!

𝑦! 𝑦′!
(
1

2
)𝑦+𝑦′ 

This expression is that of a negative binomial law for 𝑦′ with parameters 𝑦  and 
1

2
 . 

We therefore have a probability density of 𝑦′ containing no unknown parameters and, in particular, no  𝜆. We 

have eliminated the nuisance parameter. 

In our situation, assuming 𝐻0 = {𝜃 = 0}, there is no signal (𝑆 = 0° and 𝐺 = 𝐵′). If we make a measurement 𝑦 

for the reference (𝐵), then we will have as probability density of 𝑥 in the sample : 

𝑝𝐵′|𝐵+𝐵’(𝐺 = 𝑥|𝐵 + 𝐵′ = 𝑦 + 𝑥) =
(𝑦 + 𝑥)!

𝑦! 𝑥!
(
1

2
)𝑦+𝑥 

 Let's lighten the notations by noting 𝑝𝑐(𝑥; 𝑦) = 𝑝𝐵′|𝐵+𝐵’(𝐺 = 𝑥|𝐵 + 𝐵′ = 𝑦 + 𝑥) =
(𝑦+𝑥)!

𝑦!𝑥!
(
1

2
)𝑦+𝑥. 

𝑝𝑐(𝑥; 𝑦) is indeed a probability density of 𝑥 when we have a measurement of 𝑦 and without any unknown 

parameters.  

We know that the cumulative distribution function of the negative binomial distribution of parameters 𝑦  and 
1

2
   is (JOHNSON et al., s. d.) the regularized incomplete beta function : 

𝑝(𝑥 < 𝑥𝑐; 𝑦) = 𝐼1
2

(𝑦 + 1, 𝑥𝑐 + 1) = 1 − 𝐼1
2

(𝑥𝑐 + 1, 𝑦 + 1) 
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where  𝐼𝑥(𝑎, 𝑏) =
𝐵𝑥(𝑎,𝑏)

𝐵(𝑎,𝑏)
 is the regularized incomplete beta function with 𝐵𝑥(𝑎, 𝑏) = ∫ 𝜔𝑎−1(1 − 𝜔)𝑏−1𝑑𝜔

𝑥

0
 

the regularized incomplete beta function. 

We then have : 

𝑝(𝑥 > 𝑥𝑐; 𝑦) = 𝐼1
2

(𝑥𝑐 + 1, 𝑦 + 1) 

For a given level of confidence 𝛼𝑐( 100. 𝛼𝑐% is the fixed false positive rate that we do not wish to exceed), the 

decision threshold 𝑧𝑐 = 𝑥𝑐 − 𝑦 can be defined by : 

𝐼1
2

(𝑥𝑐 + 1, 𝑦 + 1) = 𝛼𝑐 

(9) 

6.2.1. Uniformly most powerful test 

We know that for the family of natural exponentials, there always exist uniformly more powerful hypothesis 

tests (UMP tests,-see corollaire 3.4.1in (Lehmann & Romano, 2005b)). Consider the joint probability density  

𝑝𝐺,𝐵(𝐺 = 𝑥, 𝐵 = 𝑦) = 𝑝𝐺(𝐺 = 𝑥|𝜇)𝑝𝐵(𝐵 = 𝑦|𝜆) =
𝜇𝑥

𝑥!
𝑒−𝜇

𝜆𝑦

𝑦!
𝑒−𝜆 =

𝑒−𝜆−𝜇

𝑥! 𝑦!
𝑒𝑦 𝑙𝑛(𝜆)+𝑥𝑙𝑛(𝜇)

=
𝑒−𝜆−𝜇

𝑥! 𝑦!
𝑒(𝑦+𝑥) 𝑙𝑛(𝜆)+(𝑥𝑙𝑛(𝜇)−𝑥𝑙𝑛(𝜆)) =

𝑒−𝜆−𝜇

𝑥! 𝑦!
𝑒

(𝑥𝑙𝑛(
𝜇
𝜆
)+(𝑦+𝑥) 𝑙𝑛(𝜆)

 

Setting 𝜃 = ln (
𝜇

𝜆
), we get : 

𝑝𝐺,𝐵(𝐺 = 𝑥, 𝐵 = 𝑦) =
𝑒−𝜆−𝜇

𝑥! 𝑦!
𝑒(𝑥𝜃+(𝑦+𝑥) 𝑙𝑛(𝜆)) 

From theorem 4.1.1 of Lehmann (Lehmann & Romano, 2005b) the UMP test to decide wether  𝜃 > 0 is based 

upon the test statistic 𝑝(𝐺 = 𝐵′ = 𝑥|𝐵′ + 𝐵 = 𝑥 + 𝑦). 

The hypothesis test we used to define the decision threshold 𝑧𝑐 = 𝑥𝑐 − 𝑦, is the UMP test for this hypothesis.  

The decision threshold 𝑧𝑐 is optimal. This therefore confirms the interest of conditional likelihoods in the 

presence of nuisance parameters. 

6.2.2. Conditional likelihood in the presence of a signal 

Now suppose the presence in the sample of a signal 𝑆, obeying a Poisson law of parameter 𝜃. After a 

measurement 𝑦 of the reference, we will have a 𝑦′contribution of the noise in the sample. The probability 

density of 𝑦′ will be  

𝑝𝐵′|𝐵+𝐵’(𝐵′ = 𝑦′|𝐵 + 𝐵′ = 𝑦 + 𝑦′) 

If we have a measurement of  𝑥 for the sample, we have to substract the contribution of the noise to know the 

contribution of the signal : 
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𝑃(𝑆 = 𝑥 − 𝑦′, 𝐵′ = 𝑦′|𝜃, 𝐵 + 𝐵′ = 𝑦 + 𝑦′) =
𝑃(𝑆 = 𝑥 − 𝑦′, 𝐵′ = 𝑦′, 𝐵 + 𝐵′ = 𝑦 + 𝑦′|𝜃)

𝑃(𝐵 + 𝐵′ = 𝑦 + 𝑦′)
= 

=
𝑃(𝑆=𝑥−𝑦′,𝐵′=𝑦′,𝐵=𝑦|𝜃)

𝑃(𝐵+𝐵′=𝑦+𝑦′)
=

𝑃(𝑆=𝑥−𝑦′|𝜃),𝑃(𝐵′=𝑦′|𝐵+𝐵′=𝑦′+𝑦)𝑃(𝐵+𝐵′=𝑦+𝑦′)

𝑃(𝐵+𝐵′=𝑦+𝑦′)
 

= 𝑃(𝑆 = 𝑥 − 𝑦′|𝜃) 𝑃(𝐵′ = 𝑦′|𝐵 + 𝐵′ = 𝑦′ + 𝑦) = 𝑃(𝑆 = 𝑥 − 𝑦′|𝜃)𝑝(𝑦′; 𝑦) 

If we do the sum over all possible 𝑦′, we get the following density 

𝑝𝑐(𝑥, 𝑦|𝜃) = ∑ 𝑃(𝑆 = 𝑥 − 𝑦′|𝜃)𝑝(𝑦′; 𝑦)

𝑥

𝑦′=0

 

 As a convolution of a negative binomial 𝑝𝑐(𝑦′; 𝑦) and a  Poisson distribution 𝑃(𝑆 = 𝑥 − 𝑦′|𝜃). This simply 

expresses the idea that the probability of having a measurement 𝑥 for the sample will be the sum of the 

probility of getting 𝑥 − 𝑦′ from the Poisson distribution times the probability of measuring 𝑦′ knowing that we 

measured 𝑦 for the reference. 

This convolution of a Poisson distribution and a negative binomial distribution is what is called a Delaporte 

distribution. (JOHNSON et al., s. d.). This distribution has no simple expression but can be evaluated 

numerically  (a R « package » exists). Note that  𝑝𝐺|𝐵(𝑥|𝑦, 𝜃) will have a mean of  𝜃 + 𝑦 and a variance of 𝜃 +

2𝑦. 

 

6.3. Bayesian method  

Let us first recall that a gamma law𝐺𝑎𝑚𝑚𝑎(𝛼, 𝛽)  pcan be expressed as : 

Γ(𝑥|𝛼, 𝛽) =
𝑥𝛼−1𝑒−𝛽𝑥𝛽𝛼

Γ(𝛼)
 

To directly eliminate the nuisance parameter in a Bayesian approach, it would be necessary to proceed by 

marginalization (integrating on 𝜆 as we did for the homoscédastic gaussians). Before that, we will determine 

the posterior distribution of the parameter of interest. Using the notations from the previous paragraph, we 

know that the joint probability is: 

𝑝(𝐺,𝐵)(𝑥, y|𝜇, 𝜆) =
𝜇𝑥𝑒−𝜇

𝑥!

𝜆𝑦𝑒−𝜆

𝑦!
  

Using the Bayesian formalism with a generalized Jeffreys prior (Jeffreys, 1946) 𝜋(𝜇, 𝜆) =
1

(𝜆𝜇)𝑎
, where the 

hyperparameter  𝑎 = 0 for a uniform prior, 𝑎 = 1/2 a Jeffreys prior and 𝑎 = 1 for an inverse prior. This will 

allow us to evaluate the influence and adequacy of the prior at the end of the calculation. This is good practice 

in the application of Bayesian methodologies. We can obtain the joint probability density of the parameters: 

𝑝(Γ,Φ)(𝜇, 𝜆|𝑥, 𝑦)~
𝜇𝑥𝑒−𝜇

𝑥!

𝜆𝑦𝑒−𝜆

𝑦!
 𝜋(𝜇, 𝜆) =

𝜇x−a𝑒−𝜇

𝑥!

𝜆𝑦−a𝑒−𝜆

𝑦!
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Defining 𝑦𝑎 = 𝑦 − 𝑎 and  𝑥𝑎 = 𝑥 − 𝑎, the joint probability density of the parameters (posterior distribution) 

would then be: 

𝑝(Γ,Φ)(𝜇, 𝜆|, 𝑦𝑎) = 𝐶 𝜋(𝜆, 𝜇)
𝜆𝑦𝑒−𝜆

𝑦!

𝜇𝑥𝑒−𝜇

𝑥!
= 𝐶

𝜆𝑦𝑎𝜇𝑥𝑎𝑒−(𝜆+µ)

𝑦!  𝑥!
 

With C a normalization constant. We can also prove that this constant is 𝐶 =
𝑥! 𝑦!

Γ(𝑥𝑎+1)Γ(𝑦𝑎+1)
. 

 

𝑝(Γ,Φ)(𝜇, 𝜆|𝑥𝑎 , 𝑦𝑎) =
𝜆𝑦𝑎𝜇𝑥𝑎𝑒−(𝜆+µ)

Γ(𝑦𝑎 + 1)Γ( 𝑥𝑎 + 1)
=

𝜆𝑦𝑎(𝜆 + 𝜃)𝑥𝑎𝑒−(2𝜆+𝜃)

Γ(𝑦𝑎 + 1)Γ( 𝑥𝑎 + 1)
 

(10) 

To eliminate the nuisance parameter 𝜆, in the Bayesian paradigm, we just need to integrate with respect to this 

parameter. We move from a likelihood with 2 parameters 𝑝(Γ,Φ)(𝜇, 𝜆|𝑥, y) to a single−parameter 

likelihood𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑥, y) (a marginal likelihood (Sprott, 2008)). 

 𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑥𝑎 , 𝑦𝑎) = ∫ 𝑝(Γ,Φ)(𝜆 + 𝜃, 𝜆|𝑥𝑎 , 𝑦𝑎) 𝑑𝜆
∞

0

 

=
1

Γ(𝑥𝑎 + 1)Γ(𝑦𝑎 + 1)
∫ (𝜆 + 𝜃)𝑥𝑎𝑒−(2𝜆+𝜃)𝜆𝑦𝑎

∞

0

𝑑𝜆   

To our knowledge, there is no simple and general expression for this difference in gamma laws. (Johnson et al., 

1994) 

 

6.3.1. Hypothesis testing 

By analogy with the frequentist case, the hypothesis test that we wish to carry out is to know if𝜆 = 𝜇.  

We could therefore be interested in the parameter  𝜃 = 𝜇 − 𝜆 and test the alternative hypothesis ={ 𝐻1 =

{𝜃 > 0} }.  

This is equivalent to being interested in 𝜇 > 𝜆 and so 𝜏 =
𝜇

𝜆
> 1. The ratio of two gamma laws𝐺𝑎𝑚𝑚𝑎(𝑥𝑎 +

1,1) et 𝐺𝑎𝑚𝑚𝑎(𝑦 + 1,1) is a  Beta Prime distribution 𝛽′(𝑥 + 1, 𝑦 + 1) whose cumulative distribution function 

is known(Bourguignon, 2021). The probability that   𝜏 =
𝜇

𝜆
> 1 can be expressed as a regularized incomplete 

beta function: 

𝐼1
2
(𝑥𝑎 + 1, 𝑦

𝑎
+ 1) = 𝑝Γ−Φ(𝜃 > 0) = 1 − 𝑝Γ−Φ(𝜃 < 0) = 𝑝Γ

Φ
(𝜏 > 1) 

It is therefore possible to define a decision threshold𝑥𝑎𝑐, for a given confidence index 𝛼𝑐 as : 

𝐼1
2

(𝑥𝑎𝑐 + 1, 𝑦𝑎 + 1) =  𝛼𝑐 

We find the same result for the decision threshold as in the frequentist approach of the previous paragraph 

with a small difference (the replacement of 𝑥 by 𝑥𝑎 and 𝑦 by 𝑦𝑎). This difference is linked to the choice of the 
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prior (which is logical and natural) and diminishes in influence if 𝑥 and 𝑦 are much larger than 1. It is therefore 

only significant for low counting values. Note also that for a uniform prior (𝑎 = 0) the frequentist and Bayesian 

approach precisely coincide.  

We can express the incomplete regularized beta function as a function of the sum of binomial coefficients 

(Kirkpatrick & Young, 2009; V. Vivier & Aupiais, 2007): 

𝐼1/2(𝑥𝑎 + 1, 𝑦
𝑎
+ 1) = (

1

2
)

𝑥𝑎+𝑦𝑎+1

∑ 𝐶
𝑖

𝑥𝑎+𝑦𝑎

𝑥𝑎

𝑖=0

 

Where 𝐶𝑖
𝑥𝑎+𝑏

is the binomial coefficient: 

𝐶𝑖
𝑥𝑎+𝑏

=
(𝑥𝑎 + 𝑦𝑎)!

𝑖! (𝑥𝑎 + 𝑦𝑎 − 𝑖)!
 

There are methods for inverting the incomplete beta function cumulative distribution function of the beta 

distribution.(Temme, 1992). In order to obtain the decision threshold, mathematical software also makes it 

possible to invert this function which is frequently found in the statistical literature.,  

Approximations of the beta incomplète regularized function do exist (Abramowitz & Stegun, 1965) : 

𝐼𝑥(𝑎 + 1, 𝑏 + 1) = Φ

[
 
 
 

3
(𝑏𝑥)

1
3 (1 −

1
9𝑏

) − (𝑎(1 − 𝑥))
1
3(1 −

1
9𝑎

)

√(𝑎(1 − 𝑥))2/3

𝑎
+

(𝑏𝑥)2/3

𝑏 ]
 
 
 

+ 𝑂(
1

min(𝑎, 𝑏)
) 

(11) 

Note that this approximation is considered valid at 0.5% for values of a and b such that a+b>6.   

6.3.2. Marginal likelihood, binomial expansion and credibility intervals 
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(10) then marginalize in relation to 𝜆.  

 𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑥𝑎 , 𝑦𝑎) = ∫ 𝑝(Γ,Β)(𝜆, 𝜇 = 𝜆 + 𝜃|𝑥𝑎 , 𝑦𝑎)𝑑𝜆
∞

0

=
1

Γ(𝑥𝑎 + 1)Γ(𝑦𝑎 + 1)
∫ (𝜆 + 𝜃)𝑥𝑎𝑒−(2𝜆+𝜃)𝜆𝑦𝑎

∞

0

𝑑𝜆   

If we restrict ourselves to   𝑥𝑎  ∈ ℕ et 𝑏 ∈ ℕ, Γ(𝑥𝑎 + 1) = (𝑥𝑎)! et Γ(𝑦𝑎 + 1) = (𝑦𝑎)! 

We get : 

 𝑝Θ(𝜃| 𝑥𝑎 , 𝑦𝑎) =
1

(𝑥𝑎)! (𝑦𝑎)!
∫ (𝜆 + 𝜃)𝑥𝑎𝑒−(2𝜆+𝜃)𝜆𝑦𝑎

∞

0

𝑑𝜆   

But  

(𝜆 + 𝜃)𝑥𝑎 = ∑𝐶𝑔
𝑖

𝑥𝑎

𝑖=0

𝜃𝑖𝜆𝑔−𝑖 

Where 𝐶𝑖
𝑔

 is the binomial.coefficient  

Therefore : 

 𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑥𝑎 , 𝑦𝑎) =
1

(𝑥𝑎)! (𝑦𝑎)!
∫ ∑

𝑥𝑎!

𝑖! (𝑥𝑎 − 𝑖)!

𝑥𝑎

𝑖=0

𝜃𝑖𝜆𝑥𝑎+𝑦𝑎−𝑖𝑒−(2𝜆+𝜃)
∞

0

𝑑𝜆 

=
1

𝑦𝑎!
∑

𝜃𝑖𝑒−𝜃

𝑖! (𝑥𝑎 − 𝑖)!

𝑥𝑎

𝑖=0

∫ 𝜆𝑥𝑎+𝑦𝑎−𝑖𝑒−(2𝜆)
∞

0

𝑑𝜆 
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Knowing that ∫ 𝑥𝜈𝑒−𝜇𝑥𝑑𝑥 =
Γ(𝜈)

𝜇𝜈

∞

0
, we get for  𝜃 > 0 

 𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑥𝑎, 𝑦𝑎) =
1

𝑦𝑎!
∑

𝜃𝑖𝑒−𝜃

𝑖! (𝑥𝑎 − 𝑖)!

𝑥𝑎

𝑖=0

(𝑥𝑎 + 𝑦𝑎 − 𝑖)!

2𝑥𝑎+𝑦𝑎−𝑖+1
 

(12) 

We can recognize the product of two terms in this sum. One 
𝜃𝑖𝑒−𝜃

𝑖!!
, is a Poisson distribution. The other is a negative 

binomial distribution 
(𝑥𝑎+𝑦𝑎−𝑖)!

𝑦𝑎! 2𝑥𝑎+𝑦𝑎−𝑖+1  

In other words : 

𝑝𝛩(𝜃|𝑥𝑎 , 𝑦𝑎) = ∑𝑝𝑆(𝑖|𝜃)𝑝𝑉(𝑥𝑎 − 𝑖|𝑦𝑎)

𝑥𝑎

𝑖=0

 

where : 

𝑝𝑆(𝑖|𝜃) =
𝜃𝑖𝑒−𝜃

𝑖!
 

Is a term from a Poisson lawAnd 

𝑝𝑉(𝑥𝑎 − 𝑖|𝑦𝑎) =
(𝑥𝑎 + 𝑦

𝑎
− 𝑖)!

𝑦𝑎!
 

Is a term from a negative binomial law of parameters(𝑦𝑎 ,
1

2
) 

This is the convolution of a Poisson distribution and a negative binomial distribution. We find again the 

frequentist expression of the paragraph 6.2.2 taking into account the effect of the chosen priors (which results 

in the transposition of 𝑥 to 𝑥𝑎 and 𝑦 to 𝑦𝑎). The influence of the priors will only be important for low count 

values. 

We can see that the two methods recommended for getting rid of nuisance parameters (use of conditional 

likelihood in the frequentist case and marginal likelihood in the Bayesian case) lead to similar results (within the 

influence of priors). 

6.3.3. Confidence intervals and detection limits 

To obtain the detection limit, it would therefore be necessary, knowing the decision threshold 𝑥𝑎𝑐, we must 

find 𝜃𝑑 such that : 

𝛽𝑐 =
1

(𝑦𝑎)!
∑

1

𝑖! (𝑥𝑎𝑐 − 𝑖)!

𝑥𝑎𝑐

𝑖=0

(𝑥𝑎𝑐 + 𝑦𝑎 − 𝑖)!

2𝑥𝑎𝑐+𝑦𝑎−𝑖+1
∫ 𝜃𝑖𝑒−𝜃𝑑𝜃

∞

𝜃𝑑

 

It should be noted that the integral is an incomplete gamma function (Gradshteyn et al., 2000) : 
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∫ 𝜃𝑖𝑒−𝜃𝑑𝜃
∞

𝜃𝑑

= Γ(𝑖, 𝜃𝑑) = (𝑖)! 𝑒−𝜃𝑑 ∑
𝜃𝑑

𝑗

𝑗!

𝑖

𝑗=0

 

And so, 

𝛽𝑐 =
1

(𝑦𝑎)!
∑

1

𝑖! (𝑥𝑎 − 𝑖)!

𝑥𝑎𝑐

𝑖=0

(𝑥𝑎𝑐 + 𝑦𝑎 − 𝑖)!

2𝑥𝑎𝑐+𝑦𝑎−𝑖+1
(𝑖)! 𝑒−𝜃𝑑 ∑

𝜃𝑑
𝑗

𝑗!

𝑖

𝑗=0

= 𝑒−𝜃𝑑 ∑
(𝑥𝑎𝑐 + 𝑦𝑎 − 𝑖)!

(𝑦𝑎)! (𝑥𝑎𝑐 − 𝑖)!

𝑥𝑎𝑐

𝑖=0

1

2𝑥𝑎𝑐+𝑦𝑎−𝑖+1
∑

𝜃𝑑
𝑗

𝑗!

𝑖

𝑗=0

 

Knowing the decision threshold𝑥𝑎𝐶, the detection limit  𝜃𝑑  must verify : 

𝛽𝑐 = 𝑒−𝜃𝑑 ∑
(𝑥𝑎𝑐  + 𝑦𝑎 − 𝑖)!

(𝑦𝑎)! (𝑦𝑎 + 𝑥𝑎𝑐 − 𝑖)!

𝑦𝑎+𝑘−𝑎

𝑖=0

1

2𝑔𝑐,+𝑦𝑎−𝑖+1
∑

𝜃𝑑
𝑗

𝑗!

𝑖

𝑗=0

 

This formula could be evaluated numerically in particular for small values of𝑦𝑎. 

As we saw previously, the detection limit is nothing other than the upper limit of the confidence interval for a 

measurement equal to the decision threshold. To obtain the limits of a confidence interval, it is therefore more 

generally sufficient to set 𝛼 and 𝛽 as lower and upper confidence indexes of the confidence interval. It is then 

necessary to find 𝜃− et  𝜃+, such that for measurements 𝑦 of the reference and 𝑧 + 𝑦 of the sample we obtain 

𝛼 = ∑
(2𝑦𝑎 + 𝑘 − 𝑖)!

(𝑦𝑎)! (𝑦𝑎 + 𝑘 − 𝑖)!

𝑦𝑎+𝑘−𝑎

𝑖=0

1

22𝑦𝑎+𝑘−𝑖+1
∫ 𝜃𝑖𝑒−𝜃𝑑𝜃

𝜃−

0

 

And  

𝛽 = ∑
(2𝑦𝑎 + 𝑘 − 𝑖)!

(𝑦𝑎)! (𝑦𝑎 + 𝑘 − 𝑖)!

𝑏+𝑘−𝑎

𝑖=0

1

22𝑦𝑎+𝑘−𝑖+1
∫ 𝜃𝑖𝑒−𝜃𝑑𝜃

∞

𝜃+

 

 

6.4. Synthesis 

For low-level metrology with Poisson laws, it is possible to determine a decision threshold from the frequentist 

point of view and from the Bayesian point of view and then to note their compatibility. Furthermore, we can 

prove using Neyman Pearson's lemma that this common threshold is the best possible. Likewise, the two 

approaches (conditional and marginal) lead to very similar results for the elimination of the nuisance 

parameter and the determination of the likelihood of the desired signal. In all these cases, only measurements 

with very low counting rates would lead to significant differences in results. It was not possible to define a 

simple expression detection limit even if it would be possible to determine it numerically. 

We can now focus on the transition to the limit of Poisson's laws for large counting values. This will allow us to 

determine more explicit formulas which will apply for example to the case of measuring radioactivity.NOTE : 

It is also possible to determine the distribution of θ based on the measurements 𝑥𝑎, 𝑦𝑎: 

 𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑥𝑎 , 𝑦𝑎) =
1

Γ(𝑥𝑎 + 1)Γ(𝑦𝑎 + 1)
∬𝜆𝑥𝑎𝑒−𝜆𝜇𝑦𝑎𝑒−𝜇𝛿(𝜃 + 𝜇 − 𝜆)𝑑𝜇𝑑𝜆 
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It is then possible to express this probability distribution as hypergeometric functions (see Annexe 3). 

7. HETEROSCEDASTIC GAUSSIANS AS A POISSON LAW 

LIMIT 

7.1. Current method 

7.1.1. Decision thresholds and detection limits - the classic Currie approach 

The current method is frequentist in its essence and was first developed by Currie (Currie, 1968). The standard 

in force for measuring radioactivity has colored this approach with considerations that are supposed to be 

Bayesian. (ISO, 2010a) drawing inspiration from the work of Weise (Weise, 1998; Weise et al., 2006, 2013). We 

will see what it is in a later paragraph..  

 In the case of radioactivity measurement, we naturally consider that the desired signal will behave according 

to Poisson's law. This has an intrinsic uncertainty (its variance is non-zero) 

We thus get : 

𝑝𝑆(𝑧|𝜃) =
𝜃𝑧

𝑧!
𝑒−𝜃 

For large enough 𝜃, one can use the approximation (Barlow, 1993; Riley et al., 2006): 

𝑝𝑆(𝑧|𝜃)~
𝑒−(

(𝑧−𝜃)2

2𝜃
)

√2𝜋𝜃
 

A Poisson distribution for large parameter values θ behaves like a Gaussian with mean and variance θ.  

If the baseline also follows a Poisson distribution with a parameter 𝜆 much larger than 1, we can approximate a 

Gaussian law: 

𝑝𝐵(𝑦|𝜆) =
𝑒

−(
(𝑦−𝜆)2

2λ
)

√2𝜋𝜆
 

Setting : 

𝜎𝐵
2 =  𝜆 

It is then possible to determine the distribution of the sample as a convolution product: 

𝑝𝐺(𝑥|𝜇) = (𝑝𝐵′ ⊕ 𝑝𝑆)(𝑥|𝜇) 

We can determine the convolution of two Gaussians (Bromiley, 2003) which will itself be a Gaussian: 

𝑝𝐺(𝑥|μ)~
𝑒

−(
(𝑥−μ)2

2(𝜆+𝜃)
)

√2𝜋(𝜆 + 𝜃)
 

Where the variance of the sample is the addition of the signal and the reference variances  
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𝜎𝐺
2 = 𝜆 + 𝜃 

⇒ 𝜎𝐺 = √𝜆 + 𝜃 

To obtain the net distribution, we must subtract the noise included in the sample. In terms of distributions as 

we indicated in the introduction, this corresponds to making a cross-correlation of the distributions, which is 

itself a Gaussian: 

𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃)~
𝑒

−(
(𝑧−𝜃)2

2𝜎𝑁
2 )

√2𝜋𝜎𝑁

 

(13) 

Where 𝜎𝑁
2 = 𝜎𝐵

2 + 𝜎𝐺
2 = 𝜎𝐵

2 + 𝜎𝐵
2 + 𝜃 = 2𝜆 + 𝜃 

Indeed, in a difference as in a sum of random variables, the resulting variance is the sum of the variances. 

We seek to determine the result of a hypothesis test with the null hypothesis[θ = 0]. It therefore seemed quite 

natural to consider that (Currie, 1968, 2008) : 

𝜎𝑁(𝜃 = 0) = √2𝜆 + 0 = √2𝜆 

Then estimate𝜆  by replacing it with the measured value of the reference (𝑦, which is the maximum likelihood 

estimator of the Poisson distribution for the reference). In fact, although this is not always explained in the 

scientific literature, the different authors find themselves confronted with the problem of an unknown 

nuisance parameter and assume it to be perfectly known as a solution to the problem (Currie, 1968; Lista, 

2016). This is a profile likelihood process (Sprott, 2008) We then fall back on the homoskedastic hypothesis test 

(equations (5) et (6)) . The formula for the decision threshold is therefore exactly the same as for the 

homoscedastic case.: 

𝑧𝑐 = 𝜎𝑁Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) = √2𝜎𝐵Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) = √2yΦ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) 

(14) 

with Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) = 𝑘1−𝛼 

𝑧𝑐 = 𝜎𝑁Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) = √2𝜎𝐵Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) = √2y𝑘1−𝛼 

(15) 

While the detection limit is determined by the equation: 

𝛽𝑐 = ∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃𝑑)𝑑𝑧 =
1

√2𝜋𝜎𝑁

∫ 𝑒
−

(𝑧−𝜃𝑑)2

2𝜎𝑁
2

𝑑𝑧
𝑧𝑐

−∞

= 1 − Φ(
𝜃𝑑 − 𝑧𝑐

𝜎𝑁
)

𝑧𝑐

−∞

 

Which leads to the equation: 

Φ−1(1 − 𝛽𝑐) =
𝜃𝑑 − 𝑧𝑐

𝜎𝑁
 

As we have seen, 𝜎𝑁 is a function of 𝜃: 
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Φ−1(1 − 𝛽𝑐) =
𝜃𝑑 − 𝑧𝑐

√2𝑘1−𝛼𝜎𝐵
2 + 𝜃𝑑

=
𝜃𝑑 − 𝑧𝑐

√𝑧𝑐 + 𝜃𝑑

 

(Φ−1(1 − 𝛽𝑐))
2 =

(𝜃𝑑 − 𝑧𝑐)
2

𝑧𝑐 + 𝜃𝑑
 

If, as is customary, we take  𝛽𝑐 = 𝛼𝑐  

𝜃𝑑 = 2𝑧𝑐 + (𝑘1−𝛼)2 

(16) 

In Currie's approach, these are the formulas we obtain for the decision threshold and detection limit (Currie, 

1999b, 2008; Strom & MacLellan, 2001). However, the Gaussian approximation for a Poisson distribution is only 

valid for large θ (Barlow, 1993; Riley et al., 2006).  It is therefore not possible to use it for𝜃 ≈ 0 ! CYet this is 

what is done in the classic Currie approach. Let us repeat that this also assumes perfect knowledge of the 

reference (𝜆), which is in reality very rarely the case. 

We also clearly see the conceptual problem; the hypothesis test will in no way depend on the variance of the 

signal. Whether or not the signal is tainted by significant “noise”, the hypothesis test remains the same. In the 

limit considering zero dispersion for 𝜃 = 0 and infinite  𝜃 > 0, the hypothesis test would remain the same, 

while under such conditions it is clear that it would be impossible to differentiate a signal from the baseline. 

Several other points remain problematic in the classic approach. They will be addressed in the following 

paragraphs and we will see how the conditional or marginal likelihood approach provides solutions. 

What is done in the standards and reference texts (FDA, 2004; IAEA, 2017) is to consider that the parameter 

𝜃 = 𝜇 − 𝜆 will be expressed as a function  𝑧 = 𝑥 − 𝑦 without further formal derivation ((FDA, 2004; IAEA, 

2017; ISO, 2010a) and to assume that the Gaussian approximation of the Poisson law is valid. We therefore 

obtain the probability density of 𝑧 in the form of the equation (13) : 

𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃)~
𝑒

−(
(𝑧−𝜃)2

2𝜎𝑁
2 )

√2𝜋𝜎𝑁

=
𝑒

−(
(𝑧−𝜃)2

2(𝜆+𝜇)
)

√2𝜋(𝜆 + 𝜇)
 

 

The variance is in fact assumed to be proportional to the count values: 

𝜎𝑁
2 = 𝜆 + 𝜇~𝑥 + 𝑦 

Which gives, in a Gaussian approximation, confidence intervals for θ of the type: 

[𝑧 ± 𝑘𝜎𝑁] = [(𝑥 − 𝑦) ± 𝑘(√𝑥 + 𝑦)] 

where 𝑘 is the coverage factor. 

As indicated previously, we assume that 𝜆 is known and can be approximated by 𝑦 to  get rid of the nuisance 

parameter. Furthermore, we assume that we can also approximate 𝜇~𝑥. Note the inconsistency between the 

confidence interval where a measurement of 𝑧 = 𝑥 − 𝑦 will lead to the possibility of having a confidence 
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interval containing 0 if 𝑧 < 𝑘√𝑥 + 𝑦 and the decision threshold of the previous paragraph which will reject this 

possibility if  𝑧 > 𝑘√2𝑦. This inconsistency is also that of assuming that𝜆~𝑦 because 𝜆 ≫ 1 but not that 𝜇 =

𝜆 + 𝜃~𝑥 + 𝑦. 

7.1.2. Bayesian approach in metrology 

Some authors conclude that Bayesian statistics encounter too many difficulties to be used in metrology 

((Willink, 2010a, 2010b, 2013). The criticisms relate in particular to the fact that the statistical performances 

are not adequate. As these statistical performances are often frequentist concepts, this type of discussion 

tends to focus on epistemological principles without it being easy to decide (Bergamaschi et al., 2013; Mana & 

Palmisano, 2014) 

When we consider a parameter which by nature is strictly positive (such as mass or activity), almost unanimous 

usage dictates that we use a positive support prior.. That is to say, if 𝜃 is the parameter of the desired signal, 

the prior 𝜋(𝜃) will be defined so that𝜋(𝜃) = 0  if  𝜃 < 0. Usually, we use a prior that we will call Heavyside 

prior defined byr 

𝜋(𝜃) = 0 𝑠𝑖 𝜃 < 0 

𝜋(𝜃) = 𝐶 𝑠𝑖 𝜃 ≥ 0 

(17) 

where 𝐶  is a positive constant. This is the case of the overwhelming majority of publications and standards 

that use Bayesian methodologies in the field of metrology. (Analytical Method Committee, The Royal Society of 

Chemistry, 2010; Analytical Methods Committee, The Royal Society of Chemistry, 2008; Bergamaschi et al., 

2013; Bochud et al., 2007; Heisel et al., 2009; IAEA, 2017; Kirkpatrick et al., 2013, 2015; Korun et al., 2014, 

2016; Laedermann et al., 2005; Lira, 2009; Michel, 2016; Miller et al., 2002; Nosek & Nosková, 2016; Rivals et 

al., 2012; A. Vivier et al., 2009; Weise et al., 2006; Zähringer & Kirchner, 2008). Some authors have identified 

difficulties with this prior but attributing these to Bayesian methodology in general. (Willink, 2010b, 2010c, 

2013). 

This amounts in our formulation presented in paragraph 4.2, to consider that the variable θ must be positive 

because the desired signal must be positive. Let us insist on the fact that we are taking our desires for realities.. 

What we want to achieve is the true value, but what we have access to through measurement is an inference 

on the parameter of the variable𝛀 = 𝚪 − 𝚽, the difference between  𝜇 and 𝜆.  

An attempt has nevertheless been made to introduce Bayesian concepts into the definition of characteristic 

limits (decision thresholds and detection limits): The measurement of ionizing radiation. 

 

7.1.3. Pseudo Bayesian approach of the ISO 11929 standard 

In the field of radioactivity measurement, the ISO 11929 standard is the reference (ISO, 2010a). It uses the 

principle of maximum entropy (Jaynes, 2003; Weise et al., 2006) to establish that the probability density is 

expressed as follows (annex F of (ISO, 2010a)): 
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 𝑝Ω(𝜃|𝑦) = 𝐶𝜋(𝜃)𝑒
−

(𝜃−𝑦)2

2𝑢𝜃
2(θ) 

Where 𝜋(𝜃) is the Heavyside prior : 𝜋(𝜃) = 0 𝑖𝑓 𝜃 ∈] − ∞, 0] 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝜋(𝜃) = 1 𝑖𝑓 𝜃 ∈ [0,+∞]. 𝐶 is a 

normalization constant and 𝑢𝜃(𝜃) is the uncertainty for the variable 𝜃. 

The principle of maximum entropy determines the type of distribution in the least arbitrary way possible, 

taking into account all constraints. It actually states that the least arbitrary distribution possible on [−∞,+∞] 

given a mean and a standard error is a gaussian distribution. On the other hand, on [0, +∞], it is possible to 

show that the distributions are truncated Gaussian distributions (Dowson & Wragg, 1973). Since the standard 

deviation is not known since it depends on θand λ, the authors are forced to assume that 𝑢𝜃(𝜃) ~𝑢𝑦(𝑦) where 

𝑢𝑦(𝑦) is the uncertainty of the variable 𝑦. By normalizing the probability density, we obtain : 

 𝑝Δ(𝜃|𝑦) =
𝑒

−
(𝜃−𝑦)2

2u𝑦
2(𝑦).

√2𝜋 𝑢𝑦(𝑦) Φ(
𝑦

𝑢𝑦(𝑦) 
)

 avec 𝜃 ∈ [0,+∞] 

This probability density is used to determine an estimator and a credibility interval. Regarding the estimator 

(𝜃 = �̂� in ISO notations) : 

𝜃 = ∫ 𝜃
𝑒

−
(𝜃−𝑦)2

2u𝑦
2(𝑦).

√2𝜋 𝑢𝑦(𝑦) Φ(
𝑦

𝑢𝑦(𝑦) 
)

 𝑑𝜃
+∞

0

= 𝑦 +
𝑢𝑦(𝑦) 

√2𝜋

𝑒
−

(𝑦)2

2u𝑦
2(𝑦).

Φ(
𝑦

√𝑢𝑦(𝑦) 
)
 

The authors of the standard also calculate a credibility interval [𝜃⊲, 𝜃⊳].  

 𝑝Δ(𝜃 < 𝜃⊲|𝑦) = ∫
𝑒

−
(𝜃−𝑦)2

2u𝑦
2(𝑦).

√2𝜋𝑢(𝑦)Φ(
𝑦

𝑢(𝑦)
)
𝑑𝜃

𝜃⊲

0

= 𝛼/2 

Φ(
𝜃⊲ − 𝑦

𝑢(𝑦)
) =  Φ(

𝑦

𝑢(𝑦)
) (1 −

𝛼

2
) 

𝜃⊲ = 𝑦 − 𝑢(𝑦)Φ−1(Φ(
𝑦

𝑢(𝑦)
) (1 −

𝛼

2
)) 

And   

𝜃⊳ = 𝑦 + 𝑢(𝑦) Φ−1(1 − Φ(
𝑦

𝑢(𝑦)
)
𝛼

2
) 

This interval only contains positive terms because, due to the chosen prior, we must have𝜃⊲ > 0 ∀𝑦. The case 

of credibility intervals for 𝑦 < 0 is evacuated by specifying that this interval must only be calculated for a 

measurement greater than the decision threshold. 

In the ISO 11929 standard, the decision threshold is calculated using a frequentist mode. And for a good reason 

! Indeed, the choice of the Heavyside prior, by definition prohibits the possibility that the parameter is not 

greater than zero and therefore that the credibility interval contains 0. The value 𝜃 = 0 having a null Lebesgues 
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measure, no integral equation will be able to tell us that this is possible unless we use not functions but 

distributions in the sense of Schwarz (Dirac delta function). This is verified in the calculation we have just 

performed. If we assume that 𝜃 > 0 , we cannot show that 𝜃 = 0 has a non-zero probability.  Faced with this 

impasse, the only solution was to use a frequentist method. 

By applying the inverse Bayes' theorem: 

𝑝𝐺−𝐵(𝑦|𝜃) =
𝑒

−
(𝜃−𝑦)2

2𝑢𝜃
2(θ)

√2𝜋𝑢(𝑦)
 

(ISO, 2010a) 

From there, it is possible to calculate the decision threshold as𝛼𝑐 = 𝑝𝑁(𝑦 > 𝑦𝑐|𝜃 = 0) = ∫ 𝑝𝑁(𝑦|0)𝑑𝑦
∞

𝑦𝑐
=

∫
1

√2𝜋𝑢(𝑦)
𝑒

−
(0−𝑦)2

2𝑢𝜃
2(0)𝑑𝑦 = 1 − Φ(

𝑦𝑐

𝑢(𝜃=0)
)

∞

𝑦𝑐
𝜃 = 0 𝑦𝑐 = 𝑢(𝜃 = 0) Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) = √2𝑦 Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) 

As we have seen, this is the application of the frequentist method. 

This is not reprehensible in itself and it is inevitable due to the Heavyside prior, but one might wonder the 

benefit of using a Bayesian formalism to ultimately use frequentist methods. Note that this amounts to making 

the Currie approximation which leads to the equation (14).  

This underestimates the decision threshold and does not give good statistical performances as we will see in 

numerical experiments. 

The detection limit is also determined in a frequentist manner with the same approximation used by Currie. 

We can therefore list the errors or problems as follows: 

: 

•  By using the principle of maximum entropy, the standard is limited to the use of truncated Gaussian 

distributions and only those. 

• Furthermore, the probability distribution of maximum entropy is only Gaussian (truncated or not) if the 

variance and the mean are known 

• • It was therefore necessary to assume the known variance, which implies estimating the nuisance 

parameter (replacing the nuisance parameter with an estimate) 

• The prior used is a Heavyside prior which implies that the desired parameter 𝜃 > 0. This prior excludes 

the possibility of using  Bayesian methods to determine decision threshold and detection limit. 

• The characteristic limits determined are in fact determined by the Currie method. We will see later 

what are their statistical performances. 

7.2. Proposed approach using marginal and conditionnal likelihood 

We have already seen that in an estimation interval approach, it is not necessary to calculate the decision 

threshold since the simple view of the confidence or credibility interval is enough to know the significant 

nature or not of the measurement. . 
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For comparison with the classical method, we will nevertheless calculate the characteristic limits. 

The decision threshold is the smallest measure from which the confidence or credibility interval will include the 

value zero. As we saw in the paragraph 4.3.1, we want to get a  𝑧𝑐such that for a given confidence index 𝛼𝑐, the 

credibility interval of the net signal barely includes zero: 

𝛼𝑐 = ∫  𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑧𝑐)𝑑𝜃
0

−∞

 

7.2.1. Convolution of a Poisson distribution and a negative binomial distribution 

We have seen in the case of Poisson distributions that the conditional and marginal likelihoods are 

convolutions of a negative binomial distribution and a Poisson distribution (Delaporte’s law). This convolution 

has no simple expression. However, the negative binomial distribution converges quite quickly to the normal 

distribution. This is due to the fact that the negative binomial law 𝑁𝐵(𝑦, 𝑝) for 𝑝 = 1/2 can be seen as a sum 

of geometric laws, which, through the central limit theorem, ensures rapid convergence towards a Gaussian 

distribution(S. Bagui & Mehra, 2019, 2019). (JOHNSON et al., s. d.) gives as a benchmark a value of 

approximately 𝑦~10. 

𝑝𝑐(𝑦; 𝑦) =
(𝑦 + 𝑦′)!

𝑦! 𝑦′!
(
1

2
)𝑦+𝑦′+1~

𝑒
−

(𝑦′−𝑦)2

4𝑦

√2𝜋2𝑦
 

The convolution product of a negative binomial distribution and a Poisson distribution can then be considered 

as the convolution product of a Gaussian distribution with mean  𝑦 and variance 2𝑦  with a Poisson distribution 

𝑆. 

𝑝𝑆(𝑢) =
𝜃𝑢

𝑢!
𝑒−θ 

A Poisson distribution with parameter θ can be approximated by a Gaussian with mean θ and variance θ 

(Barlow, 1993) only if   𝜃 is large: 

𝜃𝑧

𝑧!
𝑒−θ~

𝑒−
(𝑧−𝜃)2

2θ

√2𝜋𝜃
  

for 𝜃 ≫ 1 

 Here, nothing allows us to say that θ is large. Quite the contrary! 

On the other hand, if a Gaussian distribution has a sufficiently large variance, we can consider that it can be 

equivalent to a Poisson distribution. (Figure 6) 

Indeed if   𝑦 ≫ 1: 

𝑝𝑐(𝑦; 𝑦)~
𝑒

−
(𝑦′−𝑦)2

4𝑦

√2𝜋2𝑦
=

𝑒
−

((𝑦′+𝑦)−2𝑦)2

4𝑦

√2𝜋2𝑦
~

(2𝑦)𝑦+𝑦′𝑒−2𝑦

(𝑦 + 𝑦′)!
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We will therefore consider that the Gaussian 𝑝𝑐 is the limit of a Poisson distribution of parameter2𝑦, for a large 

𝑦. 

 

Figure 6 - Approximation of a Poisson law by a Gaussian for parameter values 2, 20 and 100 

Rather than considering that a Poisson distribution of the signal, poorly measured and of low parameter, can 

be approximated by a Gaussian distribution, it is more appropriate to consider the Gaussian distribution as the 

limit of a Poisson distribution. From then on, it becomes easier to make the convolution product of this 

Gaussian with a Poisson distribution. The convolution of two Poisson laws is itself a Poisson law, with 

parameter the sum of the parameters (Papoulis, 2002). We therefore obtain the following expression for the 

conditional likelihood: 

𝑝𝑆+𝑉(𝑧|𝜃)~
(𝜃 + 2𝑦)𝑧+2𝑦

(𝑧 + 2𝑦)!
𝑒−𝜃−2𝑦, 𝑠𝑖 𝑦 ≫ 1 

(18) 

This is consistent with a result of (Kruglov, 2012) which characterizes the convolution of a Poisson distribution 

and a Gaussian as having the characteristic function of a left-shifted Poisson distribution . In a similar way 

(Koudou & Pommeret, 2002) showed the stability of the Poisson-Gauss family by convolution. 

If we use Bayes' theorem with a conjugate prior (Gelman et al., 2013) 𝜋(𝜃 + 2𝑦) = (𝜃 + 2𝑦)𝑢−1𝑒−𝑣(𝜃+2𝑦), we 

then obtain the marginal likelihood of 𝜃 + 2𝑦 (pour 𝑣 = 0): 

𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑧, 𝑦) =
(𝜃 + 2𝑦)𝑧+2𝑦+𝑢−1

(𝑧 + 2𝑦 + 𝑢 − 1)!
𝑒−𝜃−2𝑦 

(19) 

Which is a gamma law of parameters 1 and 𝑧 + 2𝑦 + 𝑢 − 1 for the variable 𝜃 + 2y. 

And the decision threshold 𝑧𝑐 is determined analogously to the equation (5): 

𝛼 = ∫
(𝜃 + 2𝑦)𝑧𝑐+2y+𝑢−1

(𝑧𝑐 + 2y + 𝑢 − 1)!
𝑒−𝜃−2y𝑑𝜃

0

−2y

 

Note that the lower bound is−2𝑦 and not −∞ because by construction the variable of a gamma law must be 

positive. 
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setting 𝜗 = 𝜃 + 2𝑦, we get   

𝛼 = ∫
(𝜗)𝑧𝑐+2y+𝛼−1

(𝑧𝑐 + 2𝑦 + 𝑢 − 1)!
𝑒−ϑ𝑑𝜗

2y

0

 

Which can be expressed as a regularized incomplete gamma function: 

𝛼 =
∫ (𝜇)𝑧𝑐+2y+𝛼−1𝑒−𝜇𝑑𝜇

2𝜎2

0

Γ( 𝑧𝑐 + 2y + 𝑢 − 1)
=

𝛾(𝑧𝑐 + 2y + 𝛼 − 1, 2𝜎2)

Γ( 𝑧𝑐 + 2y + 𝑢 − 1)
= 𝑃(𝑧𝑐 + 2y + 𝛼 − 1,2𝜎2) 

Likewise, the detection limit𝜃𝑑 will be determined by the equation : 

𝛽 = ∫
(𝜃 + 2y)𝑧𝑐+2𝑦+𝛼−1

(𝑧𝑐 + 2y + 𝑢 − 1)!
𝑒−𝜃−2y𝑑𝜃

∞

𝜃𝑑

= ∫
(𝜇)𝑧𝑐+2y

(𝑧𝑐 + 2y + 𝑢 − 1)!
𝑒−𝜇𝑑𝜇

∞

𝜇𝑑−2y

=
Γ(𝑧𝑐 + 2y + 𝛼 − 1, 𝜇𝑑 − 2y)

Γ( 𝑧𝑐 + 2y + 𝑢 − 1)

= 1 − 𝑃(𝑧𝑐 + 2y + 𝑢 − 1, 𝜇𝑑 − 2y) 

From a frequentist point of view, we can from (18) determine a confidence interval in the form (Johnson et al., 

1994) : 

𝐹−1 (
𝛼

2
; 𝑧 + 2𝑦, 1) < 𝜃 + 2y < 𝐹−1 (1 −

𝛼

2
; 𝑧 + 2y + 1,1) 

𝐹−1 (
𝛼

2
; 𝑧 + 2y, 1) − 2y < 𝜃 < 𝐹−1 (1 −

𝛼

2
; 𝑧 + 2y + 1,1) − 2y 

where 𝐹−1 is the inverse cumulative distribution function of the gamma distribution. Which gives the Bayesian 

result up to the factor 𝛼 − 1. In particular, there is a coincidence between Bayesian and frequentist results 

for 𝛼 = 1  (uniform prior) as expected. This result would make it possible to obtain more precise estimation 

intervals than by considering the Gaussian approximation of the Poisson distribution. 

7.3. Asymptotic behavior 

7.3.1. Frequentist asymptotic behavior 

From what we have just seen, knowing that𝑧 = 𝑥 − 𝑦, from the frequentist point of view we have for the 

equation (18): 

𝑝𝑆+𝑉(𝑥, 𝑦|𝜃)~
(𝜃 + 2𝑦)𝑥+𝑦

(𝑥 + 𝑦)!
𝑒−𝜃+2𝑦~

𝑒
−(

1
2
(𝜃+2y−(𝑥−𝑦)−2y)2

(x+y)
)

√2𝜋(𝑥 + y)
=

𝑒
−(

1
2
(𝜃−(x−y))2

(𝑥+y)
)

√2𝜋(𝑥 + y)
, 𝑠𝑖 𝑦 ≫ 1 

(20) 

While from a Bayesian point of view, the equation (19) becomes 

𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑧, 𝑦) =
(𝜃 + 2𝑦)𝑥+𝑦+𝛼−1

(𝑥 + 𝑦 + 𝛼 − 1)!
𝑒−𝜃−2𝑦 

Which is a shape parameter gamma lawx + y + 𝛼 − 1 and scale parameter 1. When2𝑦 ≫ 1, this distribution 

tends towards a Gaussian (Johnson et al., 1994)  with equal mean and variance: 
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pΘ(θ|x, y)~
𝑒

−(
1
2
(𝜃+2y−(𝑥−𝑦)−2y)2

(x+y)
)

√2𝜋(𝑥 + y)
~

𝑒
−(

1
2
(𝜃−(𝑥−𝑦))2

(𝑥+𝑦)
)

√2𝜋(𝑥 + y)
 

(21) 

7.3.2. Confidence intervals 

From equation  (20) we can identify a pivotal quantity 𝑡 =
𝜃−(𝑥−𝑦)

√(𝑥+y)
 which will have a Gaussian probability 

density with mean 0 and variance 1: 

𝑝(𝑡)~𝑒−
𝑡2

2  

Using the properties of this distribution, as in paragraph3.4, we can set a statistical risk 𝛾 such that there exists 

a real 𝑘 with the constraint : 

𝑃(−𝑘 ≤ 𝑡 ≤ 𝑘) = 𝛾 

By performing the calculation, we obtain𝑘 = Φ−1(𝛾) where  Φ−1 is the inverse of the distribution function of 

the standard Gaussian distribution (quantile function).𝑃 (−𝑘 ≤
𝜃−(𝑥−𝑦)

√(𝑥+y)
≤ 𝑘) = 𝛾 

𝑃 (−𝑘√(𝑥 + y) ≤ 𝜃 − (𝑥 − 𝑦) ≤ 𝑘√(𝑥 + y)) = 𝛾 

𝑃 ((𝑥 − 𝑦) − 𝑘√(𝑥 + y) ≤ 𝜃 ≤ (𝑥 − 𝑦) + 𝑘√(𝑥 + y)) = 𝛾 

For a reference measurement 𝑦 and a sample measurement  𝑥, we therefore obtain a confidence interval for 

𝜃 :[𝑧 − 𝑘√(𝑥 + y), 𝑧 + 𝑘√(𝑥 + y)] with coverage probability  𝛾 and 𝑧 = 𝑥 − 𝑦. 

If we compare with the expression recommended by the standards (ISO, 2010b), we see that it is precisely this 

type of confidence interval that is used for radioactivity measurements. The counting difference(𝑥 − 𝑦) is used 

as an estimator of 𝜃 and √(𝑥 + y) is used as the uncertainty of this diffErence. 

7.3.3. Decision threshold obtained from the confidence interval 

To determine the decision threshold, we need to determine what would be the smallest value of 𝑧 (or 

equivalently, 𝑥 because y is known) authorizing 𝜃 = 0 to belong to the confidence interval. 

This corresponds to the lower bound of the confidence interval being zero: 

𝑥𝑐 − y − 𝑘√(𝑥𝑐 + y) = 0 

thus : 

𝑧𝑐 = 𝑘√(𝑧𝑐 + 2y) 

(22) 

And so : 
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𝑧𝑐
2 = k1−𝛼𝑐

2(2y + 𝑧𝑐) 

with k1−𝛼𝑐
= Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐). 

The solution to this quadratic equation is : 

𝑧𝑐 =
k1−𝛼𝑐

2 + √k1−𝛼𝑐

4 + 8k𝛼
2𝑦

2
 

(23) 

We find the expression of equation (22) by different authors (Altshuler & Pasternack, 1963; Alvarez, 2007; 

Turner, 2007). These authors take heteroscedasticity into account in a somewhat ad hoc manner by postulating 

that the uncertainty of 𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃), the probability density of 𝑧, is 𝜎𝑁 = √2𝜎𝐵
2 + 𝑧 . They start from the 

expression 𝜎𝑁
2 = 2𝜎𝐵

2 + 𝜃  where  𝜎𝐵 is the uncertainty of the reference and do the only thing possible 

without knowing 𝜃 : approximate it by 𝑧 (the parameter of the  𝑧 distribution is replaced by the measurement 
𝑧). 

 

7.3.4. Decision threshold resulting from the conditional likelihood of Poisson laws 

We shave seen (equation (9) from paragraph 6.2that the decision threshold can be obtained from the 

conditional likelihood in the case of Poisson distributions in the form: 

𝐼1
2

(𝑥𝑐 + 1, 𝑦 + 1) = 𝛼𝑐 

Where  𝐼1/2(𝑥𝑐 + 1, 𝑦 + 1) is the regularized incomplete beta function, 𝑥𝑐 is the decision threshold for 𝑥 and 

𝛼𝑐 is the confidence index of the hypothesis test. Furthermore we saw that it was possible to obtain an 

approximation of the regularized incomplete beta function (equation (11)) 

Using this approximation, and using taylor expansions in
𝑧𝑐

𝑦
, we get : 

1 − 𝛼𝑐~Φ (
𝑧𝑐

√2𝑦
) 

thus : 

𝑧𝑐 = √2𝑦Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) 

We therefore find in this approximation for large values of x and y, equation (6) (homoscedastic) if  

(𝜎𝐺
2 + 𝜎𝐵

2)~2(𝜎𝐵
2) = 2𝑦. Cela correspond au seuil de décision de Currie (14) qui n’est donc qu’une 

approximation au premier ordre en 
𝑧𝑐

𝑦
  

If we continue the expansion to the next order we find: 



 

 

 Page : 45/79 

 

1 − 𝛼𝑐~Φ (
𝑧𝑐

√2𝑦 + 𝑧𝑐

) 

And : 

𝑧𝑐 = √2𝑦 + 𝑧𝑐Φ
−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) 

(24) 

We find the expression (22), knowing that 𝑧𝑐 = 𝑥𝑐 − 𝑦. 

We can note that the decision threshold thus determined indicates that the Currie-11929 decision threshold 

underestimates false positives and will therefore declare results that are not significant to be significant. In 

fact, this Currie decision threshold is lower than the one we determined and will therefore consider more 

measurements significant.. 

7.3.5. Detection limits 

We know that under present conditions: 

𝜃𝑑 = 2𝑧𝑐 = k1−𝛼𝑐

2 + √k1−𝛼𝑐

4 + 8k1−𝛼𝑐

2𝑦 

(25) 

Indeed, the confidence and credibility intervals of a Gaussian distribution used here are symmetrical. So an 

interval with zero lower bound, of  estimator𝑧 = 𝑧𝑐  will have an upper bound 2𝑧𝑐. 

 

7.3.6. Optimal Test 

The approach presented in the previous paragraph amounts to considering a Gaussian probability density with 

an expectation𝜆 and avariance 𝑦 as well as an alternative probability density of expectation 𝜇 and variance 𝑦 +

𝑧 as a first approximation. The Neyman-Pearson lemma (see annex 4) insures that the best test of the 

hypothesis 𝜆 = 𝜇  is the z-test of different variances (Moore et al., 2009). This test will give (22) ensuring that it 

is the best hypothesis test. This will therefore be valid to the extent that the second order approximation 

in,𝑧/𝜎 is valid.  

This ensures that the decision thresholds and detection limits previously determined by (23) and (25) are 

optimal. 

This also allows us to say that the best test to know whether we should reject a hypothesis of the type 𝜃 =

𝜃𝑜 will be the inclusion of 𝜃𝑜 in the confidence interval calculated from paragraph 7.3.2. No other test will 

perform better. Indeed, this confidence interval is based on the probability density 𝑝𝑊(𝑥|𝑦, 𝜃).. The best test 

to know if a result is significant is therefore to check that 0 is not included in the confidence interval. No other 

test can have better performance. In particular, normative decision thresholds will have worse statistical 

performances. 
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7.3.7. Bayesian asymptotic behavior 

For large 𝑘, the gamma functions 𝑓(𝜆|𝑘) =
𝜆𝑘

𝑘!
𝑒−𝜆 tend towards Gaussians of average 𝑘 and variance 𝑘 (S. C. 

Bagui & Mehra, 2016; Barlow, 1993). So for large 𝑥 and 𝑦 : 

𝑝Γ(𝜇|𝑥) =
𝜇𝑥𝑒−μ

𝑥!
~

1

√2𝜋(x)
𝑒

−
(𝜇−x)2

2(𝑥)  𝑒𝑡 𝑝Φ(𝜆|𝑦) =  
𝜆𝑦𝑒−𝜇

𝑦!
~

1

√2𝜋(𝑦)
𝑒

−
(𝜆−y)2

2(y)   

By calculating the cross correlation, we therefore obtain the formula: 

 𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑥, 𝑦) =
1

√2𝜋(𝑥 + 𝑦)
𝑒

−
(𝜃−𝑥+𝑦)2

2(𝑥+𝑦)  

Lemay had already observed that this formula was a very good approximation of 𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑥, 𝑦)  (Lemay, 2012, 

2015). 

Using equation (5) to determine the decision threshold, it is therefore necessary to find 𝑧𝑐with  𝑥 = 𝑦 + 𝑧𝑐 

such that  

𝑧𝑐 = √(2y + 𝑧𝑐)k𝛼𝑐
 

(26) 

If we note, as it is traditionally done: 

k𝛼𝑐
= Φ−1(1 − 𝛼𝑐) 

Then, 𝑧𝑐
2 = k𝛼𝑐

(2y + 𝑧𝑐). 

By solving the quadratic equation, we have: 

𝑧𝑐 =
k𝛼𝑐

2 + √k𝛼𝑐

4 + 8k𝛼𝑐

2𝑦

2
 

(27) 

This expression is equivalent to those of (Altshuler & Pasternack, 1963; Alvarez, 2007; Turner, 2007) with one 

essential difference already mentioned. The decision threshold here only depends on observation 𝑦 while, in 

the mentioned references, it depends on an unknown parameter value which is approximated by observations.  

The detection limit expression is given by : 

𝜃𝑑 =  𝑧𝑐 + √(2𝑦 + 𝑧𝑐)Φ
−1(1 − 𝛽𝑐) 

(28) 

If we chose 𝛽𝑐 = 𝛼𝑐 , we get : 
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𝜃𝑑 = k𝛼𝑐

2 + √k𝛼𝑐

4 + 8k1−𝛼𝑐

2𝑦 = 2 𝑧𝑐 

(29) 

While traditional approaches are forced to use formulas including unknown parameters that can only be 

estimated, this is not the case here.. We are therefore in the presence of exact formulas,for large 𝑦. 

It is now useful to see how these proposed characteristic limits differ from established limits (Currie-11929) 

from the point of view of the consequences but also of their statistical performance or in practice. 

 

7.4. Detection limit divergence 

Several authors have noted that, under certain conditions, the detection limit could diverge (Kirkpatrick et al., 

2013, 2015). 

It is common in usual metrological situations to assume that the desired parameter depends on the quantity 

measured up to a multiplicative calibration variable.Si, par exemple, des comptages sont effectués, le 

paramètre final recherché est l’activité 𝑎 qui va s’exprimer en fonction du nombre de coups net mesurés 𝑧 sous 

la forme : 

𝑎𝜈 = 𝑧 

where 𝜈 is a calibration coefficient. 

It is then possible to determine the detection limit in terms of activity and no longer counting. However, the 

uncertainty in the calibration coefficient must be taken into account. 

This is commonly done by adding to the uncertainty (Dietrich, 1991; Kirkpatrick et al., 2013) a term of the form 

𝜎𝜈
2𝑎2. Determination of the detection limit in terms of activity 𝑎𝑑 is then done in the form of the solution of 

the quadratic equation (following the Currie approach used to determine the equation (16)) : 

𝜃𝑑 = 𝑎𝑑𝜈 = 𝑧𝑐 + √(𝜎𝑜
2 + 𝑎𝑑𝜈 + 𝜎𝜈

2𝑎𝑑
2)k1−𝛽𝑐

 

where 𝑧𝑐 = k𝛼𝑐
𝜎0 = k𝛼𝑐

√2𝑏 

We then get the solution 

𝑎𝑑 =

2 k𝛼𝑐
𝜎0 + k𝛽𝑐

2

𝜈 + √(
2 k𝛼𝑐

𝜎0 + k𝛽𝑐

2

𝜈 )2 − 4(1 − k𝛽𝑐

2 𝜎𝜈
2

𝜈2 )(k𝛽𝑐

2 − k𝛽𝑐

2 )
𝜎𝑜

2

𝜈2

2(1 − k𝛽𝑐

2 𝜎𝜈
2

𝜈2 )
 

The problem appears because the term (1 − k𝛽𝑐

2 𝜎𝜈
2

𝜈2 ) in the denominator can be zero when1/k𝛽𝑐

2 =
𝜎𝜈

2

𝜈2 , 

causing the detection limit expressed in terms of activity to diverge. The decision threshold can then be 

calculated (𝑎𝑐 =
k𝛼𝑐𝜎0

𝜈
) but not the detection limit. This situation is considered non-physical and attempts have 

been made to overcome this difficulty (Kirkpatrick et al., 2015). In fact, the decision threshold calculated in this 



 

 

 Page : 48/79 

 

way does not take into account the uncertainty of the calibration coefficient. If this is taken into account, we 

can determine a decision threshold on the activities. 

The uncertainty of the activity 𝜎𝑎  can be expressed using relative uncertainties (Dietrich, 1991): 

𝜎𝑎
2

𝑎2
=

𝜎𝜈
2

𝜈2
+

2𝜎𝑁
2

𝑧2
 

The decision threshold on the activity is then such that: 

𝑎𝑐 =  k𝛼𝑐
 𝜎𝑎 

And thus : 

1

 k𝛼𝑐

2 =
𝜎𝜈

2

𝜈2
+

2𝜎𝑁
2

𝑧2
 

(30) 

We can see that when
1

 k𝛼𝑐
2 =

𝜎𝜈
2

𝜈2  no value of z will be able to verify (30). In this case the relative uncertainty is 

greater than 100%! No measurement of the activity will ever be significant. The decision threshold diverges and 

it is therefore perfectly logical that the same applies to the detection limit. No theoretical value will be able to 

give a significant measured activity. Under such conditions of uncertainty, all measurements are insignificant 

because we can never be certain that they stand out from the background noise. On the other hand, for each 

measurement it is possible to give a confidence interval and therefore an upper limit. 

7.5. Decision thresholds comparison 

Figure 7 illustrates the differences between the decision thresholds calculated by the formula (14) due to 

Currie and that given by the interval method (27) which coincides with Althulser's formula (Altshuler & 

Pasternack, 1963; Strom & MacLellan, 2001)). They were calculated for k1−𝛼𝑐
= 2. We observe that the Currie 

decision threshold tends towards zero for 𝑦 tending towards zero. Currie's calculation is based on the fact that 

𝑦 is large and is therefore no longer valid within this limit. It is therefore not surprising that it predicts that the 

decision threshold disappears for 𝑦 = 0. The Currie decision threshold is also always smaller than the 

threshold from the intervals. It  is underestimated. 
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Figure 7 - Decision thresholds calculated according to Currie (blue curve) and according to the proposed method (red 

curve) 

Figure 8 illustrates the detection limits calculated using the different methods. It appears that the detection 

limits according to Currie is very slightly underestimated. Remember that quantitative differences are not the 

main thing. The important thing is that all the necessary information is contained within the confidence 

interval. There is no need to calculate a decision threshold or detection limit. The non-significant nature of a 

measurement is determined by the inclusion of zero in the confidence interval and this is the optimal way to do 

it. While the upper limit of the interval will give us a smaller upper bound for the estimation of the desired 

parameter 𝜃. 
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.  

 

Figure 8 - Detection limits calculated according to Currie (blue curve) and the proposed method (red curve) 

7.6. Influence of the prior 

The commonly used priors for a Poisson distribution are the uniform prior, the Jeffreys prior and the inverse 

prior corresponding respectively to 𝑎 = 0, 𝑎 = 1/2 and 𝑎 = 1 fr a prior  𝜋(𝜆, 𝜇) =
1

(𝜆𝜇)𝑎
. The calculations 

carried out show that for these priors, their influence on the decision thresholds and detection limits consists 

of adding𝑎 to count values (𝑦, 𝑥). This has an influence on low count values but very quickly this influence 

becomes negligible as 𝑦 increases. 

The choice of the prior is therefore not decisive apart from low count values. This is consistent with what is 

encountered for a simple measurement of a single Poisson distribution (Bolstad, 2007). 

Note that it would be possible to take into account possible different experiment times for the measurement of 

the reference and the sample. To do this, it is enough to extrapolate the counts proportionally to the same 
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measurement of time.If we measure 𝑥 et 𝑦  during 𝑡𝐺 and 𝑡𝐵, then simply choose a reference time and 

calculate the counts for this value.  

7.7. Coverage probability  

Willink studied the probability of recovery of Bayesian credibility intervals obtained with a Heavyside prior for 

Gaussian or Student distributions. (Willink, 2010b). Recall that by construction the frequentist confidence 

intervals for a probability 𝛼, if the experiments were repeated multiple times, should include the true 

value100(1 −  𝛼)% on average. Through Monte Carlo simulations, Willink observed that this is not the case for 

credibility intervals when the sample measurement approaches that of the reference. He even showed that 

when the difference tends towards zero, the credibility intervals have an overlap probability which tends 

towards zero! These intervals therefore no longer have any chance of containing the true value in the 

frequentist sense of the term. As with his other observations, Willink attributed this inconsistency to Bayesian 

methodologies in general (particularly those employing so-called “objective” priors). Other authors have been 

interested in the question. Some explain this inconsistency by the fact that the confidence and credibility 

intervals do not answer quite the same question. (Mana & Palmisano, 2014). They were interested in Gaussian 

distributions. Others, conversely, draw inspiration from methods developed in particle physics in a frequentist 

framework to modify the credibility intervals and thus ensure a satisfactory coverage probability. (Lee et al., 

2016). The elements we provided on the Heavyside prior explain the problem. 

In fact, we have seen for the case of Gaussians, that the confidence and credibility intervals coincide if we use a 

uniform prior (including negative values). By construction, the coverage probability of confidence intervals  will 

be 100(1 − 𝛼)%. Credibility intervals being identical to confidence intervals in this case, we are therefore 

certain, without even having to carry out simulations, that the coverage probability of these credibility intervals 

is correct! The inconsistency is therefore lifted for the case of Gaussians. We did not perform the calculation for 

Student distributions, but the credibility and confidence intervals of Student distributions coincide for a 

uniform prior. It is when a Heavyside prior is used that coverage inconsistencies appear for the credibility 

intervals. The conclusion is therefore identical: the Heavyside prior is the source of the problem. 

Coverage probabilities are therefore perfectly adequate for the credibility intervals of the Gaussian and 

Student distributions if we reject the Heavyside priors and use priors including a negative part. 

It is the case for the credibility intervals of the random variable Θ and the confidence intervals of the random 

variable de la variable aléatoire 𝑁. On the other hand, if we consider fish laws, this is not the case. Their 

supports must be positive. They will be included in the support materials Θ and 𝑁. This implies that the 

respective intervals will have a greater coverage If [𝛼, 𝛽] is the 95% credibility interval for Θ with 𝛼 < 0, we can 

say that the positive values will be in an interval of [0, 𝛽] but without being able to guarantee that exactly 95% 

values will be included in this interval. On the other hand, at least 95% of the values will be there. We say that 

the confidence interval « overcovers ». In the absence of data on the contribution of noise to the sample 

measurement, it is not possible to deconvolveΓ  ou Θ 

 

7.8. Numerical Validation 

It is possible to carry out simulation tests to validate the results obtained. Here we adopt Strom’s approach 

(Strom & MacLellan, 2001). This involves starting from a given background noise distribution and determining 
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the decision threshold after drawing from this distribution. Secondly, a new draw is carried out and this draw is 

compared to the decision threshold previously determined with the same distribution. We are therefore in the 

presence of background noise. Logically, a result deemed to be significant is therefore a false positive. The use 

of decision thresholds should therefore give a false positive rate equal to 𝛼, the chosen confidence index.  

For homoskedastic distributions, this is indeed the case (Voigtman, 2017). If we are interested in 

heteroskedastic distributions (which is the case for radioactivity), it is possible to consider Poisson distributions. 

First of all, a pure radioactive source can be considered as having an activity following a Poisson distribution. 

On the other hand, for high activities, its distribution can be approximated by a Poisson Gauss distribution 

(Gaussian distribution with a heteroscedastic standard deviation). We therefore tested the Currie decision 

thresholds (which are those of ISO 11929) and those determined by our method. We will limit ourselves here 

to testing the Poisson-Gaussian approximations of the decision thresholds (equation(27)). We will determine 

the ratio of the false positive rate between the observed value and the theoretical value for a given value of the 

background noise parameter. This rate should be as close as possible to 1. We have made a million draws of 

the background noise. For each draw, we determine the decision threshold, then we make a new draw which 

we compare to the previously calculated decision threshold.

 

Figure 9 - Comparison of the ratio of real/theoretical false positives 

We observe that Currie decision thresholds are only effective from very high counts of background noise. 

(larger than 1000). For such values the influence of heteroscedasticity becomes weak compared to the value of 

the background noise. The distribution becomes almost homoscedastic. It is therefore logical that the Currie 
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thresholds determined with a homoscedastic hypothesis become more efficient. The thresholds derived from 

the confidence intervals are just as efficient for these high values of the background noise. Below these values, 

we notice, as expected, that the false positive rate observed in the case of Currie is significantly higher than the 

theoretical rate α. This corresponds to an underestimation of the decision threshold since there are more 

measurements from the background noise which are considered significant. This therefore confirms the 

calculations carried out previously, in particular the fact that the Currie decision threshold is an underestimate 

of the decision threshold. 

This is not the case for the decision thresholds that we determined from the confidence intervals which remain 

efficient up to low values of the background noise.. It is interesting to note that the false positive rate remains 

consistent with the theoretical value up to values of the background noise in the domain of validity of the 

Stirling approximation and the approximation of the equation (11). For very low background noise values, the 

observed background noise counting statistic becomes low and the decision thresholds are impacted.. Indeed, 

it becomes more and more likely that the observed background noise is zero. At this point, for the Currie 

formula, the decision threshold is zero (any non-zero measurement becomes significant). This leads to an 

excess number of false positives (up to 25 times the theoretical value).In (27), terms including k1−𝛼𝑐
become 

predominant when the background noise is low and thus lead to decision thresholds higher than those of 

Currie guaranteeing that the decision thresholds are not too low for zero count. However, for very low 

background noise values, this threshold becomes too high. It would be possible to use the results of paragraph 

6 to determine decision thresholds valid for low background noise values The equations would need to be 

solved numerically for each background count value. We didn't do it here. We can therefore confidently 

consider that the statistical performance of the decision thresholds calculated with our method is much better 

than that of Currie and ISO 11929, which validates the approach. 

 This has implications for biological dosimetry. Indeed, for the determination of decision thresholds in the 

measurement of chromosomal aberrations, it is customary to consider possibly expanded Poisson distributions. 

We measure the number of chromosomal aberrations in an unexposed population and compare it to that of an 

exposed population. The simulation carried out therefore makes it possible to establish that up to low average 

values (~3) of chromosomal aberrations in the unexposed population, the decision thresholds calculated using 

Bayesian methods with Gaussian Poisson approximation are efficient. 

7.9. Experimental validation 

IRSN carries out a very large number of radioactivity measurements in the environment with very low 

activities.. 

For example, in 2019 an environmental sample (S19EEA21-98B1) was measured in the laboratory using liquid 

scintillation. The goal was to determine the activity of the tritium present in it. The decision threshold was 

determined according to the ISO 11929 standard as being worth 0.289 counts per minute (cpm) for the test 

portion. Measurement by liquid scintillation gives 0.300 cpm. It was therefore concluded in accordance with 

existing standards that the activity of the sample was significant. The confidence interval was therefore always 

calculated according to existing standards. It is 0.300+/-0.305 cpm or [-0.005; 0.605]. 0 is included in this 

confidence interval. The result is therefore not significant since zero is a value compatible with the 

measurements. We cannot reject the null hypothesis (no activity in the sample). The relative uncertainty is 

102%. In fact there is conflict and inconsistency between Currie's hypothesis test and the confidence interval 

which, let us remember, is nothing other than the set of values of the parameter which verifies a hypothesis 
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test with complete uncertainty. The measuring laboratory, considering that this result was not presentable, 

decided, as is usual in these cases, to remeasure the sample. This second measurement confirmed that the 

activity was not significant. This inconsistency between confidence interval and decision threshold was 

highlighted in the paragraph 7.1. We therefore note experimentally that indeed the decision thresholds 

calculated according to standard 11929 (and which are those of Currie) are underestimated and give false 

positives that the confidence interval criterion would consider to be insignificant. In addition, it is clear that 

measurement laboratories then take into consideration the confidence interval criterion by rejecting results 

whose uncertainty is greater than 100%. It would therefore be much simpler and faster to simply calculate the 

confidence interval directly. It makes it possible to determine the significant nature or not of the measurement, 

gives an estimate of the activity, avoids making a second measurement and can be used subsequently whether 

it is significant or not.. 

0 included in the confidence interval = uncertainty > 100% = non significant sample. 

 The sample result sheet is attached to this document 

7.10. . Conclusions on the heteroskedastic case  

Let's summarize: 

•  Traditionally used hypothesis tests (Currie-ISO 11929) do not have the expected statistical 

performance.  

• The use of credibility or confidence intervals, formed from conditional or marginal likelihood, makes it 

possible to extract the characteristic limits (decision thresholds and detection limits) but this time with 

correct statistical performance. 

•  Neyman Pearson's lemma ensures that this is the best possible test. 

•  The simple observation of the estimation interval (Bayesian or frequentist since they almost coincide 

except for very low counting values) makes it possible in any case to determine the significant nature 

or not of the measurement. 

• These same intervals make it possible to give an upper limit to our parameter which depends on the 

measurement and which is more precise than a detection limit. 

• In practice, the use of Currie's decision threshold, which is in fact optimal only for the homoskedastic 

case, can lead to experimental inconsistencies in a heteroscedastic case. These are resolved in practice 

by remeasurements. This inconsistency obviously does not exist when we use confidence intervals as 

hypothesis tests or, equivalently, when the intervals are based on hypothesis tests. To the extent that 

the proposed test coincides with that resulting from the Neyman-Pearson lemma, it must logically have 

better statistical performances. Experience therefore confirms this conclusion. 

• Theory, experiment and simulations therefore converge towards the fact that the hypothesis test 

proposed here is the best. 

• Cases where the detection limit diverges. exist The use of conditional or marginal likelihoods makes it 

possible to eliminate the nuisance parameters, to explain the origin of this difficulty and to resolve it 

while always making it possible to give an upper limit to the parameter.  

8. DATA RENDERING 
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8.1. Current situation 

Currently, in metrology, a measurement result 𝑧 not statistically significant (𝑧 < 𝑧𝑐) is returned in the form<

𝜃𝑑 (where 𝜃𝑑 is the detection limit). In mathematics, we call this type of result censored data.. To be precise, 

this is left-censored data. The logic behind is to consider that if a measurement is lower than the decision 

threshold, then only parameters larger than 𝜃𝑑 will have a probability of at least100. 𝛽𝑐% to give this 

measurement. The difficulties of dealing with mixtures of significant and non-significant data have been widely 

discussed elsewhere(Helsel & Helsel, 2012). Their principle is to try to reconstruct the missing data based on 

hypotheses about the distribution of the underlying parameter. The performance of these methods strongly 

depends on the percentage of censored data and even the type of methods depends on this percentage. This 

makes automating data processing extremely difficult. Indeed, the simple addition of a single result can modify 

the processing method. There is an extensive literature on processing censored data and a large number of 

methods. Let us repeat that they were originally developed as a stopgap when it was impossible to have 

uncensored data. In particular, the most used method - substitution - is the one which is unanimously 

considered the worst by statisticians (Helsel, 2006; Helsel & Helsel, 2012). It consists of a censored result< 𝜃𝑑 

to replace it with 𝜃𝑑. Any statistician questioned on the subject would be stunned to learn that measurement 

data is thus censored and not used. He would retort that, in all cases, it is preferable to use basic data to carry 

out statistical processing. 

The first remark that can be made is that the hypothesis test in no way invalidates the measurement result. 

This one is what it is. The measurement results remain perfectly usable for data processing (average, spatial 

trend, temporal trend, limit, etc.). It is completely rigorous and scientifically accurate to return a measurement 

result below the decision threshold. An uncertainty must always be given with a measurement result, including 

this one. 

This is also what is done in the field of particle physics. The established practice is to always return the 

measurement results independently of the inference made from them. (Anselmann et al., 1995; James & Roos, 

1991). This even if the measurement result is negative. This is how, for example, the squared experimental 

mass of the neutrino is currently recorded in the community of particle physicists as being −0,6 ± 1,9 𝑒𝑉2 

(Beringer et al., 2012). The fact that a squared mass cannot be negative is not unknown to particle physicists… 

Simply, the confidence interval covers the zero value and therefore experimentally, taking into account the 

uncertainties, the zero value is compatible with the experimental results.. 

We can find several recommendations not to censor the data. The ironic thing is that the very creator of the 

detection limits and decision thresholds (Lloyd Currie) also strongly recommended returning the results 

without censoring them! It is worth mentioning this because some are convinced that uncensored restitution is 

incompatible with the concepts of characteristic limits (decision thresholds and detection limits). This is 

explained without any ambiguity by Currie in an article (Currie, 2008) on nuclear measurements for 

radioactivity in the environment. 

We reproduce below the main passage on this subject: 
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Many scientific organizations recommend reporting measurement results in full with their uncertainty. First of 

all the IUPAC-International Union of Pure and Applied Chemistry- in its “Orange book” which brings together all 

its recommendations in terms of chemical analysis (Inczedy et al., 1998). Here again, it is useful to reproduce 

the passage from 18.4.3.7 devoted to the restitution of non-significant results : 

 

In a similar way, but less explicitly, the ISO guide allows no exception in its recommendation to always give a 

measurement result with its uncertainty. (JCGM, 2008). For radioactivity measurements, as mentioned, the ISO 

11929 standard requires the determination of the confidence interval in all cases. On the other hand, it is not 

very explicit on the restitution of data, simply mentioning that the customer must be provided with any 

requested information. 

Despite all this and in a scientifically incomprehensible way, this recommendation (or even this normative 

requirement) is not generally followed in Europe.. 

This is not the case in the USA in the field of radioactivity. There is an interagency document in the USA, the 

MARLAP-Multi-Agency Radiological Laboratory Analytical Protocols Manual (FDA, 2004). This applies to the 

DOE (Department of Energy), the USGS (United States Geological Survey), the DOD (Department of Defense), 

the FDA (Food and Drug Administration), the NRC (Nuclear Regulatory Commission) , to the EPA 

(Environmental Protection Agency) and to NIST (National Institute of Standards and Technology equivalent of 

LNE), in short to any federal scientific institution that measures radioactivity in the USA. Any laboratory or 

organization carrying out field or laboratory measurements on behalf of one of these government 

organizations should comply with this principle of full restitution. ((FDA, 2004) paragraph 19.3.9 

recommendations) : 
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Additional guidance is added in paragraph 20.3 (where MDC is the notation adopted for the detection 

limit):The laboratory should report each measurement result and its uncertainty as obtained (as 

recommended in Chapter 19) even if the result is less than zero. The laboratory should never report a 

result as “less than MDC” 

It can not be any clearer. 

8.2. Current normative requirements for data restitution in the 

field of radioactivity 

Even if the scientific basis of the ISO 11929 standard is incorrect, does it accept the fact of restoring the 

measurement results in full? 

Based on the current standard (ISO 11929 :2010 (ISO, 2010a)), it can be observed that it is mentioned in clause 

7:"The content of the test report depends on the specific application as well as on demands of the customer or 

regulator" 

As long as there is agreement from the client (which is easy for an internal client), it is therefore possible to 

mention the desired information. In the same clause 7, it is written that one must always determine and keep 

in a document: 

"d) the primary measurement result, y, and the standard uncertainty, u (y) , associated with y" 

So determining the measurement and its uncertainty is in any case a normative requirement. If we continue 

reading this clause, we find that we must also mention: 

“h) a statement as to whether or not the physical effect is recognized as being present; 

NOTE If the physical effect is not recognized as being present, i.e. if y< y* [ce qui correspond au seuil de decision 

 zc] , it is occasionally demanded by the regulator to document < y#  [correspondant à la limite de detection θd] 

instead of the measured result, y. Such documentation can be meaningful since it allows, by comparison with 

the guideline value, to demonstrate that the measurement procedure is suitable for the intended 

measurement purpose.” 

This means that the only thing that is required at the level of the standard for a non-significant result in 

addition to the results and the uncertainty, is a mention of this non-significant character. If the authority 

requires it, it is possible to return in the form < 𝜃𝑑 but this is just an additional option. There is therefore no 

normative obstacle to returning the results in an uncensored manner. It is even rather the opposite, the 

censored restitution is a tolerance compared to what should ideally be restored. 

There is therefore no need to wait for a change in the standard to return uncensored results. 

8.3. Public perception 

Although, to our knowledge, there is no study on public perception regarding the restitution of non-significant 

measurement results, several observations of principle can be made and a textbook case exists. 

Studies have been done on scientists' understanding of the concept of statistically significant. They conclude 

that the overwhelming majority of researchers and engineers have an approximate or even completely 
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erroneous conception of this idea (Belia et al., 2005; Greenland et al., 2016). There is little chance that the 

general public will correctly understand what the experts themselves struggle to explain. 

9.  CURRENT DISCUSSIONS ON STATISTICAL INFERENCE 

 “Statistically significant- don’t use it, don’t say it”- American statistician 

9.1. An old discussion 

Even if critics of the concept of “statistically significant” have raised objections from its inception, it has 

become almost universally accepted. Voices are regularly raised to recall or explain the faults and problems of 

this approach. (Giere, 1972; Harlow et al., 1997; Rozeboom, 1960). The first criticisms mainly concerned the 

difference in approach between Neyman and Pearson on the one hand and Fisher on the other. The two 

approaches are often grouped under the term Null Hypothesis Significance Testing (NHST) as we have 

mentioned. With the resurrection of the Bayesian paradigm, the philosophical and interpretative differences 

between it and frequentism have been the main front of criticism. Other criticisms have regularly been made of 

the totally arbitrary nature of the threshold used to declare a result as significant. The p-value is traditionally 

set at 0.05. There is no objective justification for this specific threshold (Cowles & Davis, 1982). The designer 

(Fisher) of the p-value never really gave an explanation on the origin of the threshold at 0.05. As we 

mentioned, this threshold is not the same in the field of radioactivity (0.025) or in particle physics. The 

interested reader can refer to Nickerson for an overview of the controversies before 2000 (Nickerson, 2000). Of 

course, the criticisms varied as the concept became more hegemonic in publications (for example, it 

established itself in the field of psychology until reaching a presence in 95% of publications). (Hubbard & Ryan, 

2000))  More recently these criticisms of principle have intensified by focusing more on the consequences of 

the methodology. 

9.2. The current « revolt » 

In 2005, in a resounding publication (more than 8,300 citations), Ioannidis showed that a significant percentage 

of scientific publications are likely false. (Ioannidis, 2005). We will not explain the details of the reasoning here 

but you can find an educational explanation in the video. The problem is partly linked to statistical 

considerations and in particular to statistical “significance”. As a result, this publication led to what we call the 

reproducibility crisis. Attempts to replicate results have been made, sometimes with astonishing results (out of 

53 studies chosen as important on cancer, only 6 could be successfully reproduced). In 2006, the book “the cult 

of statistical significance” was published (Ziliak & McCloskey, 2008). Written by economists, it focuses its 

criticism on the fact that a statistically significant difference can correspond to a tiny effect, differentiating 

between what is statistically significant and what is practically significant. Under certain conditions, an effect 

can indeed be tiny but statistically significant and therefore of no real importance. It is clear that the term 

significant is not very happy for this reason. In 2016, the American Statistical Association took up the subject. 

This professional association has 18,000 members, historically the second oldest existing professional society in 

the United States. For the first time in its history, it published recommendations in the form of a declaration 

(Wasserstein & Lazar, 2016). We reproduce below the 6 recommendations: 

1. P-values can indicate how incompatible the data are with a specified statistical model. 
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2. P-values do not measure the probability that the studied hypothesis is true, or the probability that 

the data were produced by random chance alone.  

3. Scientific conclusions and business or policy decisions should not be based only on whether a p-value 

passes a specific threshold.  

4. Proper inference requires full reporting and transparency.  

5. A p-value, or statistical significance, does not measure the size of an effect or the importance of a 

result. 

6. By itself, a p-value does not provide a good measure of evidence regarding a model or hypothesis. 

Initially, this crisis focused on scientific studies aimed at proving the existence of an effect or the effectiveness 

of treatment. She therefore focused on the concept of p-value. We saw previously that there is a close link 

between the p-value and the hypothesis testing approach in metrology. Through its use of the concept of 

“statistically significant”, metrology is also fully concerned. If we translate these recommendations into the 

metrological context, the main points would be as follows:: 

• The significant nature of a measurement does not alone prove the presence of a signal. 

• • Conversely, a non-significant result does not by itself prove the absence of a signal. 

• No scientific conclusion should be based solely on the fact that a measurement exceeds the decision 

threshold. 

Correct inference requires full restitution and total transparency of results.  

The conclusion is immediate. In the context of metrology, a significant and non-significant result should not be 

treated differently! The measurements must therefore always be reproduced in the same way, providing a 

result with its uncertainty. 

In a March 2019 issue of Nature, an article co-authored by more than 800 scientists from all disciplines 

(Amrhein et al., 2019) calls for the concept of “statistically significant” to be abandoned. The same month, the 

journal “American Statistician” published a special 400-page special issue with around fifty contributions 

(including big names in statistics) devoted solely to the subject of statistically significant. It is impossible to 

summarize all of these contributions and suggestions here, but the consensus seems to be on abandoning a 

differentiated treatment of significant and non-significant results. This arbitrary “dichotomization” is rejected 

in favor of a full restitution of the results and a mention of the p-value with possible comments. 

This revolt, since this is how it has been described, has not yet reached the field of metrology but it seems 

inevitable to the author (and profitable for all) that this will come in the short or medium term. 

10. APPLICATION EXAMPLES  

10.1. Giant Clams measurements as part of surveillance in 

Polynesia 

Nous allons reprendre ici, un exemple utilisé dans un précédent rapport. Pour plus de détail, il conviendra de 

s’y référer (Manificat, 2015). 
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Carried out since 1962 in Polynesia, radiological monitoring of the French environment, which currently 

concerns seven islands (Tahiti, Maupiti, Hao, Rangiroa, Hiva Oa, Mangareva and Tubuai) representative of the 

five archipelagos, consists of regularly taking samples of varied nature in the different environments (air, water, 

soil) with which the population may be in contact, as well as foodstuffs (Bouisset 2011, Bouisset 2014). 

Regarding foodstuffs, the samples analyzed are representative of the food ration of Polynesians living in the 

five archipelagos of this territory, and come from the open sea marine environment, the lagoon marine 

environment and the terrestrial environment.. 

Among the marine samples, the giant clam (Tridacna maxima) is a filter-feeding organism collected and 

measured for many years as part of the IRSN monitoring program.. 

 

Figure 10 – Picture  of a giant clam in the Pacific 

Cesium 137 has obviously been fmonitored for many years. 

Here is what the chronicle of the measurement results of cesium 137 in Bq/kg in the giant clams gives, 

adopting the standard restitution and therefore censoring the non-significant results.. 
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Figure 11 - measurement results (in fresh Bq/kg) with censoring of clam samples between 1989 and 2012 

We can clearly discern a plateau in the results from the 2000s. However, the existence of this plateau does not 

correspond to a physical reality. There is no contribution of cesium 137 to Polynesia as shown by the water and 

air samples taken elsewhere. Cesium 137 must therefore decrease. 

If we reanalyze the spectra to extract the non-significant results, we obtain the following curve: 
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Figure 12 - measurement results (in Bq/kg fresh) with censoring of giant clam samples between 1989 and 2004 and 

uncensored beyond 

We can clearly see the disappearance of this plateau and the continuation of the decline, which match physical 

reality. The uncensored results therefore make it possible to study long-term trends. On the other hand, the 

measurement of cesium 137 is done by gamma spectrometry which involves analyzing spectra. Even for these 

complex measurements, it is perfectly possible to extract uncensored results. 

 

10.2. Tritium measurements in rainwater 

Around forty rainwater samples were studied using three tritium measuring devices with detection capabilities 

ranging from the most efficient to the least efficient. 

Measurement devices Number of 

measurements 

Censorship rate  Non censored 

data provided 

Comments 

ALOKA 46 4 % no These 

measurements will 

be considered as 

« true values » 

TriCarb 45 31 % yes  

TriCarb « classical » 38 85 % yes  
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Aloka is a very efficient detector and the vast majority of tritium measurement results have been declared 

statistically significant according to the ISO standard. We can therefore consider these results to be a very good 

approximation of the true values. On the other hand, for the other two devices, the rates of censored values 

(not significant) are respectively 31% for tricarb and 85% for “classic” Tricarb. Work was done to extract the 

uncensored values from these two devices. A comparison is therefore possible between the “true” values of 

the Aloka and the censored and uncensored values of the two other measuring devices. The figure below 

summarizes the results. 

 

Figure 13 - comparison of the results of censored and uncensored measurements of the three devices. 

We see that the censored values (first and fourth “box-plots”) are biased compared to the true values. This is 

all the more true with a non performing detector where the censorship rate is close to 80%. 

On the other hand, as soon as we integrate the non-significant values (second and third “box-plots”) we find 

results comparable with the true values, provided that the negative values are included. These Tricarb values 

are logically more dispersed (greater uncertainty). Indeed, the performance of the detector is linked to the 

uncertainty in the reference, which will directly reflect when we substract from the values measured for the 

sample. It is possible to statistically compare the distributions of uncensored values of the three devices. Tests 

indicate that the three detectors give completely compatible values. A comparison with mathematical methods 

for exploiting censored results was also made. It unambiguously concludes that the uncensored results perform 

better.  
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This physical experiment ensures that the method presented in this report is not a mathematical artifice. We 

find the true values with consistent statistical performances. 

 

10.3. Astrophysics 

IIt should also be noted that the determination of these decision thresholds and detection limits corresponds 

exactly to that of the so-called « on-off » astrophysics problem. (or Li-ma problem) (Gillessen & Harney, 2005; 

Gregory, 2005; Li & Ma, 1983). This involves determining whether during an observation of an area of space, 

something was detected as significantly deviating from the background noise. The latter is generally 

determined by observing an area known to be free of the desired phenomenon. This problem is commonly 

encountered in gamma-ray burst research. The resolution method is generally to consider that the background 

noise parameter is known both from a frequentist and Bayesian point of view. This amounts to considering that 

in our notation 𝜇 = 𝜆 + 𝜃, where 𝜆 is known. To our knowledge, the method presented in this document is the 

first not to use this approximation. Let us also mention that the application of Bayesian methodology is done 

for this problem using a prior with positive support under the pretext of the non-physical nature of the 

negative parameters.. 

A detector points to a region (called « On ») suspected of containing a gamma ray source. For a time 𝑡𝑂𝑛, it is 

counting 𝑁𝑂𝑛 gamma photons. The detector is then pointed towards a region (called « Off ») where it is 

assumed that no gamma sources are present. during a time 𝑡𝑂𝑓𝑓, 𝑁𝑂𝑓𝑓 gamma photons are counted. Setting 

𝛼 = 𝑡𝑂𝑛/𝑡𝑂𝑓𝑓,it is then possible to assume that the background noise in the « On » region possess the same 

distribution as in the « Off » region. This amounts to considering that in the « On » region the background noise 

is 𝛼𝑁𝑂𝑓𝑓. We will assume that we are in a Poissonian model, which is natural for rare events. It is then possible 

to say from equation (9) that the decision threshold 𝑘 vérify : 

𝛼𝑐 = 𝐼1/2(𝛼𝑁𝑜𝑓𝑓 + 𝑘 + 1 − 𝑎, 𝛼𝑁𝑜𝑓𝑓 + 1 − 𝑎) 

In the field of astrophysics, it is customary to use the significance 𝑆 defined as the ratio between the signal and 

the standard deviation. 

We therefore have, passing to the limit of large counts: 

𝑆 =
𝑁𝑂𝑛 − 𝛼𝑁𝑂𝑓𝑓

𝑁𝑂𝑛 + 𝛼𝑁𝑂𝑓𝑓

 

 

10.4. Particle physics 

The problem of determining whether a signal deviates from the background noise for background distributions 

is also ubiquitous in particle physics. Events are counted in different configurations and the aim is to determine 

whether during experiments these counts deviate from the basic signal. This was particularly the case for the 

discovery of the Higgs boson. (van Dyk, 2014) where the equivalent of the probability 𝛼𝑐  was chosen as worth 

approximately 10−6. The methodologies used are generally frequentist but also reject negative parameters 

considered as non-physical. Some researchers use Bayesian methods with of course strictly positive supported 

priors. (Gregory, 2005; James, 2006; Lista, 2016). Whether for Bayesian or frequentist methods, the 

background noise parameter is generally assumed to be known. For example, to deal with a counting problem 
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(Lista, 2016), we assume that the background noise parameter is perfectly known 𝜆, we are interested in the 

signal parameter 𝑠 et on a une distribution du comptage brut (signal+bruit de fond) : 

𝑝𝐺(𝑛|𝑠, 𝜆) =
(𝑠 + 𝜆)𝑛

𝑛!
𝑒−(𝑠+𝑦) 

This approach has been modified to take into account the fact that the background noise is not always 

perfectly known (Lista, 2016). 

In the work presented here, the background noise parameter is not assumed to be known and only 

observations are taken into account beyond the mathematical model used (likelihood function). If we assume 

that the background noise is Gaussian with a mean 𝑦 and a variance 2𝜎𝐵
2, we therefore show using the results 

of this document that the level of “significance” will in fact be: 

𝑍 =
𝑛 − 𝑦

√2𝜎𝐵
2 + 𝑛 − 𝑦

 

The significance level is defined as the equivalent number of standard deviations for the measurement ((Lista, 

2016). A Confidence index of à 5% will correspond to Z=1,6, 2,5% for Z~2 and it is customary to declare a 

discovery in particle physics tor Z=5 (𝛼𝑐=3,7. 10−5%).  

Another point of view would be to consider the Skellam distribution in its Gaussian limit. If we have a 

measurement 𝑦 for the reference and 𝑥 for the sample, the level of significance will then be: 

𝑍 =
𝑥 − 𝑦

√𝑥 + 𝑦
 

This is perfectly consistent with the fact that the difference between a Poisson distribution of parameter 𝜇 and 

a Poisson distribution of parameter  𝜆 is a Skellam distribution with mean𝜇 − 𝜆 and variance 𝜆 + 𝜇 (Skellam, 

1946). Using maximum likelihood estimators, we obtain the previous result.  

It is also possible from the results of 7.2.1, 7.3.2 to determine the confidence interval for the parameter 𝜃. On 

the other hand, it is not possible to guarantee both the coverage probability and the positivity of a sample 

position parameter. We can give a confidence interval for a parameter 𝜃 which will have the right coverage 

properties but it will potentially include negative values because it is the parameter of the net random variable. 

The alternative is to give an interval containing only positive values but it will then not have the good coverage 

properties.  
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11. CONCLUSIONS 

The low-level measurement problem can be approached in at least two different ways. Classical statistics 

allows the use of the Neyman-Pearson lemma. This allows us to obtain the optimal hypothesis test. The other 

approach is that of Bayesian statistics. With very few exceptions, the application of Bayesian methodology to 

metrology issues is inevitably done with strictly positive support priors for measurands which are ideally 

positive. ((Bergamaschi et al., 2013; Bochud et al., 2007; IAEA, 2017; ISO, 2010a; Korun et al., 2014, 2016; 

Laedermann et al., 2005; Lira, 2009; Little, 1982; Michel, 2016; Miller et al., 2002; Rivals et al., 2012; A. Vivier et 

al., 2009; Weise et al., 2006; Zähringer & Kirchner, 2008; Zorko et al., 2016)). It seemed natural to limit 

ourselves to a domain where the desired parameter is positive. As we have seen, this confuses the true signal 

with the net signal and biases the results with inadequate statistical performance. Using a simple criterion very 

similar to that of classical statistics, we were able to formulate a way to determine the significant nature of a 

measurement. This direct use of confidence or credibility intervals makes it possible to obtain an optimal test 

according to the Neyman-Pearson methodology and largely reconciles classical and Bayesian approaches. 

Numerical simulations confirm the statistical performance of these criteria. 

The recommendations and conclusions deduced from this document are therefore as follows:: 

• • Measurements below the decision threshold should not be censored. 

• The difficulties encountered fall within the framework of the difficult problem of nuisance parameters 

(how to find θ without knowing λ). We propose a conditional approach for the frequentist approach 

and a marginal approach for the Bayesian approach. The two approaches converge for sufficient count 

values. This method works with members of the family of natural exponentials with quadratic variance 

(NEF-QVF) which bring together a large part of the probability densities commonly used in metrology. 

The use of a prior with positive support such as the Heavyside prior should be avoided in the case 

where we admit the possibility of fluctuating measurements around the reference (negative 

measurements). 

• • Rejecting the negative part of the confidence interval like [-a,b] under the pretext of its non-physical 

character is nonsense. The parameter accessible to measurement by inference is not the “true” signal 

but the “net” signal which differs from it by its greater dispersion. This “net” signal has no physical 

reason to be positive and under no circumstances should the intervals be truncated by excluding the 

negative part. 

• Obtaining the probability density of the parameter θ based on observations 𝑧,  𝑝(𝜃|𝑧) is sufficient to 

define an estimation interval for the parameter and determine the significant nature or not of the 

measurement. This also provides an upper bound for the parameter which will depend on the 

measurement and will be more precise than the detection limit. The hypothesis tests which make it 

possible to define the characteristic limits of the model (decision thresholds, detection limits) are 

intrinsic to the construction of the estimation intervals. Mere knowledge of this interval is sufficient. 

This also makes it possible to avoid several paradoxes (inconsistency between the estimation intervals 

and the hypothesis tests as mentioned in paragraph 7.9, divergence of the detection limit as 

mentioned in 7.3.6). It is therefore necessary and sufficient to provide a result with its uncertainty. 

This is in line with current concerns in the field of statistics on the use of the significant nature or not 

of a result. No other test can have better statistical performance. 
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• • For Gaussian distributions and more generally for position parameters, the equality between the 

confidence intervals and the credibility intervals ensures that these intervals and the associated 

characteristic limits have the right statistical properties (coverage probability). For the case of 

radioactivity, numerical experiments show that the decision threshold determined from the estimation 

intervals is better than that of Currie and ISO11929. In fact, Neyman Pearson's lemma guarantees that 

this is the case. 

• The confidence intervals contain all the necessary information and there is no need to censor the 

data• The ISO 11929 standard is inadequate and its theoretical foundation is erroneous through the 

use of a Heavyside prior and the use of frequentist characteristic limits on Bayesian distributions. It 

leads to underestimated decision thresholds.  

• • The method proposed here gives substantially the same results for a frequentist or Bayesian 

approach. The (small) differences at low count values can be explained by the choice of the prior. 

These differences reflect the epistemic uncertainty of the lack of measurement data. 

• • The method can easily be used to determine characteristic limits on other metrological techniques 

such as biological dosimetry, electron paramagnetic resonance, particle physics or astrophysics.  

 

Many avenues of work exist. Applying these methodologies to cases where both location and dispersion 

are unknown would lead to Student distributions and it would be useful to calculate their characteristic 

limits. The extension of this methodology to techniques requiring calibration curves is another avenue. 

Furthermore, certain paradoxes identified in the use of Bayesian methods in metrology (Attivissimo et al., 

2012) would perhaps see avenues of resolution open up. 
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ANNEXE 1 PRODUCT AND CONVOLUTION OF GAUSSIAN DISTRIBUTIONS 

1.1 Product  

If f and g are both gaussians distributions : 

𝑓(𝑥) =
1

√2𝜋𝜎𝑓
𝑒

−
(𝑥−𝜇𝑓)2

2𝜎𝑓
2

 et 𝑔(𝑥) =
1

√2𝜋𝜎𝑔
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−
(𝑥−𝜇𝑔)2

2𝜎𝑔
2

 

  

with 𝜎𝑓𝑔 = √
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the product will be : 

𝑓(𝑥)𝑔(𝑥) =
1
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1.2 Convolution 

If f and g are both gaussians distributions : 

𝑓(𝑥) =
1

√2𝜋𝜎𝑓
𝑒

−
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Then their convolution will be (Bromiley, 2003) : 

 𝑓 ⊕ 𝑔(𝑥) = ∫ 𝑓(𝑡 − 𝑥)𝑔(𝑡)𝑑𝑥 =
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ANNEXE 2 RAPPORTS D’ESSAI  
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ANNEXE 3 HYPERGEOMETRIC FUNCTION 

We saw that we could express 𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑥, 𝑦) =
1

Γ(𝑥+1)Γ(𝑦+1)
∬𝜆𝑦𝑒−𝜆𝜇𝑥𝑒−𝜇𝛿(𝜃 + 𝜇 − 𝜆)𝑑𝜇𝑑𝜆 

It is then necessary to differentiate the case 𝜃 > 0 from 𝜃 < 0 (Papoulis, 2002). 

 𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑥, 𝑦) =
1

Γ(𝑥+1)Γ(𝑦+1)
∫ (𝜇 + 𝜃)𝑥𝑒−(2𝜇+𝜃)𝜇𝑦∞

0
𝑑𝜇  pour 𝜃 > 0 

 𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑔, 𝑏) =
1

Γ(𝑥+1)Γ(𝑦+1)
∫ 𝜆𝑥𝑒−(2𝜆−𝜃)(𝜆 − 𝜃)𝑦∞

0
𝑑𝜆 pour 𝜃 < 0 

The above integrals can be expressed in the form of a confluent hypergeometric Tricomi function (Bergamaschi 

et al., 2013): 

𝑈(𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑧) =
1

Γ(𝑎)
∫ 𝑒−𝑧𝑡𝑡𝑎−1(1 + 𝑡)𝑏−𝑎−1

∞

0

𝑑𝑡 

For 𝜃 > 0 
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1
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0
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=
1
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𝑒−𝜃𝜃𝑥+𝑦+1𝑈(𝑦, 𝑥 + 𝑦 + 2,2𝜃) 

In the same way, for𝜃 < 0 : 

 

 𝑝Θ(𝜃|𝑥, 𝑦) =
1

Γ(𝑥 + 1)
𝑒𝜃𝜃𝑥+𝑦+1𝑈(𝑥, 𝑥 + 𝑦 + 2,−2𝜃) 

 

Tables or mathematical software then make it possible to calculate this expression for all the values of𝜃, 𝑥 and 

𝑦.  

It is possible to calculate the decision threshold from this expression: 

 𝑝Θ(𝜃 > 0|𝑥, 𝑦) = 1 −  𝑝Θ(𝜃 < 0|𝑥, 𝑦) = 1 − 𝛼𝑐 =
1

Γ(𝑦 + 1)
∫ 𝑒−𝜃𝜃𝑥+𝑦+1𝑈(𝑦, 𝑥 + 𝑦 + 2,2𝜃)𝑑𝜃

∞

0

  

Mathematics tables (Gradshteyn et al., 2000) give us : 
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∫ 𝑒−𝑠𝜃𝜃𝑏−1𝑈(𝑎, 𝑐, 𝜃)𝑑𝜃
∞

0

=
Γ(b)Γ(b − c + 1)

Γ(𝑎 + 𝑏 − 𝑐 + 1)
𝐹(𝑏, 𝑏 − 𝑐 + 1; 𝑎 + 𝑏 − 𝑐 + 1; 1 − 𝑠) 

Where 𝐹(𝑎, 𝑏; 𝑐; 𝑥) is the hypergeometric function. 

By changing the variable𝜈 = 2𝜃, we get : 

𝛼𝑐 =
1

Γ(𝑥 + 1)
∫ 𝑒−𝜈/2(𝜈/2)𝑥+𝑦+1𝑈(𝑦, 𝑥 + 𝑦 + 2, 𝜈)𝑑𝜈

∞

0

 

Using the previously mentioned formula, we obtain: 

𝛼𝑐 =
1

2𝑥+𝑦+1

1

Γ(𝑥 + 1)

Γ(𝑥 + 𝑦 + 2)

Γ(𝑦 + 1)
 𝐹(𝑥 + 𝑦 + 2,1; 𝑦 + 1; 1/2) 

If we know 𝑦, this amounts to finding k such that: 

𝛼𝑐 =
1

22𝑦+𝑘+1

1

Γ(𝑦 + 𝑘 + 1)

Γ(2𝑦 + 𝑘 + 2)

Γ(𝑦 + 1)
 𝐹(2𝑦 + 𝑘 + 2,1; 𝑦 + 1; 1/2) 

The advantage of this type of formula is that it does not require any knowledge other than y to obtain an 

expression for k. 
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ANNEXE 4  NEYMAN PEARSON LEMMA 

Consider a null hypothesis𝐻0. This is an assertion about a statistical distribution that we wish to test, generally 

in the form of the absence of an effect. 

We then consider the alternative hypothesis𝐻𝑎. Our goal is then to determine, using a test on observations, 

which hypothesis is most compatible with the data. Let us insist on the fact that Neyman Peason's approach, 

which the metrological criteria are based on, necessarily requires the definition of this alternative hypothesis. 

In the null hypothesis, we assume that it is the noise(𝐵′) which will generate the measurement 𝑥 (we therefore 

have in this hypothesis θ=0). We know that if we obtained 𝑦 lduring a first measurement then a second 

measurement is distributed according to 𝑝𝑁  : 

𝑝𝐺|𝐵
𝐻0 (𝑥|𝑦) = 𝑝𝑁(𝑥|𝑦) =

𝑒
−

(𝑥−𝑦)2

4𝜎𝐵
2  

√4𝜋𝜎𝐵

=
𝑒

−
𝑧2

4 𝜎𝐵
2

√4𝜋𝜎𝐵

= 𝑝𝑁(𝑧|0, 2𝜎𝐵
2) 

For the alternative hypothesis(𝜃 > 0), 

𝑝𝐺|𝐵
𝐻𝑎 (𝑥|𝑦) = 𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃, 2𝜎𝐵

2) = ∫ 𝑝𝑆(𝑧 − 𝑤|𝜃)𝑝𝑁(𝑤|𝜀, 2𝜎𝐵
2)𝑑𝑤

∞

−∞

= ∫ 𝑝𝑆(𝑥 − 𝑦′|𝜃)𝑝𝑁(𝑦′|𝑦, 2𝜎𝐵
2)𝑑𝑤

∞

−∞

 

 

LThe Neyman-Pearson approach will seek to determine whether it is likely that θ=0 through the use of 

likelihood ratios (Lehmann & Romano, 2005a) : 

Λ(𝑧|𝜃) =
𝑝𝐻0

(𝑧)

𝑝𝐻𝑎
(𝑧|𝜃)

=

𝑒
−

𝑧2

4𝜎2

√4𝜋𝜎

𝑒
−

(𝑧−𝜃)2

4𝜎2

√4𝜋𝜎

= 𝑒
−

(2𝑧𝜃−𝜃2)
4𝜎2  

(31) 

Neyman Pearson's lemma proves that the most powerful test is the one that rejects𝐻0 for the benefit of 

𝐻𝑎lwhen Λ(𝑧|𝜃) ≤ 𝑐𝛼, with 𝑐𝛼 such that: 

𝑝𝐻0 (Λ(𝑧|𝜃) ≤ 𝑐𝛼) = 𝛼 

This means that the set of z such thatΛ(𝑧|𝜃) ≤ 𝑐𝛼  is equivalent to the set of 𝑧 such that 𝑧 > 𝑧𝑐, with 𝑧𝑐 

determined by : 

𝑝𝐺−𝐵
𝐻0 (𝑧 > 𝑧𝑐) = 𝛼 

By the most powerful test, we mean the test that will minimize the false negative rate for a fixed false positive 

rate. Note that the ratio of the equation (31) is decreasing as z increases, if θ is positive. This condition is met in 

the present case since we are interested in a positive physical quantity. We can even add that this ratio 

decreases monotonically. The Karlin-Rubin theorem (Karlin & Rubin, 1956) which is an extension of the 
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Neyman-Pearson lemma, then assures us that it is the uniformly most powerful test. That is to say, if we want 

to test whether𝜃 > 0, the criterion 𝑧 > 𝑧𝑐 with  𝑧𝑐 such that 

𝛼𝑐 = ∫  𝑝𝐻0
(𝑧)𝑑𝑧

∞

𝑧𝑐

= ∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑧|0)𝑑𝑧
∞

𝑧𝑐

 

(32) 

Will lead to the test minimizing the false negative rate, while fixing the false positive rate. Note that we are in 

fact testing whether 𝜃 > 0  which corresponds to testing wether 𝜇 > 𝜆. 

The proportion of false negatives for a given value of the parameter θ will then be: 

𝛽𝑐 = ∫  𝑝𝑁(𝑧|𝜃)𝑑𝑧
𝑧𝑐

0

 

(33) 

No other statistical test of the same level𝛼𝑐 will be able to give a smaller 𝛽𝑐  (the power of the test). 

Note that such a definition is perfectly compatible with that of the ISO (ISO, 2010a) which does not specify the 

type of hypothesis test to be carried out.  

 Under the null hypothesis, the proportion of measures exceeding this desired level𝑧𝑐 dmust therefore reach a 

value α that we set a priori. If the measurement exceeds this threshold thus determined, we can reject this 

hypothesis. Only 100𝛼% The measures would statistically exceed this level 𝑧𝑐 if the parameter was null. This 

amounts to having 100𝛼% probability of false positive if the parameter was zero. 

 

 

Figure 14 - Schematic diagram of the frequentist determination of the decision threshold 
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Abstract

We present a lattice QCD calculation of the rapidity anomalous dimension of quark transverse-

momentum-dependent distributions, i.e., the Collins-Soper (CS) kernel, up to transverse separa-

tions of about 1 fm. This unitary lattice calculation is conducted, for the first time, employing

the chiral-symmetry-preserving domain wall fermion discretization and physical values of light

and strange quark masses. The CS kernel is extracted from the ratios of pion quasi-transverse-

momentum-dependent wave functions (quasi-TMDWFs) at next-to-leading logarithmic perturba-

tive accuracy. Also for the first time, we utilize the recently proposed Coulomb-gauge-fixed quasi-

TMDWF correlator without a Wilson line. We observe significantly slower signal decay with

increasing quark separations compared to the established gauge-invariant method with a staple-

shaped Wilson line. This enables us to determine the CS kernel at large nonperturbative transverse

separations and find its near-linear dependence on the latter. Our result is consistent with the

recent lattice calculation using gauge-invariant quasi-TMDWFs, and agrees with various recent

phenomenological parametrizations of experimental data.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The parton transverse-momentum-dependent distributions (TMDs) are crucial for a

three-dimensional understanding of parton motions within a hadron, offering a more com-

prehensive view than traditional one-dimensional parton distribution functions (PDFs). It

sheds light not only on the intrinsic motion of partons in transverse directions but also

on the interplay between the transverse momentum of quarks and the spin of nucleons or

quarks themselves. This comprehensive perspective is crucial for a deep understanding of

the dynamic and complex nature of nucleons. The accurate characterization of TMDs is

also critical for interpreting experimental data from high-energy collisions, particularly in

relation to the transverse momentum distributions of electroweak and Higgs bosons [1, 2].

They are fundamental to precision measurements, such as determining the mass and width

of the W boson [3, 4]. As high-energy physics experiments continue to advance, the mea-

surement of TMDs will become increasingly important. The ongoing and future experiments

at facilities such as the Large Hadron Collider [5, 6] and Electron-Ion Collider [7–10] are

expected to profoundly enrich our knowledge of TMDs. This will not only enhance our

grasp of hadron structure and nucleon spin but also contribute significantly to the broader

field of particle physics.

Central to the study and practical application of TMDs is the Collins-Soper (CS) kernel,

which is responsible for the (rapidity) scale evolution of TMDs [11, 12], enabling the con-

sistent interpretation of experimental data across different energy scales. It is instrumental

in connecting theoretical predictions with experimental observations. The TMDs and CS

kernel can be extracted through the global analysis of experimental data including the semi-

inclusive deep inelastic scattering (SIDIS) and Drell-Yan processes [13–29]. However, the

nonperturbative nature of Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) at low transverse momenta

necessitates certain parametrizations and introduces model dependence. As a result, there

is an increasing interest for these intrinsically nonperturbative quantities to be calculated

directly from first-principles lattice QCD.

Although direct simulation of TMDs on the Euclidean lattice is impractical, as TMDs

are defined on the light-cone, it has been demonstrated that they can be accessed through

quasi-TMDs within the framework of Large-Momentum Effective Theory (LaMET) [30–32].
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The quasi-TMDs involve the matrix elements of equal-time gauge-invariant (GI) operators:

OGI
Γ (b; η) = ψ(

b

2
)ΓW⊐(

b

2
,−b

2
, η)ψ(−b

2
), (1)

with b = (b⊥, bz) covering both longitudinal (bz) and transverse (b⊥) directions, linked by a

staple-shaped Wilson line W⊐ whose length is characterized by η. In the large momentum

and η → ∞ limit, the quasi-TMDs can be related to the light-cone TMDs through the pertur-

bative factorization [33–46]. Building on this, significant advancements have been achieved

over the past few years. The CS kernel has been extracted from either quasi-TMD parton dis-

tribution functions (TMDPDFs) [47–49], quasi-TMD wave functions (TMDWFs) [49–55], or

the moments of the quasi-TMDs [56]. Lattice QCD calculations of soft functions [50, 51, 53],

along with the first results of nucleon TMD PDFs [57] and pion TMDWFs [58] also have

been reported. Additionally, progress has also been made in the systematical control of these

calculations, including improved matching up to two loops [59, 60], addressing the operator

mixing and working at physical quark masses [54, 55, 61–67].

Despite notable progress, the lattice calculation of TMDs remains challenging. To sup-

press power corrections, a large momentum Pz is required, which incurs a significant com-

putational cost. In addition, the signal-to-noise ratio of the quasi-TMD matrix elements

is adversely affected by exponential decay as the total length of the space-like Wilson line

increases. This decay makes it particularly difficult to investigate quasi-TMDs at large b⊥,

where the results are desired to complement the phenomenological analysis. What’s more,

the linear divergence and pinch-pole singularity in the Wilson lines also complicate the

renormalization procedure, although they could be cancelled by the Wilson loop [68] or held

fixed by keeping a constant length of the Wilson line for given b⊥ [54]. Besides, the opera-

tor mixings of Wilson-line operators [62–66] also need to be subtracted systematically [54].

Recently, a novel approach has been proposed for computing parton physics in the Coulomb

gauge (CG)[69], notably without the use of Wilson lines. Thereby, the complexity induced

by the Wilson line can be avoided. It has been demonstrated that, in the large momen-

tum limit, the CG quasi-PDF falls into the same universality class as the GI case under

the LaMET framework. Further progress has been made in the realm of quasi-TMDs [70],

involving the matrix elements of equal-time operators,

OCG
Γ (b) = ψ(

b

2
)Γψ(−b

2
)|∇·A=0, (2)
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with the CG condition ∇ · A = 0 but without a Wilson line. The factorization of quasi-

TMDs in the CG has been derived from the soft collinear effective theory (SCET) [70] and

verified at one loop in perturbation theory [70, 71]. In this study, we have, for the first time,

computed the quasi-TMDWFs of the pion in the CG and extracted the CS kernel from these

measurements. Without Wilson lines, the CG correlators are multiplicatively renormalizable

and free from the linear divergence [69] and pinch singularity, as well as the operator mixings

originating from the Wilson line geometry. Through our calculation, we show that, the CG

approach leads to consistent CS kernel with the conventional GI approach. Moreover, the

CG approach can significantly reduce the signal-to-noise ratio and extend the prediction

power of lattice computation in the nonperturbative regime of interest to TMD physics.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The pion quasi-TMDWF in the CG is defined as the Fourier transform of the matrix

elements:

ϕ̃CG
Γ (b⊥, bz, Pz, µ) = ⟨Ω|OCG

Γ (b)|π+;Pz⟩, (3)

where the pion is boosted with momentum P = (0, 0, Pz). By selecting Γ = γtγ5 or γzγ5,

the quasi-TMDWF ϕ̃Γ(x, b⊥, Pz, µ) can be related to the light-cone TMDWF ϕ(x, b⊥, ζ, µ)

(under the principle-value prescription of the light-cone Wilson lines [72]) in the large Pz

limit through perturbative factorization, which can be expressed as [37, 42, 70],

ϕ̃Γ(x, b⊥, Pz, µ)√
Sr(b⊥, µ)

= H(x, x̄, Pz, µ)ϕ(x, b⊥, ζ, µ) exp

[
1

4

(
ln

(2xPz)
2

ζ
+ ln

(2x̄Pz)
2

ζ

)
γMS(b⊥, µ)

]
+O

(
Λ2

QCD

(xPz)2
,

1

(b⊥(xPz))2
,
Λ2

QCD

(x̄Pz)2
,

1

(b⊥(x̄Pz))2

)
,

(4)

with x̄ = 1 − x. γMS(b⊥, µ) is the CS kernel that governs the rapidity scale evolution

from ζ to (2xPz)
2 (or (2x̄Pz)

2). H(x, x̄, Pz, µ) is a hard matching kernel that has been

computed from one-loop perturbation theory [70, 71]. Sr(b⊥, µ) represents the reduced soft

functions, extractable from the form factors of fast-moving color-charged states [37, 42,

70]. Consequently, the x-dependent light-cone TMDWF can be derived, subject to power

corrections that are suppressed by large Pz and b⊥. Alternatively, the CS kernel can be
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extracted through the ratios of the quasi-TMDWFs with different momenta P1 and P2,

γMS(b⊥, µ) =
1

ln(P2/P1)
ln

[
ϕ̃(x, b⊥, P2, µ)

ϕ̃(x, b⊥, P1, µ)

]
+ δγMS(x, µ, P1, P2) + p.c., (5)

with perturbative corrections δγMS inferred from H(x, x̄, Pz, µ) and power corrections (p.c.).

III. LATTICE SETUP

The bare matrix elements of the pion quasi-TMDWF can be extracted from the two-point

correlation functions in the lattice simulations. For CG quasi-TMDWFs, we compute,

CCG
πO (ts; b⊥, bz, Pz) =

〈
OCG

Γ (b,P, ts)π
†(y0, 0)

〉
, (6)

with,

OCG
Γ (b,P, ts) =

∑
y

d(y +
b

2
, ts)Γu(y − b

2
, ts)|∇·A=0e

−iP·(y−y0). (7)

Here y0 is the source position, and ts is the time separation. We chose Γ = γtγ5, as it should

be free from the operator mixings caused by chiral symmetry breaking [62, 64, 65] under

our lattice setup.

To improve the signal-to-noise ratio and increase the overlap with the pion ground state,

we used extended pion source after boosted Gaussian smearing [73],

π†(y, ts) = us(y, ts)γ5ds(y, ts), (8)

with the s denoting the smeared fields. We also compute the pion-pion two-point functions,

Cππ(ts, Pz) =
〈
π(P, ts)π

†(y0, 0)
〉
, (9)

with smeared source and sink to extract the energy spectrum created by π† as well as the

overlap amplitudes.

For the lattice simulation, we utilized a 2+1-flavor Domain-wall gauge ensemble generated

by RBC and UKQCD Collaborations of size N3
s × Nt × N5 = 643 × 128 × 12, denoted by

64I [74]. The quark masses are at the physical point and the lattice spacing is a−1 =

2.3549(49) GeV (a = 0.0836 fm). For the boosted Gaussian smearing, the Gaussian radius

was chosen to be rG = 0.58 fm, and we chose the quark boost parameter jz to be 0 and
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6 [75, 76] which are optimal to hadron momentum Pz = 2πnz/(Nsa) with nz = 0 and 8,

so that the largest momentum in our calculation is Pz = 1.85 GeV. Since only two-point

functions are involved in this calculation, measurements at other momenta (nz ∈ [0, 8]) were

also computed through contractions using the same profiled quark propagator.

To increase the statistics, we used 64 configurations coupled with All Mode Averag-

ing (AMA) technique [77]. We computed 2 exact and 128 sloppy solutions for the quasi-

TMDWFs with momenta nz ∈ [4, 8], while 1 exact and 32 sloppy solutions for the cases

with nz = [0, 3]. The quark propagators are evaluated from CG-fixed configurations using

deflation based solver with 2000 eigen vectors.

After fixing the CG, the GI quasi-TMDWF defined from Eq. (1) shares the same quark

propagators as the CG case but needs an additional staple-shaped Wilson line to main-

tain the gauge invariance. Therefore, we also computed the GI quasi-TMDWF correlators

CGI
πO(ts; b⊥, bz, Pz, η) during the contraction. We chose η = 12a in this case using the same

setup of the staple-shaped Wilson line as Ref. [54]. We employed Wilson flow [78], with a

flow time tF = 1.0 (roughly smears the gauge fields over the radius
√
8a2), to suppress the

ultraviolet (UV) fluctuations and enhance the signal-to-noise ratio.

IV. QUASI-TMDWF

The pion-pion and quasi-TMDWF correlators have the following spectral decompositions,

Cππ(ts;Pz) =
Nst−1∑
n=0

|Zn|2

2En

(
e−Ents + e−En(Lt−ts)

)
, (10)

and,

CCG
πO (ts; b⊥, bz, Pz) =

Nst−1∑
n=0

Zn

2En

⟨Ω|OCG
γtγ5

|n⟩(e−Ents + e−En(Lt−ts)), (11)

where En(Pz) is the energy level, and Zn = ⟨n|π†(Pz)|Ω⟩ is the overlap amplitude created

by the pion interpolator (real and positive [54]). |Ω⟩ represents the vacuum state, while

|n⟩ = |0⟩, |1⟩, ... represents the ground state as well as the excited states.

To take the advantage of high correlations between the pion-pion and quasi-TMDWF

two-point functions, we construct their ratio as,

R(ts; b⊥, bz, Pz) =
−iCCG

πO (ts; b⊥, bz, Pz)

Cππ(ts;Pz)
. (12)
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b
,b

z,P
z)

1e 6

nz = 8, b = 10a, CG 

bz = 0
bz = 2a

bz = 4a
bz = 8a

FIG. 1. R(ts; b⊥, bz, Pz) as a function of ts for nz = 8 and b⊥ = 10a. The bands are results from

the two-state fits.

In Fig. 1, the ratios of our largest momentum nz = 8 at b⊥ = 10a are shown as an example.

In the ts → ∞ limit, this ratio will reduce to ⟨Ω|Oγtγ5 |0⟩/Z0 = E0ϕ̃
B/Z0 and gives the

bare quasi-TMDWF matrix elements ϕ̃B(b⊥, bz, Pz, a). In practice, with finite ts we truncate

Eq. (10) and Eq. (11) up to Nst = 2 and extract the bare matrix elements through the

two-state fit. The fit results are shown as the bands in Fig. 1 which can nicely describe the

data point.
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FIG. 2. The real (left) and imaginary (right) parts of the renormalized quasi-TMDWF matrix

elements at nz = 8 with b⊥ = 2a, 6a, 8a for the CG (filled squared symbols) and GI cases (open

circled symbols).

The renormalization of CG quasi-TMD operator is straightforward. It involves only the

CG quark wave function renormalization, which is an overall multiplicative constant and

does not depend on the spatial separations b⊥ and bz [69].
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FIG. 3. Upper panels: CG quasi-TMDWFs at momentum nz ∈ [4, 8] and b⊥ = 2a, 8a, 10a. Lower

panels: CS kernel estimator γ̂MS(x, b⊥, P1, P2, µ) derived from the ratio of the quasi-TMDWFs..

In contrast, the GI quasi-TMD operator defined in Eq. (1), though also subject to multi-

plicative renormalization, requires the removal of pinch pole singularities, cusp divergences,

and linear divergences associated with the Wilson line [61, 68, 79, 80]. This renormaliza-

tion is proportional to the total link length. In our implementation, the total length of the

staple-shape Wilson line is 2η + b⊥, independent of bz.

Since the renormalization process solely involves the UV properties of operators and

is independent of the external hadron states, we use the renormalization group invariant

ratios [54]

Φ̃(b⊥, bz, Pz) =
ϕ̃B(b⊥, bz, Pz, η, a)

ϕ̃B(b⊥, 0, 0, η, a)
, (13)

without affecting the x- and Pz−dependences of the quasi-TMDWF after Fourier transform.

The above ratio also may reduce some correlated uncertainties and eliminate some power

corrections. Thus, we also adopt the same procedure for the CG matrix elements, whose

renormalization is b⊥ and η independent.

In Fig. 2, we show the renormalized matrix elements for our largest momentum, Pz = 1.85

GeV, and for b⊥ = 2a, 6a and 8a, as a function of bz, for both CG (filled squared symbols) and

GI (open circled symbols) cases. The left panel and right panel show the real and imaginary

parts, respectively. It is evident that reasonable signal remains for the CG case even when

b⊥ become large. In contrast, the signal-to-noise ratio of the GI matrix elements rapidly

8



deteriorates as b⊥ increases, primarily due to the long Wilson line and its UV fluctuations.

In addition, it is shown that the imaginary parts of the CG case are consistently zero, while

they have non-zero values for GI case. This is expected as the imaginary part depends on

the longitudinal orientation of the Wilson line in the GI case [72], whereas the CG condition

does not favor any direction [70].

One can also observe that the matrix elements decrease as a function of bz, diminishing

to zero within the errors when bz ≳ 1 fm. This behavior facilitates the numerical Fourier

transform to x-space with a simple truncation at the maximum value of bz, which is expressed

as,

Φ̃(x, b⊥, Pz) =
Pz

π

∫ bmax
z

0

ei(x−
1
2
)PzbzΦ̃(b⊥, bz, Pz) (14)

where we apply a first-order spline interpolation to smooth the data points. Since the CG

quasi-TMDWF correlator is real and symmetric in bz, the distribution must be real in the

x-space.

In the upper panel of Fig. 3, we show selected results of the CG quasi-TMDWFs with

momentum nz ∈ [4, 8] and b⊥ = 2a, 8a, 10a. Encouragingly, reasonable signal persists even

when b⊥ is as large as 10a. However, the signal-to-noise ratio decreases as the momentum

increases. In addition, it is evident that the quasi-TMDWFs, though appearing to be non-

zero outside the physical region, have a trend to shrink into x ∈ [0, 1] as the momentum

increases. This observation is consistent with the power expansion of the LaMET, suggesting

the quasi-TMDWF is approaching the light-cone TMDWF in the large momentum limit.

V. THE COLLINS-SOPER KERNEL

According to Eq. (5), we define the following estimator of the CS kernel utilizing the

quasi-TMDWFs at finite momenta,

γ̂MS(x, b⊥, P1, P2, µ) =
1

ln(P2/P1)
ln

[
Φ̃(x, b⊥, P2)

Φ̃(x, b⊥, P1)

]
+ δγMS(x, µ, P1, P2). (15)

In this work, we applied the perturbative corrections δγMS derived from the next-to-leading

logarithm (NLL) matching kernels for the CG case [38, 43, 54, 70] as only one-loop non-cusp

anomalous dimension is available. The MS scale has been set to be µ = 2 GeV. If the power

corrections and higher-order corrections are small, γ̂MS should be independent of Pz and x.

9



In the lower panels of Fig. 3, we show the CS kernel estimators for the CG case with

various combination of momenta, n1 and n2, as a function of x. The x-independent plateaus

can be found in the moderate x region within the errors, which is robust even at the largest

b⊥. This indicates the effectiveness of the factorization formula in (4). In the end-point

regions of both small and large x, the results appear to diverge, signaling a breakdown of

the factorization in these areas. However, the length of plateaus extend as the momentum

increases, which is consistent with the power corrections suggested in Eq. (4).

As for the momentum dependence, it is absent even for the case of large b⊥ due, which

indicates well suppressed power corrections by 1/(Pzb⊥), despite their slightly larger errors.

However, results at small b⊥ (e.g., for 2a) and with small momentum (e.g., for n1 = 4)

deviated from the ones derived from larger momenta. This momentum dependence is reduced

when n1 and n2 gets close, and disappear when n1 and n2 are close enough (e.g., for n1/n2 =

4/5). This observation suggests that the power corrections and higher-order perturbative

corrections are not well suppressed in the cases of small b⊥ and large differences in Pz.

To estimate the CS kernel, we averaged over the estimator γ̂MS(x, b⊥, µ, P1, P2) within

x ∈ [x0, 1− x0] across various n1 and n2. Only the cases of n2 − n1 = 1 are considered. The

value of x0 is determined by requiring 2x0Pzb⊥ > 1 and 2x0Pz > 0.7 GeV, suggested by the

power correction. As a result, b⊥ = a is always excluded in this work. The averages over x

and different valeus n1/n2 are carried out for each bootstrap sample of gauge configurations.

The results are quoted from the median and 68% confidence limit of the distribution of all

bootstrap samples. Thus, our quoted errors include the correlated statistical and systematic

errors arising from x and Pz averaging.

Our results for the CS kernel are shown as the black points in Fig. 4. The error bars

indicate errors when n1/n2 = 6/7 and 7/8 are excluded from the average. The averages

including n1/n2 = 6/7 and 7/8 are depicted as black patches under the data points.

The CS kernel extracted from the GI quasi-TMDWFs calculated in this work is also shown

as the blue points and patches, which is consistent with the CG case at smaller b⊥. We do

not show the CS kernel from the GI quasi-TMDWFs at b⊥ > 4a because the results are too

noisy for comparison as already indicated in Fig. 2. It has been demonstrated in Ref. [55]

that after the matching correction, which takes into account of the power corrections at

small b⊥ [54] and the so-called linear renormalon subtraction at large b⊥ [71], the imaginary

part of the CS kernel in the GI case is consistent with zero, so we only take the real part of

10
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FIG. 4. The CS kernel determined from the CG quasi-TMDWFs are shown as the black points

and patches, which represent the exclusion and inclusion of momentum pairs n1/n2 = 6/7 and

7/8, respectively. The results from GI quasi-TMDWFs calculated in this work are shown as the

blue points and patches. For comparison, the CS kernels from recent phenomenological parame-

terizations of experimental data are shown from MAP22 [26], ART23 [27], IFY23 [28] and HSO24

(E605) [29]. We also show the perturbative results (N3LL) from Ref. [81, 82], as well as a recent

lattice calculation (ASWZ24) from GI quasi-TMDWFs in the continuum limit with high statis-

tics [55].

the final result.

Our results agree with the N3LL perturbative prediction [81, 82] at the short distances

(b⊥ ≲ 0.4 fm). Beyond this point, the perturbative prediction becomes sensitive to the

Landau pole and, thereby, loses reliability.

Although our CS kernel from GI the case loses signal for b⊥ ≳ 0.4 fm, our CG results

continue to show very good signals at b⊥ up to about 1 fm.

For comparisons, we show the most recent lattice QCD calculation (ASWZ24) from GI

quasi-TMDWFs in the continuum limit with high statistics [55]. Evidently, the results from

CG and GI case are consistent with each other, suggesting they fall into the same universality

class in the large Pz limit under the framework of LaMET.

Furthermore, our nonperturbative theoretical predictions of the CS kernel are in agree-

ment with the recent phenomenological parameterizations of experimental data, MAP22 [26],

ART23 [27], IFY23 [28], and HSO24 (E605) [29], which shows a near-linear b⊥ dependence

in the nonperturbative regime as proposed in Ref. [83].
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VI. CONCLUSION

We conducted the first lattice QCD calculation of the CS kernel utilizing the recently

proposed CG quasi-TMD approach as well as employing unitary domain wall fermion dis-

cretization with physical quark masses and a fine lattice spacing.

The CG approach shows significantly lower signal decay, allowing the CS kernel to be

determined for extended transverse separations. At the same time, we show that our results

are well compatible with the widely used gauge-invariant method. Notably, our results

agree with the recent phenomenological parameterizations of experimental data and suggest

a near-linear dependence of the CS kernel on large b⊥.

This work lays a solid foundation for future research into the CS kernel at larger values

of b⊥, and advances the QCD computations in the nonperturbative regime of TMD physics.
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𝐽/𝜓−pair production at the LHC is currently one of the few tools available to probe gluon
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mode have the potential to probe the evolution of the unpolarised-gluon TMDs and to measure
the distribution of the linearly-polarised gluon in unpolarised protons for the first time. In this
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𝐽/𝜓−pair production at NLL in TMD factorisation at the LHC Alice Colpani Serri

1. Introduction

Inclusive 𝐽/𝜓-pair production in proton-proton collisions represents a great tool to allow
for extractions of the poorly known gluon Transverse Momentum Dependent Parton Distribution
Functions (TMD-PDFs or TMDs) [1, 2]. Indeed, this process is mainly generated by gluon-gluon
fusion and Color Singlet (CS) transitions are the main source of 𝐽/𝜓 pairs, for which TMD-
factorisation-breaking effects are absent [3–5]. For this reason 𝐽/𝜓-pair production is considered
a great candidate for probing gluon TMDs at the LHC. Moreover, the invariant mass of the 𝐽/𝜓-
pair in the final state can be tuned with the individual momenta of the two 𝐽/𝜓, allowing for the
investigation of the scale evolution of the TMDs.

2. Overview of the process and formalism

The process considered in our study is the simultaneous production of two 𝐽/𝜓 in a single
parton scattering from unpolarised proton-proton collisions. The 𝐽/𝜓 is relatively easy to produce
and to detect, allowing for the collection of a large number of experimental data. From a theoretical
point of view, though, it is still not clear how to treat quarkonium production: many models
have been proposed in an attempt to describe quarkonium-production mechanisms. However, the
consensus is that the Colour-Singlet Model (CSM) works for the particular case where a 𝐽/𝜓-pair
is generated [6].

A leading-order Feynman diagram of the process is shown in Figure 1. The protons have
momentum 𝑃1 and 𝑃2 and the partons take a momentum fraction 𝑥𝑖 from them (collinear con-
tribution), besides having a transverse component 𝑘𝑖𝑇 . Considering the TMD factorisation [8],
the non-perturbative gluon TMDs are defined through the hadron correlator Φ(𝑥𝑖 , 𝑘𝑖𝑇 ). For an

Φ
ρσ
g =

−1
2x2

{
gµνT f g

1 −
(2kµ2T kν2T−gµνT k2

2T
2M2

p

)
h⊥g

1

}P2

PQ,1x1P1 + k1T

x2P2 + k2T
PQ,2

P1

µ

ρ

ν

σ

Φ
µν
g =

−1
2x1

{
gµνT f g

1 −
(2kµ1T kν1T−gµνT k2

1T
2M2

p

)
h⊥g

1

}

Figure 1: Schematic overview of the inclusive scattering for 𝑝 + 𝑝 → 𝐽/𝜓 + 𝐽/𝜓 in TMD factorisation.
From [7].
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unpolarised proton in particular, Φ(𝑥𝑖 , 𝑘𝑖𝑇 ) is parameterised in terms of two independent TMDs at
leading twist [9]: the unpolarised gluon distribution, 𝑓 𝑔1 , and the linearly-polarised gluon distribu-
tion, ℎ⊥𝑔1 (see Figure 1). The hadronic cross section for a gluon-fusion process, considering the
production of a quarkonium pair, is given by the following equation [2]:

𝑑𝜎

𝑑𝑀𝑄𝑄𝑑𝑦𝑄𝑄𝑑
2𝑞𝑇𝑑Ω

=

√︃
𝑀2

𝑄𝑄
− 4𝑀2

𝑄

(2𝜋)28𝑠𝑀2
𝑄𝑄

×
{
𝐹1C[ 𝑓 𝑔1 𝑓

𝑔

1 ] + 𝐹2C[𝑤2ℎ
⊥𝑔
1 ℎ

⊥𝑔
1 ]

+
(
𝐹3C[𝑤3 𝑓

𝑔

1 ℎ
⊥𝑔
1 ] + 𝐹′

3C[𝑤′
3ℎ

⊥𝑔
1 𝑓

𝑔

1 ]
)

cos(2𝜙𝐶𝑆)

+ 𝐹4C[𝑤4ℎ
⊥𝑔
1 ℎ

⊥𝑔
1 ] cos(4𝜙𝐶𝑆)

}
, (1)

where 𝑑Ω = 𝑑 cos(𝜃𝐶𝑆)𝑑𝜙𝐶𝑆 , with 𝜃𝐶𝑆 and 𝜙𝐶𝑆 the polar and azimuthal Collins-Soper angles
respectively. 𝑀𝑄 is the quarkonium mass (in our calculations for 𝜓 + 𝜓, we took 𝑀𝑄 = 3.1 GeV),
while 𝑀𝑄𝑄 indicates the invariant mass of the quarkonium pair, which we set as the hard scale of the
process. 𝑦𝑄𝑄 represents the rapidity of the quarkonium pair defined in the proton center-of-mass
frame, i.e.:

𝑥1,2 =
𝑒±𝑦𝑀𝑄𝑄√

𝑠
, (2)

with 𝑠 = (𝑃1 + 𝑃2)2. The coefficients 𝐹𝑖 are the hard-scattering coefficients. They contain the
explicit dependence on 𝑀𝑄𝑄 and the angle 𝜃𝐶𝑆 . The C[ 𝑓 𝑔] are convolutions containing different
combinations of 𝑓

𝑔

1 and ℎ
⊥𝑔
1 , in general:

C[𝑤 𝑓 𝑔] =
∫

𝑑2𝑘1𝑇

∫
𝑑2𝑘2𝑇 𝛿2(𝑘1𝑇 + 𝑘2𝑇 − 𝑞𝑇 ) 𝑤(𝑘1𝑇 , 𝑘2𝑇 ) 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑘

2
1𝑇 ) 𝑔(𝑥2, 𝑘

2
2𝑇 ) , (3)

where 𝑘𝑖𝑇 are the transverse momenta of the gluons, 𝑞𝑇 is the transverse momentum of the
quarkonium-pair and 𝑤(𝑘1𝑇 , 𝑘2𝑇 ) are transverse weights [10]. The azimuthal angle defined by the
quarkonium pair in the final state is directly related to gluon TMDs [1]:

⟨cos (2𝜙𝐶𝑆)⟩ =
1
2
𝐹3

(
C[𝑤3 𝑓

𝑔

1 ℎ
⊥𝑔
1 ] + C[𝑤′

3ℎ
⊥𝑔
1 𝑓

𝑔

1 ]
)

𝐹1 C[ 𝑓 𝑔1 𝑓
𝑔

1 ] + 𝐹2 C[𝑤2ℎ
⊥𝑔
1 ℎ

⊥𝑔
1 ]

, (4)

⟨cos (4𝜙𝐶𝑆)⟩ =
1
2

𝐹4 C[𝑤4ℎ
⊥𝑔
1 ℎ

⊥𝑔
1 ]

𝐹1 C[ 𝑓 𝑔1 𝑓
𝑔

1 ] + 𝐹2 C[𝑤2ℎ
⊥𝑔
1 ℎ

⊥𝑔
1 ]

. (5)

These are the expressions of the azimuthal modulations normalised to the azimuthally-independent
part of the cross section. We note that such modulations are non-vanishing only if ℎ⊥𝑔1 is not zero.

3. Switching on TMD evolution and results

TMD-evolution studies are commonly implemented in impact-parameter space [8], 𝑏𝑇 , in
which the convolutions can be written as simple products [11]:

C[𝑤 𝑓 𝑔] (𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑞𝑇 ;𝑄) =
∫ ∞

0

𝑑𝑏𝑇

2𝜋
𝑏𝑛𝑇 𝐽𝑚(𝑏𝑇 𝑞𝑇 ) 𝑒−𝑆𝐴 (𝑏∗𝑇 ;𝑄2,𝑄) 𝑒−𝑆𝑁𝑃 (𝑏𝑇 ;𝑄)

× 𝑓 (𝑥1, 𝑏
∗
𝑇 ; 𝜇2

𝑏, 𝜇𝑏) �̂�(𝑥2, 𝑏
∗
𝑇 ; 𝜇2

𝑏, 𝜇𝑏), (6)
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where 𝑄 is the hard scale of the process (which we choose to be 𝑀𝑄𝑄) and 𝐽𝑚(𝑏𝑇𝑞𝑇 ) is the Bessel
function of order 𝑚. 𝑆𝐴 is the perturbative Sudakov factor at next-to-leading-logarithmic (NLL)
accuracy [12, 13] and 𝑆𝑁𝑃 the non-perturbative one, chosen to be a Gaussian [2]:

𝑆𝑁𝑃 (𝑏𝑇 ;𝑄) = 𝐴 ln
𝑄

𝑄𝑁𝑃

𝑏2
𝑇 with 𝑄𝑁𝑃 = 1 GeV. (7)

𝑓 and �̂� are the Fourier-transformed gluon TMDs:

𝑓
𝑔

1 (𝑥, 𝑏2
𝑇 ) ≡

∫
𝑑2𝑞𝑇 𝑒𝑖𝑏𝑇 ·𝑞𝑇 𝑓

𝑔

1 (𝑥, 𝑞2
𝑇 ) , (8)

ℎ̂
⊥𝑔
1 (𝑥, 𝑏2

𝑇 ) ≡
∫

𝑑2𝑞𝑇
(𝑏𝑇 · 𝑞𝑇 )2 − 1

2𝑏
2
𝑇
𝑞2
𝑇

𝑏2
𝑇
𝑀2

𝑝

𝑒𝑖𝑏𝑇 ·𝑞𝑇 ℎ
⊥𝑔
1 (𝑥, 𝑞2

𝑇 ). (9)

The expressions above are valid for 𝑏0/𝑄 ≤ 𝑏𝑇 ≤ 𝑏𝑇,max (with 𝑏𝑇,max estimated to be around
1.5 GeV−1 and with 𝑏0 = 2𝑒−𝛾𝐸 ): when 𝜇𝑏 = 𝑏0/𝑏𝑇 becomes larger than 𝑄, the evolution should
stop (𝑆𝐴 = 0), while for values larger than 𝑏𝑇,max perturbation theory starts to become less reliable.
To force the Fourier transform of these perturbative objects to remain in the range where they make
sense, one changes [11, 14] 𝑏𝑇 into two variants in Equation (6) as :

𝑏𝑐 (𝑏∗𝑇 ) =

√︄
(𝑏∗

𝑇
)2 +

(
𝑏0

𝑄

)2
and 𝑏∗𝑇 (𝑏𝑇 ) =

𝑏𝑇√︄
1 +

(
𝑏𝑇/𝑏𝑇,max

)2
. (10)

Such a formalism has been implemented for quarkonium-pair production for the first time in
[7], where TMD evolution effects have been shown to be measurable. We present updated results,
taking into account also the 𝑥 and 𝑦𝑄𝑄 dependence and PDF (mstw2008lo [15]) uncertainty.

A=0.64 GeV2
A=0.04 GeV 2

Figure 2: Normalised 𝑞𝑇 spectrum at fixed rapidity (𝑦𝑄𝑄 = 3.25) with three different values of the mass
𝑀𝑄𝑄 = 6.6, 7.9 and 11.0 GeV and 𝐴 = 0.64 GeV2 (left) and 0.04 GeV2 (right).

The plots in Figure 2 show the normalised 𝑞𝑇 spectrum for 𝐽/𝜓-pair production using the
evolved TMDs at 𝑀𝑄𝑄 = 6.6, 7.9 and 11.0 GeV. These values are chosen according to the bins of
the recent preliminary LHCb measurements [16] of this process. The width of each band represents
the PDF uncertainty. The difference between left and right plots is given by the different chosen
value of 𝐴 (Equation (7)): changing this quantity gives an estimate of the non-perturbative TMD
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A=0.16 GeV2

Figure 3: Normalised 𝑞𝑇 spectrum for 3 values
of rapidity (𝑦 = 2.50, 3.25, 4.00) at fixed 𝑀𝑄𝑄

(8 GeV) and 𝐴 = 0.16 GeV2. The gray band
represents the uncertainty of the gaussian fit made
in [2] and the black crosses are the experimental
data from LHCb published in 2017 [17] from
which DPS had been subtracted [2].

uncertainty. The plots suggest that the peak is moving towards larger 𝑞𝑇 values when the scale
increases, while the PDF uncertainty tends to decrease. In Figure 3, the 𝑞𝑇 spectrum is plotted with
fixed invariant mass (𝑀𝑄𝑄 = 8 GeV) and varying the rapidity (𝑦 = 2.50, 3.25 and 4.00). Changing
the rapidity slightly affects the 𝑞𝑇 -spectrum behaviour. Again, the band widths correspond to the
PDF uncertainty.

From Equations (4) and (5), we have computed the azimuthal modulations ⟨cos (2𝜙𝐶𝑆)⟩ and
⟨cos (4𝜙𝐶𝑆)⟩. We have performed a study in different cos (𝜃𝐶𝑆) bins, namely [0, 0.25], [0.25, 0.50],
[0.50, 0.75], [0.75, 1] and [0, 1] for 𝑀𝑄𝑄 = 8 and 11 GeV. Both modulations show a mass dependence
at fixed 𝑞𝑇 and they become larger for a larger value of the mass (they increase of a factor ∼ 2). We
have found that ⟨cos (2𝜙𝐶𝑆)⟩ is positive in all bins and that it increases while increasing 𝑞𝑇 and has
higher contribution for cos (𝜃𝐶𝑆) ∈ [0.50, 0.75] (expectation ofO(few%)). ⟨cos (4𝜙𝐶𝑆)⟩ has higher
positive contribution for cos (𝜃𝐶𝑆) ∈ [0, 0.25], then it becomes negative at cos (𝜃𝐶𝑆) ∼ 0.3 after
which it reaches the highest contribution (in absolute value) for cos (𝜃𝐶𝑆) ∈ [0.50, 0.75] (expectation
of O(1%)). In both cases, we have large non-perturbative uncertainties. Such preliminary results
are compatible with the latest experimental data from LHCb [16], presented at this conference,
from which ⟨cos(2𝜙)⟩ = −0.029 ± 0.050 ± 0.009 and ⟨cos(4𝜙)⟩ = −0.087 ± 0.052 ± 0.013 have
been found considering the overall cos (𝜃𝐶𝑆) region.

4. Conclusions and outlook

Quarkonium production has the potential to probe the internal structure of the nucleon. Double-
𝐽/𝜓 production in particular gives the possibility to investigate gluon TMD-induced effects and
Υ predictions could be studied soon. TMD evolution effects are measurable and we have shown
the obtained predictions considering 𝑥 and rapidity dependencies and PDF uncertainty for the first
time.

We are currently working on a novel method to determine the non-perturbative Sudakov factor
because certain issues with a simple Gaussian Ansatz have been identified, which improve our
predictions for double-𝐽/𝜓 production. In the future, studies could be performed considering
polarised protons (like in the fixed-target experiments at the LHC) in order to access more gluon
TMDs. In particular, double-𝐽/𝜓 production is the most promising process for accessing the gluon
Sivers function [18].
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A new Wolfenstein-like expansion of lepton flavor mixing

towards understanding its fine structure
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Abstract

Taking the tri-bimaximal flavor mixing pattern as a particular basis, we propose a new

way to expand the 3× 3 unitary Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-Sakata (PMNS) lepton flavor

mixing matrix U in powers of the magnitude of its smallest element ξ ≡ |Ue3| ≃ 0.149. Such

a Wolfenstein-like parametrization of U allows us to easily describe the salient features and

fine structures of flavor mixing and CP violation, both in vacuum and in matter.
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1 Motivation

Among the three Euler-like rotation angles of the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) quark

flavor mixing matrix V [1, 2], it is the largest one — the Cabibbo angle θC ≃ 13◦ that was most

accurately measured from the very beginning [3]. That is why Wolfenstein proposed a remarkable

parametrization of the CKM matrix V in 1983 by expanding its nine matrix elements in powers

of a small parameter λ ≡ sin θC ≃ 0.225 [4], from which the hierarchical structure of quark flavor

mixing can be well understood. For example, one may easily arrive at the four-layered ordering

|Vtb| > |Vud| > |Vcs| ≫ |Vus| > |Vcd| ≫ |Vcb| > |Vts| ≫ |Vtd| > |Vub| (1)

of respective O(1), O(λ), O(λ2) and O(λ3) as a natural consequence of the unitarity of V [5].

In particular, the CKM matrix V approaches the unique identity matrix I in the λ → 0 limit,

implying that the up- and down-type quark sectors should have an underlying parallelism between

their flavor textures. Such a conceptually interesting limit is quite suggestive, and it has widely

been considered for explicit model building [6].

In comparison, two of the three Euler-like rotation angles of the Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-

Sakata (PMNS) lepton flavor mixing matrix U (i.e., θ12 ≃ 33.4◦ and θ23 ∼ 45◦ [3]) are so large

that a naive Wolfenstein-like parametrization of U seems quite unlikely 1. A very real possibility

is that the leading-order term of the PMNS matrix U is a constant flavor mixing pattern U0

consisting of two large angles and originating from a kind of discrete flavor symmetry, while the

smallest flavor mixing angle θ13 ≃ 8.6◦ and CP-violating effects arise after small perturbations

or quantum corrections to U0 are taken into account [10, 11]. From the point of view of model

building [6, 12, 13, 14], the most popular choice of U0 has been the tri-bimaximal flavor mixing

pattern UTBM [15, 16, 17] which predicts θ
(0)
12 = cot

√
2 ≃ 35.26◦, θ

(0)
13 = 0◦ and θ

(0)
23 = 45◦. Given

the smallness of θ13, several attempts have been made along the above line of thought to expand

the UTBM-based PMNS matrix U in powers of the small Wolfenstein parameter λ that is borrowed

from quark flavor mixing (see, e.g., Refs. [18, 19, 20, 21, 22]).

Guided by the best-fit values and 1σ intervals of three lepton flavor mixing angles extracted

from a global analysis of the currently available experimental data on neutrino oscillations [23, 24],

NMO : θ12 = 0.583+0.013
−0.013 , θ13 = 0.150+0.002

−0.002 , θ23 = 0.736+0.019
−0.015 (2)

for the normal mass ordering (NMO) of three active neutrinos, or

IMO : θ12 = 0.583+0.013
−0.013 , θ13 = 0.150+0.002

−0.002 , θ23 = 0.855+0.018
−0.020 (3)

in the inverted mass ordering (IMO) case, we find that the smallest angles θ13 is most accurately

determined and thus suitable for serving as an optimal expansion parameter 2. So we are going

1But see, e.g., Refs. [7, 8, 9], for the early attempts in this regard.
2It is worth pointing out that the previous phenomenological conjecture |Ue3| = λ/

√
2 ≃ 0.159 [25] is no more

favored by the Daya Bay precision measurements (i.e., sin θ13 ≃ 0.149) [26].
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to study an expansion of the UTBM-based PMNS matrix U in powers of the small parameter

ξ ≡ |Ue3| = sin θ13 ≃ 0.149 ≃ 0.662λ. Moreover, the best-fit values of θ12 and θ23 lead us to

NMO : θ12 − θ
(0)
12 ≃ −0.032 ≃ −1.463ξ2 ,

θ23 − θ
(0)
23 ≃ −0.049 ≃ −2.225ξ2 ; (4)

as well as

IMO : θ12 − θ
(0)
12 ≃ −0.032 ≃ −1.463ξ2 ,

θ23 − θ
(0)
23 ≃ +0.070 ≃ +3.135ξ2 . (5)

Eqs. (4) and (5) imply that the observed values of θ12 and θ23 are most likely to deviate from their

respective tri-bimaximal flavor mixing limits at the level of O(ξ2). This observation provides us

with a new angle of view, which is quite different from those in the previous attempts, to expand

U in the basis of UTBM.

In what follows we shall propose a new expansion of the PMNS matrix U by starting from

the standard Euler-like parametrization of U and taking account of

• sin θ13 ≡ ξ ≃ 0.149 as the lepton flavor mixing expansion parameter;

• θ12 = θ
(0)
12 − Aξ2 with θ

(0)
12 = cot

√
2 ≃ 35.26◦ and A ∼ O(1);

• θ23 = θ
(0)
23 −Bξ2 with θ

(0)
23 = 45◦ and |B| ∼ O(1).

It is obvious that B ̸= 0 characterizes the effect of µ-τ permutation symmetry breaking of U ,

and the sign of B determines the octant of θ23 [27, 28]. In this case the PMNS matrix will be

expressed in terms of the tri-bimaximal flavor mixing pattern UTBM, the three real parameters ξ,

A and B, and the poorly known CP-violating phase δ. Here we leave aside the two possible extra

CP phases associated with the Majorana nature of massive neutrinos, as they are completely

unknown and have no effect on the fine structure of U .

2 The expansion of U

As advocated by the Particle Data Group (PDG), the standard Euler-like parametrization of the

unitary 3× 3 PMNS matrix U is explicitly of the form [3]

U =


c12c13 s12c13 s13e

−iδ

−s12c23 − c12s13s23e
iδ c12c23 − s12s13s23e

iδ c13s23

s12s23 − c12s13c23e
iδ −c12s23 − s12s13c23e

iδ c13c23

 , (6)

in which cij ≡ cos θij and sij ≡ sin θij (for ij = 12, 13, 23) with θij lying in the first quadrant, δ

denotes the irreducible CP-violating phase responsible for CP violation in neutrino oscillations,

and possible additional CP phases of the Majorana nature can always be factored out on the
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right-hand side of U and thus have been omitted. Following the strategy outlined above for a

Wolfenstein-like expansion of the UTBM-based PMNS matrix U , we have

s13 ≡ ξ ,

c13 = 1− 1

2
ξ2 − 1

8
ξ4 +O(ξ6) ,

s12 =
1√
3

[
1−

√
2Aξ2 − 1

2
A2ξ4

]
+O(ξ6) ,

c12 =
2√
6

[
1 +

1√
2
Aξ2 − 1

2
A2ξ4

]
+O(ξ6) ,

s23 =
1√
2

[
1−Bξ2 − 1

2
B2ξ4

]
+O(ξ6) ,

c23 =
1√
2

[
1 +Bξ2 − 1

2
B2ξ4

]
+O(ξ6) . (7)

Substituting Eq. (7) into Eq. (6), we immediately arrive at the nine elements of U in the PDG-

advocated phase convention as follows:

Ue1 =
2√
6
− 1−

√
2A√
6

ξ2 − 1 + 2
√
2A+ 4A2

4
√
6

ξ4 ,

Ue2 =
1√
3
− 1 + 2

√
2A

2
√
3

ξ2 − 1− 4
√
2A+ 4A2

8
√
3

ξ4 ,

Ue3 = ξe−iδ ,

Uµ1 = − 1√
6
− 1√

3
ξeiδ +

√
2A−B√

6
ξ2 − A−

√
2B√

6
ξ3eiδ +

A2 +B2 + 2
√
2AB

2
√
6

ξ4

+
A2 +B2 +

√
2AB

2
√
3

ξ5eiδ ,

Uµ2 =
1√
3
− 1√

6
ξeiδ +

A+
√
2B√

6
ξ2 +

√
2A+B√

6
ξ3eiδ − A2 +B2 −

√
2AB

2
√
3

ξ4

+
A2 +B2 + 2

√
2AB

2
√
6

ξ5eiδ ,

Uµ3 =
1√
2
− 1 + 2B

2
√
2

ξ2 − (1− 2B)2

8
√
2

ξ4 ,

Uτ1 =
1√
6
− 1√

3
ξeiδ −

√
2A+B√

6
ξ2 − A+

√
2B√

6
ξ3eiδ − A2 +B2 − 2

√
2AB

2
√
6

ξ4

+
A2 +B2 −

√
2AB

2
√
3

ξ5eiδ ,

Uτ2 = − 1√
3
− 1√

6
ξeiδ − A−

√
2B√

6
ξ2 +

√
2A−B√

6
ξ3eiδ +

A2 +B2 +
√
2AB

2
√
3

ξ4

+
A2 +B2 + 2

√
2AB

2
√
6

ξ5eiδ ,

Uτ3 =
1√
2
− 1− 2B

2
√
2

ξ2 − (1 + 2B)2

8
√
2

ξ4 , (8)

up to O(ξ6) or equivalently O(10−5). This degree of precision and accuracy for the elements of

U should be good enough to confront the present and future precision measurements of various
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neutrino oscillation channels. Some comments and discussions are in order.

• The two off-diagonal asymmetries of the unitary PMNSmatrix U , which largely characterize

its geometrical structure about the Ue1-Uµ2-Uτ3 and Ue3-Uµ2-Uτ1 axes, are given by

A1 ≡ |Ue2|2 − |Uµ1|2 = |Uµ3|2 − |Uτ2|2 = |Uτ1|2 − |Ue3|2

≃ +
1

6
−

√
2

3
ξ cos δ − 1

3

(
2 + 2A2 +B2 + 2

√
2AB

)
ξ2 ,

A2 ≡ |Ue2|2 − |Uµ3|2 = |Uµ1|2 − |Uτ2|2 = |Uτ3|2 − |Ue1|2

≃ −1

6
+

1

6

(
1− 4

√
2A+ 6B

)
ξ2 . (9)

In comparison, the corresponding off-diagonal asymmetries of the CKM quark flavor mixing

matrix V are respectively of O(λ6) and O(λ2) [5]. So the PMNS matrix U is geometrically

not so symmetrical as the CKM matrix V . Given the fact that either A1 = 0 or A2 = 0

would imply the congruence of three pairs of the PMNS unitarity triangles in the complex

plane [29], we find that the relatively large off-diagonal asymmetries of U means that its

six unitarity triangles are not very similar to one another in shape.

• The three µ-τ interchange asymmetries of the PMNS matrix U , which describe small effects

of the µ-τ flavor symmetry breaking, are found to be

∆1 ≡ |Uτ1|2 − |Uµ1|2 ≃ −2

3
Bξ2

[
1− 2

(
1 +

√
2A
)
ξ2
]
− 2

3
ξ
(√

2− Aξ2
)
cos δ ,

∆2 ≡ |Uτ2|2 − |Uµ2|2 ≃ −2

3
Bξ2

[
2−

(
1− 2

√
2A
)
ξ2
]
+

2

3
ξ
(√

2− Aξ2
)
cos δ ,

∆3 ≡ |Uτ3|2 − |Uµ3|2 ≃ 2Bξ2
(
1− ξ2

)
. (10)

Of course, ∆1 +∆2 +∆3 = 0 holds, as assured by the unitarity of U . One can simply see

that ∆1 = ∆2 = ∆3 = 0 requires both B = 0 and δ = ±π/2, the conditions that allow U to

have the exact µ-τ reflection symmetry [30]. The preliminary T2K measurement hints at

δ ∼ −π/2 [31], and thus ∆1, ∆2 and ∆3 are all expected to be of O(10−2). It is therefore

expected that the µ-τ permutation or reflection symmetry may serve as a minimal lepton

flavor symmetry which is greatly helpful for explicit model building [27, 28].

• The well-known Jarlskog invariant of leptonic CP violation [32, 33], which measures the

universal strength of CP-violating effects in neutrino oscillations, is given as

Jν ≡ Im
(
Ue2Uµ3U

∗
e3U

∗
µ2

)
≃ 1

6
ξ
[√

2−
(√

2 + A
)
ξ2
]
sin δ . (11)

So Jν ≃ 3.5 × 10−2 sin δ holds in the leading-order approximation. Given δ ∼ −π/2, for

instance, the size of the leptonic Jarlskog invariant will be about a thousand times larger

than that of its counterpart in the quark sector [3].

Note that one may only keep the leading-order terms of A1, A2, ∆1, ∆2, ∆3 and Jν in most

cases, as they are analytically simple enough and numerically accurate enough.
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3 The ordering of |Uαi|

Taking account of the UTBM-based expansion of the PMNS matrix U in powers of ξ ≃ 0.149 in

Eq. (8), we find that the analytical approximation

U ≃



2√
6
− 1−

√
2A√
6

ξ2
1√
3
− 1 + 2

√
2A

2
√
3

ξ2 ξe−iδ

− 1√
6
− 1√

3
ξeiδ +

√
2A−B√

6
ξ2

1√
3
− 1√

6
ξeiδ +

A+
√
2B√

6
ξ2

1√
2
− 1 + 2B

2
√
2

ξ2

1√
6
− 1√

3
ξeiδ −

√
2A+B√

6
ξ2 − 1√

3
− 1√

6
ξeiδ − A−

√
2B√

6
ξ2

1√
2
− 1− 2B

2
√
2

ξ2


(12)

is actually good enough to fit current neutrino oscillation data. Let us examine to what extent

one may identify the ordering of |Uαi| (for α = e, µ, τ and i = 1, 2, 3).

• For the matrix elements in the first row of U , it is easy to identify |Ue1| > |Ue2| > |Ue3|. In
fact, |Ue1| and |Ue3| are the largest and smallest moduli among the nine elements of U .

• For the matrix elements in the third column of U , the sign of B is crucial as it deter-

mines whether |Uµ3| is larger or smaller than its counterpart |Uτ3|. This point is obviously
supported by |Uτ3|2 − |Uµ3|2 ≃ 2Bξ2 obtained from Eq. (10). We are therefore left with

|Uτ3| ≥ |Uµ3| > |Ue3| for B ≥ 0, or |Uµ3| ≥ |Uτ3| > |Ue3| for B ≤ 0.

• For the matrix elements in the second and third rows of U , the smallness of ξ assures that

|Uµ1| < |Uµ2| < |Uµ3| and |Uτ1| < |Uτ2| < |Uτ3| hold. This observation is independent of

the values of A, B and δ in the Wolfenstein-like expansion of U proposed above.

• To compare between the magnitudes of Uτi and Uµi (for i = 1, 2), we may simplify the

expressions of ∆1 and ∆2 in Eq. (10) as follows:

|Uτ1|2 − |Uµ1|2 ≃ −2

3
ξ
(√

2 cos δ +Bξ
)

,

|Uτ2|2 − |Uµ2|2 ≃ +
2

3
ξ
(√

2 cos δ − 2Bξ
)

. (13)

It becomes clear that |Uτ1| ≤ |Uµ1| will hold if
√
2 cos δ + Bξ ≥ 0 is satisfied; and |Uτ1| ≥

|Uµ1| will hold if
√
2 cos δ + Bξ flips its sign. On the other hand, |Uτ2| ≥ |Uµ2| will hold if

cos δ ≥
√
2Bξ is satisfied; and |Uτ2| ≤ |Uµ2| will hold if cos δ ≤

√
2Bξ is satisfied.

• Whether |Ue2| can be larger or smaller than |Uµ2| or |Uτ2| is another open question before

the quadrant of the CP-violating phase δ is surely determined. The reason is simply that

|Ue2|2 ≃ |Uµ2|2 −
1

2

(
1 + 2

√
2A
)
ξ2 +

√
2

3
ξ
(
cos δ −

√
2Bξ

)
≃ |Uτ2|2 −

1

2

(
1 + 2

√
2A
)
ξ2 −

√
2

3
ξ
(
cos δ −

√
2Bξ

)
(14)

holds to the accuracy of O(ξ2). In case of cos δ = 0, however, the sign of B will play a part.
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A summary of the above discussions leads us to the following most likely ordering of the nine

matrix elements of U in magnitude:

|Ue1| > {|Uµ3|, |Uτ3|} > {|Ue2|, |Uµ2|, |Uτ2|} > {|Uµ1|, |Uτ1|} > |Ue3| , (15)

where the ordering of the bracketed moduli remains unidentifiable from the present neutrino

oscillation data. That is why the next-generation long-baseline neutrino oscillation experiments

aim to pin down the octant of θ23 (or equivalently, the sign of B) and the quadrant of δ.

To be more specific, let us simply take the best-fit value of δ to illustrate the ordering of the

nine PMNS moduli |Uαi| (for α = e, µ, τ and i = 1, 2, 3). Given [23, 24]

NMO : δ ≃ −0.711π , A ≃ 1.463 , B ≃ 2.225 , (16)

where the values of A and B are directly extracted from Eq. (4), we obtain |Uτ1| > |Uµ1| from
Eq. (13), |Uτ2| < |Ue2| < |Uµ2| from Eq. (14) and |Uτ3| > |Uµ3| from Eq. (10). As a result,

NMO : |Ue1| > |Uτ3| > |Uµ3| > |Uµ2| > |Ue2| > |Uτ2| > |Uτ1| > |Uµ1| > |Ue3| . (17)

In the IMO case, we input [23, 24]

IMO : δ ≃ −0.467π , A ≃ 1.463 , B ≃ −3.135 , (18)

where the values of A and B are directly extracted from Eq. (5), and then find |Uτ1| > |Uµ1| and
|Ue2| < |Uµ2| < |Uτ2| from Eq. (14) and |Uτ3| < |Uµ3| from Eq. (10). As a consequence,

IMO : |Ue1| > |Uµ3| > |Uτ3| > |Uτ2| > |Uµ2| > |Ue2| > |Uτ1| > |Uµ1| > |Ue3| . (19)

We see that the nine PMNS matrix elements do not have a clearly layered hierarchy in magnitude,

as compared with the four-layered ordering of the nine CKM moduli shown in Eq. (1). The reason

behind this difference should be closely related to the underlying mechanism responsible for the

origin of tiny neutrino masses, although it remains vague and unclear at present.

4 The unitarity triangle

The “appearance” neutrino oscillation νµ → νe and its CP-conjugated process νµ → νe are the

only realistic channels to measure leptonic CP violation in a long-baseline oscillation experiment

like T2K [31]. It is the so-called unitarity triangle △τ [34] defined by the orthogonality relation

Ue1U
∗
µ1 + Ue2U

∗
µ2 + Ue3U

∗
µ3 = 0 in the complex plane that is directly related to νµ → νe and

νµ → νe oscillations. In view of the PDG-advocated phase convention of U taken in Eq. (6) or

(8), we find that it is more convenient to use the side Ue3U
∗
µ3 to rescale the three sides of △τ [35].

In this case, we simply arrive at

△′
τ :

Ue1U
∗
µ1

Ue3U
∗
µ3

+
Ue2U

∗
µ2

Ue3U
∗
µ3

+ 1 = 0 , (20)
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Figure 1: An illustration of the geometrical shapes of the rescaled unitarity triangle △′
τ (solid

black) and its effective matter-corrected counterpart △̃′
τ (dashed red for the NMO case and

dashed blue for the IMO case) in the complex plane, where δ ≃ −π/2 has typically been input.

where the two sloping sides are given by

Ue1U
∗
µ1

Ue3U
∗
µ3

≃ −
√
2

3ξ
eiδ − 2

3
,

Ue2U
∗
µ2

Ue3U
∗
µ3

≃ +

√
2

3ξ
eiδ − 1

3
, (21)

to a good degree of accuracy. Just taking δ ≃ −π/2 and ξ ≃ 0.149 for example, we obtain the

numerical results |Ue1U
∗
µ1|/|Ue3U

∗
µ3| ≃ 3.23 and |Ue2U

∗
µ2|/|Ue3U

∗
µ3| ≃ 3.18. Namely, two of the

three sides of △′
τ are about three times longer than the shortest one in magnitude, as illustrated

by the solid black triangle in Fig. 1. Note that the height of △′
τ , denoted as J ′

ν , is correlated

with the Jarlskog invariant Jν as follows:

J ′
ν =

Jν

|Ue3U
∗
µ3|2

≃ 1

3ξ

[√
2−

(
A− 2

√
2B
)
ξ2
]
sin δ , (22)

where the expression of Jν obtained in Eq. (11) has been used. We are then left with the result

J ′
ν ≃

√
2 sin δ/ (3ξ) in the leading-order approximation, as clearly indicated by the imaginary

parts of the two sloping sides of △′
τ in Eq. (21).

It is well known that the terrestrial matter effects on νµ → νe and νµ → νe oscillations are

not very significant in the T2K and Hyper-Kamiokande experiments with the baseline length

L ≃ 295 km and the typical beam energy E ≃ 0.6 GeV [3], but such effects can modify the shape

8



of the above unitarity triangle and thus modify the Jarlskog invariant of CP violation to some

extent. To see this point more clearly, let us consider the effective rescaled unitarity triangle

△̃′
τ :

Ũe1Ũ
∗
µ1

Ũe3Ũ
∗
µ3

+
Ũe2Ũ

∗
µ2

Ũe3Ũ
∗
µ3

+ 1 = 0 , (23)

where Ũei and Ũµi (for i = 1, 2, 3) denote the effective PMNS matrix elements in matter. Following

the analytical approximations made in Ref. [36], we obtain Ũe3Ũ
∗
µ3 ≃ Ue3U

∗
µ3 and

Ũe1Ũ
∗
µ1

Ũe3Ũ
∗
µ3

≃ α

ϵ
·
Ue1U

∗
µ1

Ue3U
∗
µ3

− ϵ− α− β

2ϵ
,

Ũe2Ũ
∗
µ2

Ũe3Ũ
∗
µ3

≃ α

ϵ
·
Ue2U

∗
µ2

Ue3U
∗
µ3

− ϵ− α + β

2ϵ
, (24)

to a good degree of accuracy, where α ≡ ∆m2
21/∆m2

31, β ≡ A/∆m2
31, A ≡ 2

√
2GFNeE, and

ϵ ≡
√

α2 − 2 (|Ue1|2 − |Ue2|2)αβ + (1− |Ue3|2)
2 β2 (25)

with ∆m2
ij (for i, j = 1, 2, 3) being the neutrino mass-squared differences, GF being the Fermi

constant, Ne being the terrestrial background density of electrons, and E being the neutrino

beam energy [37, 38]. Substituting Eq. (21) into Eq. (24), we arrive at

Ũe1Ũ
∗
µ1

Ũe3Ũ
∗
µ3

≃ −

(√
2

3ξ
eiδ +

1

6

)
α

ϵ
− 1

2

(
1− β

ϵ

)
,

Ũe2Ũ
∗
µ2

Ũe3Ũ
∗
µ3

≃ +

(√
2

3ξ
eiδ +

1

6

)
α

ϵ
− 1

2

(
1 +

β

ϵ

)
. (26)

This result shows that the terrestrial matter effects can obviously modify the rescaled unitarity

triangle △′
τ in vacuum. Taking account of J̃ν/Jν ≃ |α|/ϵ obtained in Ref. [36], where J̃ν denotes

the effective Jarlskog invariant in matter, we may similarly achieve the height of △̃′
τ :

J̃ ′
ν =

J̃ν∣∣Ũe3Ũ
∗
µ3

∣∣2 ≃ α

3ϵξ

[√
2−

(
A− 2

√
2B
)
ξ2
]
sin δ , (27)

whose leading term is certainly consistent with the imaginary parts of the two sloping sides of

△̃′
τ that can directly be seen from Eq. (26).

To illustrate, one may typically take A ≃ 2.28× 10−4 eV2 (E/GeV) for a neutrino trajectory

through the Earth’s crust [39], which is suitable for the realistic ongoing and upcoming long-

baseline neutrino oscillation experiments. Of course, the matter parameter A should flip its sign

for an antineutrino beam, and both α and β are sensitive to the neutrino mass ordering (i.e.,

the sign of ∆m2
31). Given the best-fit values ∆m2

21 ≃ 7.41× 10−5 eV2, ∆m2
31 ≃ 2.51× 10−3 eV2

(NMO) or ∆m2
31 ≃ −2.41 × 10−3 eV2 (IMO) [23, 24], we have α ≃ 2.95 × 10−2 (NMO) or

α ≃ −3.07 × 10−2 (IMO), together with β ≃ 5.45 × 10−2 (NMO) or β ≃ −5.68 × 10−2 (IMO)

for the T2K and Hyper-Kamiokande neutrino oscillation experiments with E ≃ 0.6 GeV. In this

9



case we obtain ϵ ≃ 4.97 × 10−2 (NMO) or ϵ ≃ 5.18 × 10−2 (IMO) after taking into account the

best-fit values of θ12 and θ13 given in Eqs. (2) and (3). Fig. 1 illustrates how the geometrical

shape of △′
τ changes as a consequence of the terrestrial matter effects on neutrino oscillations in

the NMO and IMO cases. It becomes clear that the area of △̃′
τ is remarkably smaller than that

of △′
τ , and their ratio is simply governed by J̃ν/Jν ≃ |α|/ϵ as discussed above.

It is finally worth pointing out that θ12, θ23 and δ are essentially insensitive to terrestrial

matter effects in the E ≲ 1 GeV region [40, 41, 42], and sin 2θ̃12/ sin 2θ12 ≃ J̃ν/Jν ≃ |α|/ϵ holds
as a good approximation [36]. These observations imply that ξ, B and δ in our Wolfenstein-

like expansion of the PMNS matrix U are also expected to be insensitive to terrestrial matter

effects in an accelerator-based neutrino oscillation experiment with E ≲ 1 GeV, and only A is

an exception. To be specific, we take θ̃12 ≃ θ
(0)
12 − Ãξ2 and then obtain

Ãξ2 ≃ Aξ2
|α|
ϵ

+
√
2

(
1− |α|

ϵ

)
. (28)

The second term on the right-hand side of Eq. (28) is in general unsuppressed as it arises from

θ
(0)
12 ≃ 35.26◦. Although Ã itself may be far above O(1), it does not really point to a significant

matter effect simply because it is not directly related to any observable of neutrino oscillations.

5 Summary

Motivated by the fact that the fine structure of quark flavor mixing can well be understood in

the Wolfenstein expansion of the CKM matrix V , we have proposed a similar expansion of the

PMNS matrix U in the basis of the tri-bimaximal mixing pattern UTMB towards understanding

the fine structure of lepton flavor mixing. The corresponding expansion parameters are λ for V

and ξ for U , and thus we can easily arrive at

lim
λ→0

V = I , lim
ξ→0

U = UTBM , (29)

in the limits of vanishing or vanishingly small λ and ξ. While I is unique in the quark sector,

UTBM is just our choice in the lepton sector. However, we have argued that it is rather reasonable

to choose UTBM as an expansion basis of U since this constant pattern is particularly favored

from the point of view of model building with the help of an underlying discrete flavor symmetry.

We have discussed the ordering of the nine PMNS moduli, the leptonic unitarity triangle △τ

and its effective counterpart in terrestrial matter by using the Wolfenstein-like expansion of U

proposed in this paper. Our approach proves to be very useful and instructive. More applications

of this new parametrization of U in neutrino physics will be explored elsewhere.
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Abstract

Muography is an investigation technique based on the detection of the atmospheric muon flux’
modification through matter. It has found lately multiple applications in geosciences, archaelogy,
and non invasive industrial controls. Mostly known for its imaging capabilities, muography
may be exploited as well for monitoring purposes since the atmospheric muon flux is available
permanently. In this paper we present an interesting measurement performed in the context of
an archaelogical project called Archémuons, on the archaeological site of ”Palais du Miroir” in
Vienne, South of Lyon, France. We installed a muon detector in an underground gallery within
the foundations of the building for the second half of 2023. The primary goal is to measure
details of those foundations which are largely not excavated yet. Meanwhile we observed over
more than 6 months long-term and short-term variations of the muon rates since the start of the
experiment, which seem to exhibit a correlation with the rain accumulating on the free field just
above the gallery. We propose as an explanation for this behavior the retention of water by the
soil above the detector site.

Keywords: muography, Archémuons, hydrology, precipitation, soil porosity

1. Introduction

Muon imaging or muography has emerged as a powerful non-invasive method to complement
standard tools in Earth Sciences and is nowadays applied to a growing number of fields such as
industrial controls, homeland security, civil engineering. This technique relies on the detection
of modifications - absorption or scattering - in the atmospheric muon flux when these particles
cross a target. Atmospheric muons are secondary products of primary cosmic-rays, essentially
protons and helium nuclei expelled by stars, interacting with nuclei encountered on the top of the
atmosphere.

The rather low interaction cross-section of muons with matter ensures that most of them reach
the Earth’s ground level and that furthermore they may significantly penetrate large and dense
structures. As suggested originally by Alvarez in 1970 for the Chephren pyramid (Alvarez et al.,
1970), this property may be exploited to perform density contrasts analysis of the interior of the
target like X-rays do in medical imaging. As suggested by previous works in volcanology (Jourde
et al., 2016), geology (Tramontini et al., 2019) or atmosphere surveys (Di Renzo et al., 2021),
the permanence of the muons flux may find applications in monitoring the changes in the inner
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part of targets under study. This is one of the goal of the Archémuons project running since 2023
in Vienne, South of Lyon, France. The primary objective of the project is the characterization
of underground galleries in a barely excavated archaeological site. To this end Archémuons
collaboration consists of three institutes, IP2I of Lyon, Archéorient1 and LGL-TPE2 with the
latter two being in charge of the geophysics surveys related to the properties of the soil that
covers the galleries.

Given the particular topology of the site (fig. 1), where the galleries are covered by a few
meters wide flat field, it has been possible to record the changes in the muon flux crossing this
piece of standard soil from Summer to Winter and study the correlations with the cumulative rain.
Worth mentioning that the full project also foresees comparison of the muographic measurements
with other geophysics measurements to assess the performance of this method with respect to
more traditional surveys for shallow soil depths of the order of a few meters. The main result
of the present study is that we observe an overall decrease with time of the recorded muon rates
crossing the soil overburden and the increase of the total precipitation received by the soil during
the same period. We propose as an explanation for this behavior the retention of water by the
soil above the detector site.

Figure 1: top - The field above the foundations of the archaeological site of Palais du Miroir. Bottom (left) - The
simulated version of our experimental setup, the details are discussed inside the text. Bottom (right) - Photograph of the
muon tracker installed inside the foundations’ gallery.

1French National Centre for Scientific Research CNRS, UMR 5133, Archéorient, Lyon, France
2Laboratoire de Géologie de Lyon: Terre, Planètes, Environnement, Université de Lyon, Université Lyon 1 and Ecole

Normale Supérieure de Lyon, UMR CNRS 5276, F-69622 Villeurbanne, France
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2. Experimental setup

The detector we installed inside the gallery was a three scintillation-planes tracker. Particles
that traverse all three planes are registered as a sequence of three (x,y,z) coordinates points where
z is the distance between planes, 63 cm between the extreme planes and 32.5 cm between the
bottom detector and the middle one (fig. 1 – Bottom (right)). A linear regression fit is then
applied for these points to determine whether they belong on the trace of a linear trajectory or
not. Based on the chi-square value, along with other event selection criteria, we apply a cut to
sample only tracks with high degree of linearity, since these are most likely to be muons. The
dimensions of the planes (40 cm x 40 cm) define a maximum zenithal angle for the incoming
muons, θmax = 42◦.

Figure 2: Time series for the hourly cumulative precipitation (blue), the detected muon rates (red) and the residual muon
rates (green) after accounting for the atmospheric pressure contribution (both aggregated over a period of 5 days).

We used environmental data taken from the Climate Data Store3, specifically the “Re-
analysis” atmospheric parameters dataset for the closest coordinate grid point to our site
(N 45.53◦, E 4.86◦) (Hersbach et al., 2017). Weather data are provided in hourly values, and we
aggregated the muon data with the same time step. It has been established in the past that there is
a linear dependence of the muon rates to the local atmospheric pressure (Jourde et al., 2016). To
account for the impact of the pressure changes on the measured muon counts we fit the respec-
tive scatter plot (fig. 3a) with a linear regression model, that we then use to correct the hourly
muon rates. The mean value for the hourly rate during the DAQ was r0 = 1.20764± 0.00025 s−1

which corresponds to the 0.00s−1 rate value for the corrected flux (green y axis - fig. 2). This

3https://cds.climate.copernicus.eu/
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information becomes relevant when one needs to calculate the relative change of the corrected
muon rates.

Both the corrected daily muon rates (green points with error bars) and the experimental daily
muon rate values (red points with error bars) show a decreasing trend which correlates with an
increase of the cumulative precipitation (fig. 2). We see that the muon rates from mid November
2023 until the end of February 2024 have stopped their downward trend and have stabilized.
This could mean that the additional precipitation does not remain inside the soil overburden,
and we can hypothesize that at this point the soil porosity is saturated with water, so that the
additional water passes through. Under the assumption (see next paragraph) of 380 cm of soil that
withholds a maximum precipitation of 800 mm we calculated a porosity of 21%. The cumulative
precipitation is measured from the start of the year and shows that by the initialization of our
measurements the ground had already received ∼430 mm of water which at the end of the year
had reached ∼1000 mm. This behavior is shown clearly when plotting the corrected daily muon
rates as a function of the cumulative precipitation (fig. 3b).

(a) muon rates vs atmospheric pressure (b) corrected daily muon rates vs cumulative precipitation

Figure 3: Scatter Plots: (a) Hourly muon rates vs atmospheric pressure. Linear Fit Results - Intercept = 2.48± 0.04 s−1,
Slope = −131±4×10−7 s−1Pa−1. (b) the corrected muon rates plotted against the cumulative precipitation shows clearly
the correlation between the two variables (pearson: -0.84), the error bars give an indication of the large uncertainties for
the relevant calculations in sections 3 & 4.

Overburden Opacity

The value for the soil height above the gallery shown in figure 1 is retrieved by a series of
calculation based on the experimental data acquired during the first 96 days that returned an
experimental muon rate value4 of 0.3326 ± 0.0005s−1. The overburden was hypothesized to
comprise of standard rock (table 8 - Groom et al. (2001)). The efficiency of the detector was
evaluated based on measurements done at the last floor and the basement of the Dirac building,
where IP2I of Lyon is operating. The materials of the building between the two positions amount
to 3 m.w.e and with this prior we retrieved an overall efficiency for the detector equal to 0.1524±
0.0004. With this efficiency accounted for, the theoretical muon rate is 2.182 ± 0.003s−1 that
corresponds to 360.7 ± 0.6 cm of standard rock overburden. Opacity is defined as the material

4The selection cuts used for the muon tagging at the time of this evaluation were stricter than the ones mentioned
previously.
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density (ρ) times the length (ℓ) of the muon trajectory within it. The overburden opacity for
vertical muons is in this case 956 g/cm2. In terms of opacity we subtract 400 mm of water and
16 cm of stone/cement mixture (sec. 3) for the gallery arch and we retrieve 380 cm of soil.

3. Simulation

The simulation we used is based on Geant4 libraries (Agostinelli et al. (2003), Allison et al.
(2006), Allison et al. (2016)) and uses randomly generated muon tracks that follow the parametri-
sation described in Shukla & Sankrith (2018) for the particle energy and the zenithal track dis-
tribution while the azimuthal distribution is considered isotropic. The simulated detector follows
the actual detector geometry. The sensitive material used for the scintillation parts is polyvinyl-
toluene (Luxium Solutions, BC-416) for the extreme panels and polyethylene for the middle
one. The information returned from the simulation is the position, energy, energy deposition,
momentum direction and the type of particle for each interaction with the detector’s scintillation
parts.

A valid muon event in this context is an event where the muon deposits energy on every
detector volumes even for those that are accompanied by other particles (mainly electrons and
gammas) which may also interact with the detector. In this sense the simulation will always tend
to overestimate the signal since it doesn’t take into account the detection efficiency and the event
selection algorithm for the experimental data analysis.

The implementation of the different structures surrounding the detector is based on the visual
inspection and measurements performed at the site but the materials used are arbitrarily selected
since there is no sample catalog of the exact properties so much for the building blocks of the
foundations as much for the composition of the soil above them. We assumed a mixture of
cement (10%) and rock (90%) for the building foundations and a “Clay Loam” (33% Clay, 33%
Silt, 34% Sand) type of soil for the overburden. Silt and Sand for simplification purposes are
considered to be both SiO2 while the Clay is presumed to be pure Kaolinite (Al2S i2O5(OH)4),
giving rise to a soil with 2.3 g/cm3 density.

The porosity in this context is represented as a void volume, placed beneath the soil, which
can be filled with different ratios of air and water. The water saturation of this volume at 100%
corresponds to 800 mm of water retention. In fig. 1 (bottom left) the water saturation drawn
(blue strip) is 50% (400 mm), that is similar to the value it should have at the initialization of the
measurements.

4. Data-Monte Carlo comparison

With the mean hourly muon rate (section 2) as a reference value and by consulting fig. 3b we
calculate that the relative change of the muon rates from the start of the experiment until their
stabilization in mid November is 2.3% ± 0.14%5.

To study the response of the detector to the water retention effect we simulated 3.8M muons
that would be detected under open sky conditions, which in terms of experimental DAQ time
corresponds to ∼10 days. We then run the simulation two times, the first for 50% water saturation

5The initial rate is calculated by the data collected the first three days as r0 = 1.2362 ± 0.0017s−1 and the change in
the muon rates until the stabilization is ∆r = 0.0286 ± 0.0017s−1, with the final corrected muon rate calculated for the
entire period after mid November at −0.0074 ± 0.0005s−1.

5



(or 400mm cumulative precipitation) which resulted in 714816 detected muons. The second run
was for 100% water saturation (or 800mm cumulative precipitation) for which 704269 muons
were detected. The relative change for the detected muons between the two water configurations
is 1.47%.

This result is of the same order of magnitude with the experimental value which is encouraging
given the simplicity of our hypotheses and the way that the environmental parameters have been
acquired. It is clear that the experimental results and the simulation will be better constraint once
the information from the geophysics surveys become available to us.

5. Conclusions & Outlook

In this note we present preliminary results on an hydrological survey performed with the muog-
raphy technique, by placing a detector in an underground gallery topped with a few meters of
soil. This study takes place in a more general study of an archaeological site, more precisely
designed to characterize the shapes and depths of underground galleries not completely exca-
vated. The site is located in Vienne, close to Lyon, France. The detector located underground
recorded almost continuously atmospheric muons under a 3.8 meters overburden from June 2023
to February 2024. The changes in the measured atmospheric muon flux have been studied in cor-
relation with the accumulated rain in the overburden soil. Given the very simple topology of the
experimental setup, the number of parameters to be tuned in this analysis is relatively limited,
which makes this configuration very powerful to further study the muography performance for
hydrological surveys. Here we present a simplified model adjusting the porosity of the soil to
reproduce the observed data. A Monte-Carlo simulation has been developed to allow for data-
MC comparison and the model proves to be satisfactorily reproducing the data. The project will
be continued in 2024 and the analysis improved by additional information from other geophys-
ical surveys (ERT, georadar and distributed acoustic sensing) conducted recently and at present
under analysis. The adjunction of a meteorological weather station would facilitate the method
by giving more accurate insights for the local conditions, since the 0.5% difference between the
experiment and the simulation could be easily explained by the divergence of local precipitation
to the values presented here.
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1 Introduction
After the discovery of the Higgs boson (H) by the ATLAS and CMS Collaborations in 2012 [1–3],
the CMS [4–11] and ATLAS [12–18] experiments set constraints on the spin-parity properties
of the Higgs boson and its couplings with gluons and electroweak (EW) gauge bosons, de-
noted here as Hgg and HVV, respectively. The Higgs boson quantum numbers are consistent
with the standard model (SM) expectation JPC = 0++, but the possibility of small, anomalous
couplings is not yet ruled out. In beyond-the-SM (BSM) theories, interactions with the Higgs
boson may occur through several anomalous couplings, which lead to new tensor structures in
the interaction terms that can be both CP-even or CP-odd. The CP-odd anomalous couplings
between the Higgs boson and BSM particles may generate CP violation in the interactions of
the Higgs boson.

In this paper, we study the tensor structure of the Hgg and HVV couplings, and we search
for several anomalous effects, including CP violation, using the different-flavor dilepton (eµ)
final state from H → WW decays. The Higgs boson production processes include gluon fusion
(ggH), EW vector boson fusion (VBF), and associated production with a W or Z boson (VH).
Higgs boson production and decay processes are sensitive to certain anomalous contributions,
which can be described by higher-dimensional operators in an effective field theory (EFT) [19]
that can modify the kinematic distributions of the Higgs boson decay products and the particles
from associated production.

Each production process of the Higgs boson is identified using its kinematic features, and
events are assigned to corresponding production categories. The matrix element likelihood
approach (MELA) [20–24] is employed to construct observables that are optimal for the mea-
surement of anomalous couplings, or EFT operators, at the production vertex. These and other
decay-based variables are used to explore all kinematic features of the events, giving the anal-
ysis sensitivity to simultaneous anomalous effects at the Higgs boson production and decay
vertices. Fully simulated signal samples that include anomalous couplings incorporate the de-
tector response into the analysis.

The analysis is based on the proton-proton (pp) collision data collected at the CERN LHC from
2016 to 2018, at a center-of-mass energy of 13 TeV, corresponding to an integrated luminosity of
138 fb−1. This paper builds on a previous analysis conducted by the CMS Collaboration in the
H → WW channel [25], which focused on measuring the Higgs boson production cross sec-
tions and coupling parameters in the so-called κ framework [26]. We follow a formalism used
in previous CMS analyses of anomalous couplings in Run 1 and Run 2 [4–11, 27, 28], focusing
on the case where the Higgs boson is produced on-shell. The coupling parameters are extracted
using the signal strength and the fractional contributions of the couplings to the cross section.
A general study of the HVV interaction is performed with four anomalous couplings analyzed
individually. Through SU(2) x U(1) symmetry considerations, the anomalous HVV couplings
are reduced in number to three and analyzed simultaneously. The primary HVV coupling
measurements are performed in terms of cross section fractions with additional interpretations
in terms of EFT couplings included. A study of the Hgg interaction is also performed in terms
of a CP-odd anomalous coupling cross section fraction.

This paper is organized as follows. The phenomenology of anomalous couplings is discussed
in Section 2. Section 3 gives a brief overview of the CMS apparatus. Data sets and Monte Carlo
(MC) simulation samples are discussed in Section 4. The event reconstruction and selection
are outlined in Sections 5 and 6, respectively. Methods to estimate backgrounds are given
in Section 7. In Section 8, we discuss the kinematic variables associated with Higgs boson
production and decay. Sources of systematic uncertainties are presented in Section 9. The
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results are presented and discussed in Section 10. Finally, a summary is given in Section 11.
Tabulated results are provided in the HEPData record for this analysis [29].

2 Phenomenology
In this analysis, we investigate anomalous coupling effects in gluon fusion or electroweak
Higgs boson production, as well as in its decay to WW pairs. A detailed discussion of the
theoretical considerations can be found in Refs. [22, 24, 28]. The interaction of the spin-zero
Higgs boson with two spin-one gauge bosons V1V2, such as WW, ZZ, Zγ, γγ, or gg, can be
parametrized by the scattering amplitude

A(HV1V2) ∼

aVV
1 +

κ
VV
1 q2

V1 + κ
VV
2 q2

V2(
ΛVV

1

)2

m2
V1ϵ∗V1ϵ∗V2

+
1
v

aVV
2 f ∗(1)µν f ∗(2),µν +

1
v

aVV
3 f ∗(1)µν f̃ ∗(2),µν,

(1)

where qVi and ϵVi are the spin-one gauge boson four-momentum and polarization vectors,

mV1 is the pole mass of the boson, f (i),µν = ϵ
µ
Viq

ν
Vi − ϵν

Viq
µ
Vi and f̃ (i)µν = 1

2 ϵµνρσ f (i),ρσ (with ϵµνρσ

the Levi-Civita symbol), ΛVV
1 is the scale of BSM physics, and v is the Higgs field vacuum

expectation value.

The only leading tree-level contributions in the scattering amplitude are aZZ
1 ̸= 0 and aWW

1 ̸= 0;
other a1 coupling parameters (Zγ, γγ, gg) do not contribute because the pole mass vanishes.
Additional ZZ and WW couplings are considered anomalous contributions. Anomalous terms
arising in the SM via loop effects are typically small and are not yet accessible experimentally.
The BSM contributions, however, could yield larger coupling parameters. Among the anoma-
lous contributions, considerations of symmetry and gauge invariance require κ

ZZ
1 = κ

ZZ
2 ,

κ
γγ
1 = κ

γγ
2 = 0, κ

gg
1 = κ

gg
2 = 0, and κ

Zγ
1 = 0 [24]. The presence of CP-odd aVV

3 couplings
together with any of the other couplings (all of them CP-even), will result in CP violation. We
reduce the number of independent parameters by assuming that aγγ

2 , aγγ
3 , aZγ

2 and aZγ
3 are con-

strained in direct decays of H → γγ and Zγ, therefore fixing them to be zero. The agg
2 term

results from loop effects in the SM.

The relationship between the ZZ and WW couplings is mostly relevant for VBF production.
There are no kinematic differences between the ZZ and WW fusion processes; therefore, it is
not possible to disentangle the couplings. One possibility is to set the ZZ and WW couplings
to be equal, ai = aZZ

i = aWW
i , leaving four HVV anomalous couplings to be measured: a2, a3,

κ1/(Λ1)
2, and κ

Zγ
2 /(ΛZγ

1 )2. The aZZ
1 = aWW

1 relationship also appears under custodial symme-
try. This approach provides a general test of the Higgs boson Lagrangian tensor structure and
a search for CP violation in HVV interactions. In an alternative approach, the SU(2) × U(1)
symmetry reduces the number of independent HVV anomalous couplings to three (a2, a3, and
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κ1/(Λ1)
2) through the introduction of the following coupling parameter relationships [19] :

aWW
1 = aZZ

1 , (2)

aWW
2 = c2

waZZ
2 , (3)

aWW
3 = c2

waZZ
3 , (4)

κ
WW
1

(ΛWW
1 )2

=
1

c2
w − s2

w

(
κ

ZZ
1

(ΛZZ
1 )2

− 2s2
w

aZZ
2

m2
Z

)
, (5)

κ
Zγ
2

(ΛZγ
1 )2

=
2swcw

c2
w − s2

w

(
κ

ZZ
1

(ΛZZ
1 )2

− aZZ
2

m2
Z

)
, (6)

where cw and sw are the cosine and sine of the weak mixing angle, respectively, and mZ is the Z
boson mass. With this approach, there is a linear relationship between the scattering amplitude
couplings and the SM EFT (SMEFT) couplings in the Higgs basis [19] :

δcz =
1
2

aZZ
1 − 1, (7)

czz = −2s2
wc2

w

e2 aZZ
2 , (8)

c̃zz = −2s2
wc2

w

e2 aZZ
3 , (9)

cz□ =
m2

Zs2
w

e2
κ

ZZ
1

(ΛZZ
1 )2

, (10)

where e is the electron charge. The amplitude couplings may also be related to the SMEFT
Warsaw basis [19, 30] couplings through the following translation [28, 31] :

δaZZ
1 =

v2

Λ2

(
2cH□ +

6e2

s2
w

cHWB + (
3c2

w

2s2
w
− 1

2
)cHD

)
, (11)

κ
ZZ
1 =

v2

Λ2

(
−2e2

s2
w

cHWB + (1 − 1
2s2

w
)cHD

)
, (12)

aZZ
2 = −2

v2

Λ2

(
s2

wcHB + c2
wcHW + swcwcHWB

)
, (13)

aZZ
3 = −2

v2

Λ2

(
s2

wcHB̃ + c2
wcHW̃ + swcwcHW̃B

)
, (14)

where Λ is the UV cutoff of the theory (set to 1 TeV), and δaZZ
1 is a correction to the SM value of

aZZ
1 . Further discussion on the EFT operators corresponding to the couplings considered here

may be found in Chapter 2.2 of Ref. [19]. The assumed constraints on aγγ
2 , aγγ

3 , aZγ
2 and aZγ

3
imply that only one of the three coupling parameters cHW , cHWB, and cHB is independent; the
same is also true for their CP-odd counterparts cHW̃, cHW̃B, and cHB̃. Therefore, we have four
independent HVV couplings in both the Higgs and Warsaw basis. All the EFT couplings are
expected to be zero in the SM.

We thus adopt two approaches to the HVV coupling study. In Approach 1, we use the aZZ
i =

aWW
i relationship and individually analyze each of the four anomalous couplings. In Approach

2, we enforce the SU(2) x U(1) relationships from Eqs. (2–6) and analyze the three independent
anomalous couplings both individually and simultaneously. Approach 1 may be considered to
follow the relationships from Eqs. (2–5) in the limiting case cw = 1.
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Table 1: The cross sections (σi) of the anomalous contributions (ai) relative to the SM value (σ1)
used to define the fractional cross sections fai for the Approach 1 and 2 coupling relationships.
For the κ1 and κ

Zγ
2 couplings, the numerical values Λ1 = ΛZγ

1 = 100 GeV are chosen to keep all
coefficients of similar order of magnitude.

fai ai Approach 1 σi/σ1 Approach 2 σi/σ1
fa2 a2 0.361 6.376
fa3 a3 0.153 0.153
fΛ1 κ1 0.682 5.241
f Zγ
Λ1 κ

Zγ
2 1.746 —

It is convenient to measure the fractional contribution of the anomalous couplings to the Higgs
boson cross section rather than the anomalous couplings themselves. For the anomalous HVV
couplings, the effective fractional cross sections fai are defined as

fai =
|ai|2σi

∑j |aj|2σj
sign

(
ai
a1

)
, (15)

where ∑j sums over all the coupling parameters considered, including a1, and σi is the cross
section for the process corresponding to ai = 1 and aj ̸=i = 0. Many systematic uncertainties
cancel out in the ratio, and the physical range is conveniently bounded between −1 and +1.
Our primary measurements are performed in terms of cross section fractions, with additional
interpretations in terms of the SMEFT Higgs and Warsaw basis couplings also included. For
consistency with previous CMS measurements, the σi coefficients used to define the fractional
cross sections correspond to the gg → H → VV → 2e2µ process [28]. The numerical values
are given in Table 1 as calculated using the JHUGEN simulation [20–23]. Two sets of values are
shown corresponding to the different coupling relationships adopted in Approach 1 and 2.

It has been shown that the angular correlations of the associated jets in the ggH + 2 jets process
are sensitive to anomalous Hgg coupling effects at the production vertex [32]. The quark-
quark initiated process, qq → qqH, corresponds to the gluon scattering topology sensitive to
anomalous effects. For the anomalous Hgg coupling, the effective fractional cross section can
be defined as

f ggH
a3 =

|agg
3 |2σ

gg
3

|agg
2 |2σ

gg
2 + |agg

3 |2σ
gg
3

sign

(
agg

3

agg
2

)
. (16)

The σ
gg
3 and σ

gg
2 cross sections correspond to agg

3 = 1, agg
2 = 0 and agg

2 = 1, agg
3 = 0, respec-

tively, and are equal. With this analysis it is not possible to distinguish the top quark, bottom
quark, and heavy BSM particle contributions in the gluon fusion loop. As such, the Hgg cou-
pling is treated as an effective coupling with heavy degrees of freedom integrated out.

3 The CMS detector
The CMS apparatus [33] is a multipurpose, nearly hermetic detector, designed to identify elec-
trons, muons, photons, and (charged and neutral) hadrons [34–37]. A global reconstruction
“particle-flow” (PF) algorithm [38] combines the information provided by the all-silicon inner
tracker and by the crystal electromagnetic and brass-scintillator hadron calorimeters, operating
inside a 3.8 T superconducting solenoid, with data from gas-ionization muon detectors inter-
leaved with the solenoid return yoke, to build τ leptons, jets, missing transverse momentum,
and other physics objects [39–41].
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Events of interest are selected using a two-tiered trigger system [42, 43]. The first level (L1),
composed of custom hardware processors, uses information from the calorimeters and muon
detectors to select events at a rate of around 100 kHz within a fixed latency of about 4 µs [42].
The second level, known as the high-level trigger (HLT), consists of a farm of processors run-
ning a version of the full event reconstruction software optimized for fast processing, and re-
duces the event rate to around 1 kHz before data storage [43]. A more detailed description of
the CMS detector, together with a definition of the coordinate system and kinematic variables,
can be found in Ref. [33].

4 Data sets and simulation
The data sets included in this analysis were recorded with the CMS detector in 2016, 2017, and
2018, and correspond to integrated luminosities of 36.3, 41.5, and 59.7 fb−1, respectively [44–
46]. The collision events must fulfill HLT selection criteria that require the presence of one
or two leptons satisfying isolation and identification requirements. For the 2016 data set, the
single-electron trigger has a transverse momentum (pT) threshold of 25 GeV for electrons with
pseudorapidity |η| < 2.1 and 27 GeV for 2.1 < |η| < 2.5, whereas the single-muon trigger has a
pT threshold of 24 GeV for |η| < 2.4. For the 2017 (2018) data set, the pT threshold is 35 (32) GeV
for the single-electron trigger (covering |η| < 2.5) and 27 (24) GeV for the single-muon trigger
(|η| < 2.4). The dilepton eµ trigger has pT thresholds of 23 and 12 GeV for the leading and
subleading leptons, respectively, with the same coverage in pseudorapidity for electrons and
muons as above. During the first part of data taking in 2016, a lower pT threshold of 8 GeV for
the subleading muon was used.

Monte Carlo event generators are used to model the signal and background processes. For
each process, three independent sets of simulated events, corresponding to the three years of
data taking, are used. This approach includes year-dependent effects in the CMS detector, data
taking, and event reconstruction. All simulated events corresponding to a given data set share
the same set of parton distribution functions (PDFs), underlying event (UE) tune, and parton
shower (PS) configuration. The PDF sets used are NNPDF 3.0 [47, 48] for 2016 and NNPDF
3.1 [49] for 2017 and 2018. The CUETP8M1 [50] tune is used to describe the UE in 2016 simula-
tions, whereas the CP5 [51] tune is adopted in 2017 and 2018 simulated events. The MC samples
are interfaced with PYTHIA 8.226 [52] in 2016, and 8.230 in 2017 and 2018, for the modeling of
UE, PS, and hadronization. Standard Model Higgs boson production through ggH, VBF, and
VH is simulated at next-to-leading order (NLO) accuracy in quantum chromodynamics (QCD),
including finite quark mass effects, using POWHEG v2 [53–59]. The MINLO HVJ [58] extension
of POWHEG v2 is used for the simulation of WH and quark-induced ZH production, providing
NLO accuracy for the VH + 0- and 1-jet processes. For ggH production, the simulated events
are weighted to match the NNLOPS [60, 61] prediction in the hadronic jet multiplicity (Njet) and
Higgs boson pT distributions. The weighting is based on pT and Njet as computed in the simpli-
fied template cross section scheme 1.0 [62]. The MINLO HJJ [63] generator, which provides NLO
accuracy for Njet ≥ 2, is also used for ggH production. The associated production processes
with top quarks (ttH) and bottom quarks (bbH) are simulated with POWHEG v2 and MAD-
GRAPH5 aMC@NLO v2.2.2 [64], respectively, and have a negligible contribution in the analysis
phase space. All SM Higgs boson samples are normalized to the cross sections recommended
in Ref. [19]. The Higgs boson mass in the event generation is assumed to be 125 GeV, while a
value of 125.38 GeV [65] is used for the calculation of cross sections and branching fractions.
The decay to a pair of W bosons and subsequently to leptons or hadrons is performed using
the JHUGEN v5.2.5 generator in 2016, and v7.1.4 in 2017 and 2018, for ggH, VBF, and quark-
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induced ZH samples. The Higgs boson and W boson decays are performed using PYTHIA 8.212
for the other signal simulations.

The ggH, VBF, and VH Higgs boson events with HVV anomalous couplings are generated
with JHUGEN at LO accuracy. With respect to the κ

Zγ
2 /(ΛZγ

1 )2 coupling parameter discussed
in Section 2, the sign convention of the photon field is determined by the sign in front of
the gauge fields in the covariant derivative. In this analysis, we define the covariant deriva-
tive Dµ = ∂µ − ieσiW i

µ/(2sw) + ieBµ/(2cw) following the convention in JHUGEN [31]. The
JHUGEN and POWHEG SM Higgs boson simulations were compared after parton showering
and no significant differences in the distributions of kinematic observables were found. We
adopt the JHUGEN simulation to describe the kinematic features in all production modes with
HVV anomalous couplings. The expected yields are scaled to match the SM theoretical predic-
tions [19] for inclusive cross sections and the POWHEG SM prediction of relative event yields in
the event categorization based on associated particles. Simulation of the ggH + 2 jets process
with Hgg anomalous couplings is done using MINLO X0JJ [66] at NLO in QCD. A large number
of signal samples with various anomalous couplings were generated. The MELA package [20–
24] contains a library of matrix elements from JHUGEN for different Higgs boson signal hy-
potheses. The ratio of matrix elements allows reweighting of generated signal events to any
coupling signal hypothesis with the same production mechanism. This procedure is used in
the construction of the predictions for the different coupling components and their interfer-
ence, allowing us to cover all points in the signal model phase space with sufficient statistical
precision.

Background events are produced using several simulations. The quark-initiated nonresonant
WW process is simulated with POWHEG v2 [67] at NLO accuracy for inclusive production. A
reweighting is performed to match the diboson pT spectrum computed at NNLO+NNLL QCD
accuracy [68, 69]. The MCFM v7.0 [70–72] generator is used to simulate gluon-induced WW
production at LO accuracy, with the normalization chosen to match the NLO cross section [73].
Nonresonant EW production of WW pairs with two additional jets is simulated at LO accu-
racy with MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO v2.4.2 using the MLM matching and merging scheme [74].
Top quark pair production (tt) and single top quark processes, including tW, s- and t-channel
contributions, are simulated with POWHEG v2 [75–77]. A reweighting of the top quark and
antiquark pT spectrum at parton level is performed for the tt simulation in order to match
the NNLO and next-to-next-to-leading logarithm (NNLL) QCD predictions, including also the
NLO EW contribution [78].

The Drell–Yan (DY) production of a charged-lepton pair is simulated with MAD-
GRAPH5 aMC@NLO v2.4.2 at NLO accuracy with up to two additional partons, using the FxFx
matching and merging scheme [79]. Production of a W boson associated with an initial state ra-
diation photon (Wγ) is simulated with MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO v2.4.2 at NLO accuracy with
up to 1 additional parton, using the FxFx jet merging. Diboson processes containing at least one
Z boson or a virtual photon (γ∗) with a mass as low as 100 MeV are generated with POWHEG

v2 [67] at NLO accuracy. Production of a W boson in association with a γ∗ (Wγ∗) for masses be-
low 100 MeV is simulated by PYTHIA 8.212 in the parton showering of Wγ events. Triboson pro-
cesses with inclusive decays are also simulated at NLO accuracy with MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO

v2.4.2.

For all processes, the detector response is simulated using a detailed description of the CMS de-
tector, based on the GEANT4 toolkit [80]. The distribution of additional pp interactions within
the same or nearby bunch crossings (pileup) in the simulation is reweighted to match that
observed in data. The efficiency of the trigger system is evaluated in data on a per lepton
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basis using dilepton events consistent with the Z boson decay. The overall efficiencies of the
trigger selections used in the analysis are obtained as the average of the per-lepton efficien-
cies weighted by their probability. The resulting efficiencies are applied directly on simulated
events.

5 Event reconstruction
The identification and measurement of the properties of individual particles (PF candidates) in
an event is achieved in the PF algorithm by combining information from various subdetectors.
Electrons are identified and their momenta are measured in the pseudorapidity interval |η| <
2.5 by combining tracks in the silicon tracker with spatially compatible energy deposits in the
electromagnetic calorimeter. Muons are identified and their momenta are measured in the
pseudorapidity range |η| < 2.4 by matching tracks in the muon system and the silicon tracker.
For better rejection of nonprompt leptons, increasing the sensitivity of the analysis, leptons
are required to be isolated and well reconstructed using a set of criteria based on the quality
of the track reconstruction, shape of calorimetric deposits, and energy flux in the vicinity of
the particle’s trajectory [34, 35]. In addition, a selection based on a dedicated multivariate
analysis (MVA) tagger developed for the CMS ttH analysis [81] is added in all channels for
muon candidates.

Multiple pp interaction vertices are identified from tracking information by use of the adaptive
vertex fitting algorithm [82]. The primary pp interaction vertex is taken to be the vertex cor-
responding to the hardest scattering in the event, evaluated using tracking information alone,
as described in Section 9.4.1 of Ref. [83]. Leptons are required to be associated to the primary
vertex using transverse and longitudinal impact parameter criteria [34, 35].

Hadronic jets are clustered from PF candidates using the infrared- and collinear-safe anti-kT
algorithm with distance parameters of 0.4 (AK4) and 0.8 (AK8). The jet momentum is deter-
mined as the vectorial sum of all particle momenta in the jet. The AK8 jets considered are
required to be reconstructed within the silicon tracker acceptance (|η| < 2.4), whereas AK4
jets are reconstructed in the range |η| < 4.7. For AK4 jets, contamination from pileup is sup-
pressed using charged-hadron subtraction which removes charged PF candidates originating
from vertices other than the primary interaction vertex. The residual contribution from neutral
particles originating from pileup vertices is removed by means of an event-by-event jet-area-
based correction to the jet four-momentum [84]. For AK8 jets, the pileup-per-particle identifica-
tion algorithm (PUPPI) [85] is used to mitigate the effect of pileup at the reconstructed-particle
level, making use of local shape information, event pileup properties, and tracking information.
Additional selection criteria are applied to remove jets potentially dominated by instrumental
effects or reconstruction failures [84].

The AK8 jets are used to reconstruct hadronic V boson decays in a single merged jet when the
decay products are highly collimated. This approach targets boosted W or Z bosons originating
from the VH production mode. Such Lorentz-boosted V decays are identified using the ratio
of the 2- to 1-subjettiness [86], τ2/τ1, and the groomed jet mass mJ. The groomed mass is
calculated after applying a modified mass drop algorithm [87, 88], known as the soft-drop
algorithm [89], with parameters β = 0, zcut = 0.1, and R0 = 0.8. The algorithm also identifies
two hard subjets within the AK8 jet.

We refer to the identification of jets likely originating from bottom quarks as b tagging [90,
91]. For each AK4 jet in the event, a score is calculated through a multivariate combination of
different jet properties, making use of boosted decision trees and deep neural networks. A jet
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is considered b-tagged if its associated score exceeds a threshold, tuned to achieve a certain
tagging efficiency as measured in tt events. The chosen working point corresponds to about
90% efficiency for bottom quark jets and to a mistagging rate of about 10% for light-flavor or
gluon jets and of about 50% for charm quark jets.

The missing transverse momentum vector p⃗ miss
T is computed as the negative vector sum of

the transverse momenta of all the PF candidates in an event, and its magnitude is denoted
as pmiss

T [41]. The PUPPI algorithm is applied to reduce the pileup dependence of the p⃗ miss
T

observable by computing the p⃗ miss
T from the PF candidates weighted by their probability to

originate from the primary interaction vertex [41].

6 Event selection
The analysis is performed using H → WW candidate events in the eµ final state. For an event
to be selected, the transverse momenta of the leading lepton pℓ1

T and the subleading lepton pℓ2
T

must be greater than 25 and 13 GeV, respectively. The pℓ2
T threshold in the case of a muon is

lowered to 10 GeV for the 2016 data set because of the lower threshold in the corresponding
HLT algorithm. Events containing additional leptons with pT > 10 GeV are discarded. The
dilepton system is required to have an invariant mass mℓℓ greater than 12 GeV and transverse

momentum pℓℓT above 30 GeV. A requirement on the missing transverse momentum of pmiss
T >

20 GeV is implemented. We define transverse mass discriminating variables mH
T and mℓ2

T as

mH
T =

√
2pℓℓT pmiss

T [1 − cos ∆Φ( p⃗ℓℓT , p⃗miss
T )], (17)

mℓ2
T =

√
2pℓ2

T pmiss
T [1 − cos ∆Φ( p⃗ℓ2

T , p⃗miss
T )], (18)

and select events with mH
T > 60 GeV and mℓ2

T > 30 GeV. The mH
T requirement suppresses

the DY → ττ background process and avoids overlap with the H → ττ analysis [11]. To
ensure orthogonality with a future off-shell H → WW analysis we require mH

T < 125 GeV.
In addition, the region 76.2 < mℓℓ < 106.2 GeV is excluded to avoid overlap with the off-shell
H → ZZ → 2ℓ2ν analysis [10]. These requirements will simplify a future combination of Higgs
boson decay final states. Finally, events with any b-tagged jets with pT > 20 GeV are vetoed.
These base selection criteria are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2: Summary of the base selection criteria.

Variable Selection
Number of leptons 2 (eµ of opposite charge)
pℓ1

T >25 GeV
pℓ2

T >13 GeV (10 GeV for 2016 data)
mℓℓ 12–76.2 GeV or >106.2 GeV
pℓℓT >30 GeV
pmiss

T >20 GeV
mℓ2

T >30 GeV
mH

T 60–125 GeV
Njet (b jets) 0

For the HVV coupling analysis, exclusive selection criteria, which are based on the associated
jet activity in the event, are applied that target the ggH, VBF, and VH production processes.
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The AK4 (AK8) jets considered are required to have pT > 30 (200)GeV. In the ggH channel,
zero or one AK4 jet is required in the event. For the VBF and Resolved VH channels, we
require two AK4 jets with dijet masses of mjj > 120 GeV and 60 < mjj < 120 GeV, respectively.
The Boosted VH channel requires the presence of a V-tagged AK8 jet (V jet); such jets have a
groomed mass in the region 65 < mJ < 105 GeV and satisfy the requirement τ2/τ1 < 0.4. In the
other channels, a V jet veto is implemented to ensure orthogonality. These production channels
for the HVV coupling study are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3: Summary of the ggH, VBF, and VH production channels used for the HVV coupling
study.

Variable ggH VBF Resolved VH Boosted VH
Njet (V jets) 0 0 0 >0
Njet (AK4 jets) 0 & 1 2 2 —
mjj — >120 GeV 60–120 GeV —

As the production vertex of the ggH + 2 jets process is sensitive to anomalous Hgg coupling
effects, we use a 2-jet ggH channel that follows the VBF selection described above for the Hgg
coupling analysis. The HWW decay vertex is not sensitive to anomalous Hgg effects, and so
decay-based variables are not studied in this channel. This permits a relatively tight selection of
mℓℓ < 55 GeV which is beneficial for background suppression. The 0- and 1-jet ggH channels
are also included to constrain the ggH signal strength. All channels included for the Hgg
coupling study are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4: Summary of ggH channel selections used for the Hgg coupling study.

Variable ggH 2-jet ggH
Njet (AK4 jets) 0 & 1 2
mjj — >120 GeV
mℓℓ — <55 GeV

Control regions (CRs) are defined using the base selection criteria together with a set of alterna-
tive requirements summarized in Table 5. They are used to validate the background description
and to estimate the number of background events in the signal region (SR). A dedicated ττ CR
targets events from the DY process Z → ττ with τ leptons decaying leptonically to produce
the eµ final state. Also a top quark CR is defined to enhance events with one or more top
quarks decaying to a W boson and bottom quark. Splitting events according to the number
of associated jets, separate ττ and top quark CRs are defined for the 0-, 1- and 2-jet SRs. An
additional CR with an enhanced contribution from the nonresonant WW background is used
in the 2-jet SR. All CRs are used in the final data fit to constrain the DY, top quark, and WW
background normalizations.

Table 5: Summary of the ττ , top quark, and WW control region requirements.

Variable ττ top quark WW
mℓℓ 40–80 GeV >50 GeV >106.2 GeV
mH

T <60 GeV — 60–125 GeV
mℓ2

T — >30 GeV >30 GeV
Njet (b jets) 0 >0 0

Additional ττ , top quark, and WW CRs are defined requiring a V jet. These CRs are used to
validate the background description in the Boosted VH channel. However, they generally do
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not have a sufficient number of events to significantly constrain the background normalizations
in the final fit to the data. As such, we rely on the 2-jet CRs to determine the normalizations to
be used in the Boosted VH channel. Agreement between data and the background prediction
in the V jet CRs is observed when using normalizations determined in the 2-jet CRs.

7 Background estimation
The nonprompt-lepton backgrounds originating from leptonic decays of heavy quarks, hadrons
misidentified as leptons, and electrons from photon conversions are suppressed by identi-
fication and isolation requirements imposed on electrons and muons. In this analysis, the
nonprompt-lepton background primarily originates from W+jets events and is estimated from
data, as described in detail in Ref. [92]. The procedure involves measuring the rate at which a
nonprompt lepton passing a loose selection further passes a tight selection (misidentification
rate) and the corresponding rate for a prompt lepton to pass this selection (prompt rate). The
misidentification rate is measured in a data sample enriched in multijet events, whereas the
prompt rate is measured using a tag-and-probe method [93] in a data sample enriched in DY
events. The nonprompt-lepton background estimation is validated with data in a CR enriched
with W+jets events, in which a pair of same-sign leptons is required.

The backgrounds from top quark processes and nonresonant WW production are estimated
using a combination of MC simulations and the dedicated CRs described in the previous sec-
tion. The normalisations of these backgrounds are left as free parameters in the fit, keeping
different parameters for each jet multiplicity region. The top quark background normalization
is measured from the observed data in the top quark enriched CRs. A separate normalization
parameter is included for the quark-induced and gluon-induced WW backgrounds. For the
2-jet regions, the WW enriched CR is used to constrain the WW background normalisation
parameters. In the 0- and 1-jet channels, these parameters are constrained directly in the signal
regions, which span the high mℓℓ phase space enriched in WW events.

The DY → ττ background process is estimated with a data-embedding technique [94]. As for
the top quark and WW backgrounds, the DY normalization is left unconstrained in the data fit.
The DY → ττ enriched CR described in Section 6 is used to constrain the free normalization
parameters in the 0-, 1-, 2-jet regions. The data-embedded samples cover the events that pass
the eµ triggers, which represent the vast majority of the selected events. The remaining DY →
ττ events, which enter the analysis through the single-lepton triggers (≈5% of the total), are
estimated using MC simulation.

The WZ and Wγ∗ background contributions are simulated as described in Section 4, and a
data-to-simulation scale factor is derived in a three-lepton CR, as described in Ref. [92]. The
contribution of the Wγ process may also be a background because of photon conversions in
the detector material. This process is estimated using MC simulation and validated using data
in a CR requiring events with a leading µ and a trailing e with same sign and a separation in
∆R =

√
∆ϕ2 + ∆η2 (where ϕ is the azimuthal angle in radians) smaller than 0.5. Triple vector

boson production is a minor background in all channels and is estimated using MC simulation.

8 Observables and kinematic discriminants
In this paper, we search for anomalous HVV and Hgg coupling effects by studying:

1. the two quark jets from VBF and VH production (HVV coupling);
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2. the H → WW decay products (HVV coupling); and

3. the two quark jets from ggH + 2 jets production (Hgg coupling).

The VBF, VH, and ggH production and decay topologies relevant for the HVV coupling are
illustrated in Fig. 1.

Figure 1: Topologies of the Higgs boson production and decay for vector boson fusion qq′ →
qq′H (left), qq̄′ → VH (center), and gluon fusion with decay gg → H → 2ℓ2ν (right). For the
electroweak production topologies, the intermediate vector bosons and their decays are shown
in green and the H → WW decay is marked in red. For the gg → H → 2ℓ2ν topology, the W
boson leptonic decays are shown in green. In all cases, the incoming particles are depicted in
brown and the angles characterizing kinematic distributions are marked in blue. Five angles
fully characterize the orientation of the production and decay chain and are defined in the
suitable rest frames.

When combined with the momentum transfer of the vector bosons, the five angles illustrated
for VBF/VH production provide complete kinematic information for production and decay
of the Higgs boson. The illustration for Higgs boson production via ggH in association with
two jets is identical to the VBF diagram, except for replacing the intermediate vector bosons
by gluons. Full production kinematic information is extracted for VBF, VH, and ggH + 2 jets
candidate events using discriminants built from the matrix element calculations of the MELA
package. The MELA approach is designed to reduce the number of observables to a minimum,
while retaining all essential information. To form the production-based MELA kinematic dis-
criminants, we use jets to reconstruct the four-momentum of the associated production par-
ticles. The presence of two neutrinos in the final state means it is not possible to reconstruct
the four-momentum of all the Higgs boson decay products. Therefore, decay-based kinematic
discriminants built from matrix elements are not used in this analysis. Instead, we rely on
kinematic variables related to the measured final state of the Higgs boson decay. The strategies
used for each of the topologies listed above are now discussed in more detail.

8.1 Kinematic features of two quark jets in VBF and VH channels

Kinematic distributions of associated particles in VBF and VH production are sensitive to the
anomalous HVV couplings of the Higgs boson. As illustrated in Fig. 1, a set of seven observ-
ables can be defined for the VBF and VH production topologies : Ω = {θ

(′)
1 , θ

(′)
2 , θ∗, Φ, Φ1, q2

1, q2
2},

with q2
1 and q2

2 the squared four-momenta of the vector bosons [22]. Three types of discrimi-
nants are defined using the full kinematic description characterized by Ω. The first type of
discriminant is designed to separate signal and background Higgs boson production processes:
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Dsig =
Psig(Ω)

Psig(Ω) + Pbkg(Ω)
, (19)

where the probability density P for a specific process is calculated from the matrix elements
provided by the MELA package. The second type of discriminant separates the anomalous
coupling BSM process from that of the SM:

DBSM =
PBSM(Ω)

PBSM(Ω) + PSM(Ω)
. (20)

Throughout this document the generic BSM label is generally replaced by the specific anoma-
lous coupling state targeted. For the a3 CP-odd and a2 CP-even coupling parameters, we use,
respectively, D0− and D0+, whereas for the Λ1 coupling parameters we use DΛ1

and DZγ
Λ1

. The
third type of discriminant isolates the interference contribution:

Dint =
P int

SM-BSM(Ω)

PSM(Ω) + PBSM(Ω)
, (21)

where P int
SM-BSM is the interference part of the probability distribution for a process with a mix-

ture of the SM and BSM contributions. The CP label is generally used for the a3 coupling
parameter, as the BSM signal in this case is a pseudoscalar and the interference discriminant
is a CP-sensitive observable. The P values are normalized to give the same integrated cross
sections in the relevant phase space of each process. Such normalization leads to a balanced
distribution of events in the range between 0 and 1 for Dsig and DBSM, and between −1 and +1
for Dint.

The selected events are split into three main production channels: VBF, Resolved VH, and
Boosted VH. In the first two channels, the four-momenta of the two AK4 jets assigned as the
associated particles are used in the MELA probability calculation. For the Boosted VH cate-
gory, we use the four-momentum of the two subjets of the V-tagged AK8 jet. An estimate of
the Higgs boson four-momentum is also required for the probability calculation. This can not
be measured directly since the final state contains two neutrinos. As such, we construct a proxy
Higgs boson four-momentum in the following manner. The px and py of the dineutrino system
are estimated from the p⃗ miss

T in a given event. The corresponding pz is then set to equal that
of the dilepton system, which is based on the observed correlation between these variables at
the generator level for simulated signals. Finally, the mass of the dineutrino system is set equal
to the mean value of the generator-level dineutrino mass. The resulting four-momentum can
then be combined with that of the measured dilepton system to create a proxy Higgs boson
four-momentum. We note that the MELA probability calculation for the production vertices is
largely based on the kinematic features of the associated particles, so the reconstruction of the
proxy Higgs boson has a relatively small effect on the final discriminants. As an illustrative
example of the MELA based discriminants used in this analysis, Fig. 2 shows the D0− dis-
criminant in the VBF and Resolved VH production channels for a number of different signal
hypotheses. The discriminants are designed to target the dominant signal production process
in a given channel.

In the VBF channel, a DVBF discriminant is constructed, following Eq. (19), where Psig cor-
responds to the probability for the VBF production hypothesis, and Pbkg corresponds to that
of gluon fusion production in association with two jets. The discriminant is also suitable for
separating SM backgrounds from the VBF signal process. In the Resolved and Boosted VH
channels, the corresponding discriminants do not give a significant level of separation with
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Figure 2: The D0− discriminant in the VBF (left) and Resolved VH (right) production channels
for a number of VBF (left) and VH (right) signal hypotheses. Pure a1 ( fa3 = 0) and a3 ( fa3 = 1)
HVV signal hypotheses are shown along with a mixed coupling hypothesis ( fa3 = 0.5). All
distributions are normalized to unity.

respect to ggH production or SM backgrounds. This is due to the relatively tight selection
criteria, which limit the phase space to VH-like events. Hence, these discriminants are not
included in the VH channels.

The DCP discriminant is sensitive to the sign of the interference between the CP-even SM and
CP-odd BSM states. An asymmetry between the number of events detected with positive and
negative DCP values is expected for mixed CP states. Therefore, a forward-backward catego-
rization (forward defined as DCP > 0 and backward as DCP < 0) is used to analyze the CP-odd
couplings. Similarly, Dint gives sensitivity to the sign of the interference between the SM and
a2 HVV BSM states. A forward-backward Dint categorization is also included. The value of
Dint used to define the categories is chosen to symmetrize the SM Higgs boson expectation.
In the case of the Λ1 measurements, the interference discriminants were shown to be highly
correlated with the DBSM discriminants and so are not considered.

We now discuss the categorization and construction of the final multidimensional discrimi-
nants used for the two HVV coupling approaches defined in Section 2. The binning of the final
discriminants was optimized to ensure sufficient statistical precision in the predictions of all
bins, while retaining the kinematic information required to discriminate between the SM and
anomalous coupling signal hypotheses.

8.1.1 VBF/VH analysis strategy for Approach 1

In Approach 1, each of the four anomalous HVV coupling parameters (a2, a3, κ1/(Λ1)
2, and

κ
Zγ
2 /(ΛZγ

1 )2) are analyzed separately. For this purpose, we construct a multidimensional dis-
criminant for each of the four anomalous couplings in the VBF, Resolved VH, and Boosted VH
channels.

In the VBF channel, we use two bins of the production discriminant DVBF, corresponding to
low and high purity, using a bin boundary of 0.75. The mℓℓ variable, which is sensitive to
anomalous effects at the H → WW decay vertex, is included with two bins in the range 12–
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76.2 GeV. A bin boundary of 45 GeV is chosen based on the expected signal shape changes
induced by anomalous effects. Finally, one of the DBSM discriminants is included with ten
equally sized bins. Depending on the anomalous coupling under study this discriminant may
be D0+, D0−, DΛ1

or DZγ
Λ1

.

For the VH channels, the mℓℓ and DBSM observables are used to build 2D kinematic discrimi-
nants. The mℓℓ bins are the same as for the VBF channel. In the Resolved VH channel, we use
four DBSM bins of equal size. For the Boosted VH case, three variable bins with boundaries of
0.6 and 0.8 are used, a large first bin is chosen because relatively little signal is expected at low
values of DBSM. A distinct multidimensional discriminant is constructed for each anomalous
coupling hypothesis in the VH channels.

For the a3 coupling parameter, a forward-backward categorization of events based on DCP is
implemented. In the case of the a2 coupling parameter, Dint is largely correlated with D0+ in
the VH channels. Therefore, a forward-backward Dint categorization is implemented only in
the VBF channel. Figures 3–5 show the discriminants used in the final fit to the data for the a2,
a3, κ1/(Λ1)

2, and κ
Zγ
2 /(ΛZγ

1 )2 Approach 1 coupling studies in the VBF and VH channels. A
summary of the observables used in the HVV Approach 1 analysis may be found in Table 6.

8.1.2 VBF/VH analysis strategy for Approach 2

In Approach 2, we use one categorization strategy and build one multidimensional discrimi-
nant in each channel to target all the HVV coupling parameters (a2, a3, κ1/(Λ1)

2) simultane-
ously. In the VBF channel, the DCP and Dint discriminants are used to create four interference
categories. Both DVBF and mℓℓ are used as for Approach 1. All three DBSM discriminants that
target the a2, a3 and κ1/(Λ1)

2 coupling parameters are included. However, the number of bins
we implement is limited by the number of simulated events. Also the DBSM discriminants
are significantly correlated and so have similar performance for all couplings. Therefore, we
use the CP-odd discriminant D0− and just one of the CP-even discriminants, D0+, both with
three bins and bin boundaries of 0.1 and 0.9. A dedicated rebinning strategy is applied to the
[D0−,D0+] distribution merging bins dominated by the SM Higgs boson prediction or with
low precision in the background prediction. In the VH channels, just two categories using DCP
are defined and the discriminant is built using mℓℓ as for Approach 1. Again, both D0− and
D0+ are chosen for the final discriminant. For the Resolved VH channel, we use three bins
with boundaries of 0.25 and 0.75, whereas for the Boosted VH case we use two bins with a
boundary of 0.8. The same rebinning strategy described for the VBF channel is applied to both
Resolved and Boosted VH multidimensional discriminants. Table 6 includes a summary of the
observables used in the HVV Approach 2 analysis.

8.2 Kinematic features of H → WW decay products in 0- and 1-jet ggH channels

Similar to the SM H → WW analysis [25], we use mℓℓ and mT to build 2D discriminants in the
0- and 1-jet ggH channels. The distributions have nine bins for mℓℓ in the range 12–200 GeV
and six bins for mT in the range 60–125 GeV. The bin widths vary and are optimized to achieve
good separation between the SM Higgs boson signal and backgrounds, as well as between the
different anomalous coupling signal hypotheses. In particular, a finer binning with respect
to the SM H → WW analysis is implemented in regions where anomalous effects are most
significant. Figure 6 shows the [mT, mℓℓ ] distributions in the 0- and 1-jet ggH channels. The
same [mT, mℓℓ ] discriminant is used to study all HVV anomalous couplings for both Approach
1 and 2.
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8.3 Kinematic features of two quark jets in 2-jet ggH channel

For the Hgg coupling, we adopt a similar approach to the VBF CP study, where the CP-odd
a3 HVV coupling parameter is included. In this case, the optimal observables are DggH

0− and
DggH

CP , targeting the CP-odd a3 Hgg coupling parameter. A forward-backward categorization
is implemented using DggH

CP , and the DVBF and DggH
0− observables are used to build 2D discrim-

inants. The mℓℓ variable is not considered in this case because it is not sensitive to anomalous
Hgg effects. For DVBF, the bin boundary is relaxed to 0.5 to ensure sufficient ggH events are
accepted in the more VBF-like bin. For D0−, eight (five) bins are used in the more (less) VBF-
like bin with larger bin sizes at the extremes of the distribution to ensure sufficient precision in
the background and signal predictions. The 0- and 1-jet channels discussed previously are also
included in this study to constrain the ggH signal strength. The [DVBF, DggH

0− ] distributions
used to analyze the Hgg a3 anomalous coupling in the 2-jet ggH channel are shown in Fig. 7.
A summary of the observables used in the Hgg analysis is given in Table 6.

Table 6: The kinematic observables used for the interference based categorization and for the
final discriminants used in the fits to data to study the HVV and Hgg couplings. For each of
the anomalous HVV couplings in Approach 1, we have a dedicated analysis in the VBF and
VH channels. In Approach 2, we use one analysis to target all anomalous HVV couplings
simultaneously.

Analysis Channel Categorization Final discriminant

HVV

VBF (a2) Dint [DVBF, mℓℓ , D0+]

Approach 1

VBF (a3) DCP [DVBF, mℓℓ , D0−]
VBF (κ1) — [DVBF, mℓℓ , DΛ1]

VBF (κZγ
2 ) — [DVBF, mℓℓ , DZγ

Λ1
]

VH (a2) — [mℓℓ , D0+]
VH (a3) DCP [mℓℓ , D0−]
VH (κ1) — [mℓℓ , DΛ1]

VH (κZγ
2 ) — [mℓℓ , DZγ

Λ1
]

0- & 1-jet ggH — [mT, mℓℓ ]

HVV
VBF DCP, Dint [DVBF, mℓℓ , D0−, D0+]

Approach 2
VH DCP [mℓℓ , D0−, D0+]
0- & 1-jet ggH — [mT, mℓℓ ]

Hgg
2-jet ggH DggH

CP [DVBF, DggH
0− ]

0- & 1-jet ggH — [mT, mℓℓ ]

9 Systematic uncertainties
The signal extraction is performed using binned templates to describe the various signal and
background processes. Systematic uncertainties that change the normalization or shape of the
templates are included. All the uncertainties are modeled as nuisance parameters that are
profiled in the maximum likelihood fit described in Section 10. The systematic uncertainties
arise from both experimental or theoretical sources.

9.1 Experimental uncertainties

The following experimental systematic uncertainties are included in the final fit to data:
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Figure 3: Observed and predicted distributions after fitting the data for [DVBF, mℓℓ ,D0+] in
the VBF channel (upper), and for [mℓℓ ,D0+] in the Resolved VH (lower left) and Boosted VH
(lower right) channels. For the VBF channel, the Dint < 0.4 (left) and Dint > 0.4 (right) cate-
gories are shown. The predicted Higgs boson signal is shown stacked on top of the background
distributions. For the fit, the a1 and a2 HVV coupling contributions are included. The corre-
sponding pure a1 ( fa2 = 0) and a2 ( fa2 = 1) signal hypotheses are also shown superimposed,
their yields correspond to the predicted number of SM signal events scaled by an arbitrary fac-
tor to improve visibility. The uncertainty band corresponds to the total systematic uncertainty.
The lower panel in each figure shows the ratio of the number of events observed to the total
prediction.
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Figure 4: Observed and predicted distributions after fitting the data for [DVBF, mℓℓ ,D0−] in the
VBF channel (upper), and for [mℓℓ ,D0−] in the Resolved VH (middle) and Boosted VH (lower)
channels. For each channel, the DCP < 0 (left) and DCP > 0 (right) categories are shown. For
the fit, the a1 and a3 HVV coupling contributions are included. More details are given in the
caption of Fig. 3.
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Figure 5: Observed and predicted distributions after fitting the data for [DVBF, mℓℓ ,DΛ1] (up-

per left) and [DVBF, mℓℓ ,DZγ
Λ1 ] (upper right) in the VBF channel, and for [mℓℓ ,DΛ1] (left) and

[mℓℓ ,DZγ
Λ1 ] (right) in the Resolved VH (middle) and Boosted VH (lower) channels. For the fits,

the a1 and κ1/(Λ1)
2 (left) or a1 and κ

Zγ
2 /(ΛZγ

1 )2 (right) HVV coupling contributions are in-
cluded. More details are given in the caption of Fig. 3.
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Figure 6: Observed and predicted distributions after fitting the data for [mT, mℓℓ ] in the 0-
(left) and 1-jet (right) ggH channels. For the fit, the a1 and a3 HVV coupling contributions are
included. More details are given in the caption of Fig. 3.
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Figure 7: Observed and predicted distributions after fitting the data for [DVBF, DggH
0− ] in the

2-jet ggH channel. Both the DggH
CP < 0 (left) and DggH

CP > 0 (right) categories are shown. In
this case, the VBF and ggH signals are shown separately. For the fit, the agg

2 and agg
3 coupling

contributions are included. The corresponding pure agg
2 ( f ggH

a3 = 0) and agg
3 ( f ggH

a3 = 1) signal
hypotheses are also shown superimposed, their yields correspond to the predicted number of
SM signal events. More details are given in the caption of Fig. 3.

• The total uncertainty associated with the measurement of the integrated luminos-
ity for 2016, 2017, and 2018 is 1.2% [44], 2.3% [45], and 2.5% [46], respectively. This
uncertainty is partially correlated among the three data sets, resulting in an overall
uncertainty of 1.6%.

• The systematic uncertainty in the trigger efficiency is determined by varying the tag
lepton selection criteria and the Z boson mass window used in the tag-and-probe
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method. It affects both the normalization and the shape of the signal and back-
ground distributions, and is kept uncorrelated among data sets. The total normal-
ization uncertainty is less than 1%.

• The tag-and-probe method is also used to determine the lepton identification and
isolation efficiency. Corrections are applied to account for any discrepancy in the
efficiencies measured in data and simulation. The corresponding systematic uncer-
tainty is about 1% for electrons and 2% for muons.

• The uncertainties in the determination of the lepton momentum scale mainly arise
from the limited data sample used for their estimation. The impact on the normal-
ization of the signal and background templates ranges between 0.6–1.0% for the elec-
tron momentum scale and is about 0.2% for the muon momentum scale. They are
treated as uncorrelated among the three data-taking years.

• The jet energy scale uncertainty is modeled by implementing eleven independent
nuisance parameters corresponding to different jet energy correction sources, six of
which are correlated among the three data sets. Their effects vary in the range of 1–
10%, mainly depending on the jet multiplicity in the analysis phase space. Another
source of uncertainty arises from the jet energy resolution smearing applied to sim-
ulated samples to match the pT resolution measured in data. The effect varies in a
range of 1–5%, depending on the jet multiplicity and is uncorrelated among the data
sets. These uncertainties are included for both AK4 and AK8 jets. In addition, the
mJ scale and resolution, and V tagging corrections with their corresponding uncer-
tainties are included for V-tagged AK8 jets. These variables are calibrated in a top
quark-antiquark sample enriched in hadronically decaying W bosons [95].

• The effects of the unclustered energy scale, jet energy scale, and lepton pT scales
are included for the calculation of the missing transverse momentum. The resulting
normalization systematic uncertainty is 1–10% and is treated as uncorrelated among
the years.

• Both the normalization and shape of the signal and background templates are af-
fected by the jet pileup identification uncertainty. The effect is below 1%.

• The uncertainty associated with the b tagging efficiency is modeled by seventeen
nuisance parameters out of which five are of a theoretical origin and are correlated
among the three data sets. The remaining set of four parameters per data set are
treated as uncorrelated as they arise from the statistical accuracy of the efficiency
measurement [90].

• Estimation of the nonprompt-lepton background is affected by the limited size of
the data sets used for the misidentification rate measurements. It is also affected
by the difference in the flavor composition of jets misidentified as leptons between
the misidentification rate measurement region (enriched in multijet events) and the
signal phase space. The effects on the nonprompt-lepton background estimation
range between a few percent to about 10% depending on the SR and are treated
as nuisance parameters uncorrelated between electrons and muons and among the
three data sets. A normalization uncertainty of 30% [92] is assigned to fully cover for
any discrepancies with respect to data in a W+jets CR and is treated as uncorrelated
among data sets.

• The statistical uncertainties due to the limited number of simulated events are also
included for all bins of the background distributions used to extract the results [96].
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9.2 Theoretical uncertainties

Multiple theoretical uncertainties are considered and are correlated among data sets, unless
stated otherwise:

• The uncertainties related to the choice of PDF and αS have a minor effect on the shape
of the distributions. Therefore, only normalization effects related to the event accep-
tance and to the cross section are included. However, these uncertainties are not
considered for the backgrounds that have their normalization constrained through
data in dedicated CRs. For the Higgs boson signal processes, these uncertainties are
calculated by the LHC Higgs cross section working group [19].

• The theoretical uncertainties arising from missing higher-order corrections in the
cross section calculations are also included. Background simulations are reweighted
to the alternative scenarios corresponding to renormalization µR and factorization µF
scales varied by factors 0.5 or 2 and the envelopes of the varied templates are taken
as the one standard deviations. For background processes that have their normaliza-
tion constrained through data in dedicated CRs, we consider only the shape effect
of the uncertainties coming from the missing higher-order corrections. The WW
nonresonant background has the uncertainties derived by varying µR, µF, and the
resummation scale. For the ggH and VBF signal processes, the effects of the miss-
ing higher-order corrections on the overall cross section are decoupled into multiple
sources according to the recipes described in Ref. [19].

• The uncertainty due to the pileup modeling was included for the main simulated
background processes (DY, WW, top quark) as well as the ggH and VBF signals. The
effect is determined by varying the total inelastic pp cross section (69.2 mb [97, 98])
within the assigned 5% uncertainty.

• The PS modeling mainly affects the jet multiplicity, causing migration of events be-
tween categories that results in template shape changes. Associated uncertainties
are evaluated by reweighting events with varied PS weights computed with PYTHIA

8.212. The effect on the signal strength is found to be below 1%.

• Uncertainties associated with UE modeling are evaluated by varying the UE tune pa-
rameters used in the MC sample generation. Systematic uncertainties are correlated
between the 2017 and 2018 data sets since they share the same UE tunes, whereas for
2016 the uncertainty is considered uncorrelated. The UE uncertainty has a minimal
effect on the template shapes and affects the normalization by about 1.5%.

• A 15% uncertainty is applied to the relative fraction of the gg-induced component
in nonresonant WW production [99]. The relative fraction between single top quark
and tt processes is assigned a systematic uncertainty of 8% [100]. Additional process-
specific (DY, VZ, Vγ, Vγ∗) uncertainties, related to corrections to account for pos-
sible discrepancies between data and simulation, are assigned and are correlated
among data sets.

10 Results
The optimization and validation of the analysis were performed using simulation and data
in CRs. The data in the SRs were examined once all details of the analysis were finalized.
For the final results, we perform a binned maximum likelihood fit to the data combining all
channels and data-taking periods. The statistical approach was developed by the ATLAS and
CMS Collaborations in the context of the LHC Higgs Combination Group [101]. The likelihood
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function is defined for candidate events as:

L(data|µggH , µEW, fai, θ) = ∏
j

Poisson(nj|sj(µggH , µEW, fai, θ) + bj(θ))p(θ̃|θ), (22)

where j runs over all bins and nj is the observed number of data events in each bin. Total signal
and background expectations in each bin are represented by sj and bj, respectively. The individ-
ual signal and background processes considered in each category are described using binned
templates of multidimensional discriminants as described in Section 8. Each signal process is
parametrized as a linear combination of terms originating from the SM, and anomalous cou-
plings and their interference. The signal expectation depends on the parameters µggH , µEW,
and fai, and is constrained by the data fit. Both the signal and background expectations are
functions of θ, which represents the full set of nuisance parameters corresponding to the sys-
tematic uncertainties. The CRs described in Section 6 are included in the fit in the form of single
bins, representing the number of events in each CR.

The µggH and µEW parameters correspond to the Higgs boson signal strength modifiers for the
ggH and VBF/VH signals, respectively. Signal yields for the VBF and VH processes are re-
lated to each other because the same HVV couplings enter both in production and decay of the
Higgs boson. The ggH signal is initiated predominantly by the top fermion couplings and is
unrelated to the VBF and VH production mechanisms. As the signal strength modifiers are free
parameters in the fit, the overall signal event yield is not used to discriminate between alterna-
tive signal hypotheses. The fai parameter corresponds to the anomalous coupling cross section
fraction and determines the shape of the signal expectation. The cross section fraction for the
SM coupling is simply taken as 1 − | fai|. In Approach 1, the SM and just one anomalous HVV
coupling are included, and each fai is thus studied independently. Depending on the particular
anomalous coupling under investigation, fai may represent fa2, fa3, fΛ1, or f Zγ

Λ1 . For Approach
2, the SM and three anomalous HVV couplings are included. In this case, fai represents fa2, fa3
and fΛ1, which are studied simultaneously. It is explicitly required that | fa2|+ | fa3|+ | fΛ1| ≤ 1
to avoid probing an unphysical parameter space. Finally, there is just one anomalous coupling
corresponding to f ggH

a3 to consider for the Hgg vertex. For this study, we also include the effect
of the CP-odd HVV anomalous coupling on the VBF process. This is achieved by including
fa3 as a free parameter in the fit. The p(θ̃|θ) are the probability density functions (PDFs) for
the observed values of the nuisance parameters, θ̃, obtained from calibration measurements.
The systematic uncertainties that affect only the normalizations of the signal and background
processes are treated as PDFs following a log-normal distribution, whereas shape-altering sys-
tematic uncertainties are treated as Gaussian PDFs [101].

Additional interpretations in terms of the SMEFT Higgs and Warsaw basis coupling param-
eters are also considered using Eqs. (7–10) and Eqs. (11–14), respectively. In each case, four
independent couplings are studied simultaneously and the effect of the couplings on the total
width of the Higgs boson is taken into account. For the fai measurements, this effect is absorbed
by the signal strength modifiers. A parameterization of the partial widths of the main Higgs
boson decay modes as a function of the couplings is used to determine the effect on the Higgs
boson width [24, 28].

The likelihood is maximized with respect to the signal modifier parameters and with respect
to the nuisance parameters. Confidence level (CL) intervals are determined from profile like-
lihood scans of the respective parameters. The allowed 68% and 95% CL intervals are defined
using the set of parameter values at which the profile likelihood function −2∆ lnL = 1.00 and
3.84 [102], respectively, for which exact coverage is expected in the asymptotic limit [103]. The
likelihood value at a given fai is determined by the shape of the signal hypothesis and the rel-
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ative signal event yields between categories. Expected results are obtained using the Asimov
data set [104] constructed using the SM values of the signal modifier parameters.

For Approach 1, where we assume aZZ
i = aWW

i , the expected and observed fa2, fa3, fΛ1, and f Zγ
Λ1

likelihood scans are shown in Fig. 8. Significant interference effects for negative values of fa2,
around −0.25, and positive values of fΛ1, around 0.5, are evident. Relatively large changes in
the signal shape with respect to the SM are predicted at these values. Also evident are narrow
minima around fai = 0. The anomalous coupling terms in Eq. (1) have a q2

i dependence, which
can be larger at the VBF/VH production vertex than at the Higgs decay vertex. This causes the
shape of the VBF/VH signal hypothesis to change quickly with fai. The axis scales are varied
to improve the visibility of important features for fa2 and fΛ1. For Approach 2, where the SU(2)
x U(1) coupling relationships from Eqs. (2–6) are adopted, the expected and observed fa2, fa3
and fΛ1 likelihood scans are shown in Fig. 9. The results are shown for each fai separately with
the other two fai either fixed to zero or left floating in the fit. The measured values of the signal
strength parameters correspond to µEW = 0.9+0.19

−0.24 and µggH = 0.9+0.38
−0.20 when all parameters

float simultaneously. It is notable that the observed −2∆ lnL profile values are generally lower
than expected. This is consistent with a downward statistical fluctuation in the number of VBF
and VH events. The lowest µEW value measured is 0.82 for the Approach 1 fa3 fit which can
be compared with the highest value of 0.97 for the corresponding fΛ1 fit. In each case, the
uncertainty in µEW is about 20% and as such all fitted values are consistent with both the SM
and each other. More generally, all anomalous HVV coupling parameter measurements are
consistent with the expectations for the SM Higgs boson. The p-value compatibility of the full
Approach 2 fit, where all signal parameters float simultaneously, with the SM is 91%. A sum-
mary of constraints on the anomalous HVV coupling parameters with the best fit values and
allowed 68% and 95% CL intervals are shown in Table 7. The most stringent constraints on the
HVV anomalous coupling cross section fractions are at the per mille level. Some constraints
are less stringent than expected due to the fitted values of µEW being lower than the SM expec-
tation. The observed correlation coefficients between HVV anomalous coupling cross section
fractions and signal strength modifiers are displayed in Fig. 10.

For the SMEFT Higgs basis interpretation, the expected and observed constraints on the δcz,
cz□, czz, and c̃zz coupling parameters are shown in Fig. 11. Table 8 presents a summary of
the constraints on the couplings whereas Fig. 10 reports the observed correlation coefficients
between them. For the Warsaw basis interpretation, the expected and observed constraints on
the cH□, cHD, cHW, cHWB, cHB, cHW̃, cHW̃B, and cHB̃ coupling parameters are presented in Table 9.
To cover all the Warsaw basis coupling parameters, three independent fits to the data were
performed with a different choice of four independent couplings in each. A summary of the
constraints on the SMEFT Higgs and Warsaw basis coupling parameters is presented in Fig. 12.

Finally, the expected and observed f ggH
a3 likelihood scans are shown in Fig. 13. The result is

consistent with the expectation for a SM Higgs boson. Excluding the effect of the CP-odd
HVV anomalous coupling, by fixing fa3 to zero, has a negligible effect. For | f ggH

a3 | approaching
unity, the observed −2∆ lnL profile values are larger than expected. This is consistent with
downward statistical fluctuations in the data for a couple of bins where sensitivity to the a3
Hgg coupling contribution is enhanced (Fig. 7 left). The constraint on the anomalous Hgg
coupling parameter with the best fit value and allowed 68% CL interval is shown in Table 7.
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Figure 8: Expected (dashed) and observed (solid) profiled likelihood on fa2 (upper left), fΛ1

(upper right), fa3 (lower left), and f Zγ
Λ1 (lower right) using Approach 1. In each case, the signal

strength modifiers are treated as free parameters. The dashed horizontal lines show the 68 and
95% CL regions. Axis scales are varied for fa2 and fΛ1 to improve the visibility of important
features.
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Figure 9: Expected (dashed) and observed (solid) profiled likelihood on fa2 (upper left), fΛ1
(upper right) and fa3 (bottom) using Approach 2. The other two anomalous coupling cross
section fractions are either fixed to zero (blue) or left floating in the fit (red). In each case, the
signal strength modifiers are treated as free parameters. The dashed horizontal lines show
the 68 and 95% CL regions. Axis scales are varied for fa2 and fΛ1 to improve the visibility of
important features.

11 Summary
This paper presents a study of the anomalous couplings of the Higgs boson (H) with vector
bosons, including CP violating effects, using its associated production with hadronic jets in
gluon fusion, electroweak vector boson fusion, and associated production with a W or Z bo-
son, and its subsequent decay to a pair of W bosons. The results are based on the proton-proton
collision data set collected by the CMS detector at the LHC during 2016–2018, corresponding to
an integrated luminosity of 138 fb−1 at a center-of-mass energy of 13 TeV. The analysis targets
the different-flavor dilepton (eµ) final state, with kinematic information from associated jets
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Table 7: Summary of constraints on the anomalous HVV and Hgg coupling parameters with
the best fit values and allowed 68 and 95% CL (in square brackets) intervals. For Approach 1,
each fai is studied independently. For Approach 2, each fai is shown separately with the other
two cross section fractions either fixed to zero or left floating in the fit. In each case, the signal
strength modifiers are treated as free parameters.

Analysis fai Observed (×10−3) Expected (×10−3)

HVV



fa2

best fit 0.5 0.0

Approach 1

68% CL [−0.8, 3.5] [−1.4, 1.3]
95% CL [−5.7, 12.0] [−5.2, 6.1]

fa3

best fit 0.9 0.0
68% CL [−2.7, 4.1] [−0.7, 0.7]
95% CL [−553.0, 561.0] [−2.8, 2.9]

fΛ1

best fit −0.2 0.0
68% CL [−0.5, 0.0] [−0.2, 0.5]
95% CL [−1.4, 0.7] [−0.6,1.4]

f Zγ
Λ1

best fit 3.0 0.0
68% CL [−11.0, 9.1] [−5.0, 3.8]
95% CL [−55.0, 42.0] [−14.0, 11.0]

HVV



fa2

best fit 38.0 0.0

Approach 2

68% CL [−112.2, 129.3] [−30.9,37.5]

(Fix others)

95% CL [−376.6, 430.0]∪[−989.2, −826.3] [−126.1,136.8]

fa3

best fit 0.8 0.0
68% CL [−0.8, 3.5] [−0.8,1.1]
95% CL [−7.6, 58.8] [−3.4,4.3]

fΛ1

best fit −0.15 0.0
68% CL [−1.21, 0.16] [−0.4,0.4]
95% CL [−19.5, 118.5]∪[909.9, 964.1] [−1.7,18.9]

HVV



fa2

best fit −1.0 0.0

Approach 2

68% CL [−104.1, 139.9] [−31.1,39.8]

(Float others)

95% CL [−986.4, 981.2] [−127.5,148.7]

fa3

best fit 0.34 0.0
68% CL [−0.69, 3.4] [−1.0,1.2]
95% CL [−8.0, 361.5] [−4.3,5.3]

fΛ1

best fit −0.1 0.0
68% CL [−1.08, 3.78]∪[7.2, 20.7] [−0.4,0.9]
95% CL [−994.8, 993.9] [−1.9,21.4]

Hgg

{
f ggH
a3

best fit −34 0
68% CL [−721, 383] [−1000, 1000]
95% CL [−1000, 1000] [−1000, 1000]
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Figure 10: The observed correlation coefficients between HVV anomalous coupling cross sec-
tion fractions and signal strength modifiers (left) and between SMEFT Higgs basis coupling
parameters (right).

Table 8: Summary of constraints on the SMEFT Higgs basis coupling parameters with the best
fit values and 68% CL uncertainties. All four couplings are studied simultaneously.

Coupling Observed Expected

δcz −0.06+0.09
−0.16 0.00+0.08

−0.10

cz□ 0.01+0.02
−0.06 0.00+0.02

−0.02

czz 0.03+0.30
−0.52 0.00+0.23

−0.29

c̃zz −0.17+0.42
−0.30 0.00+0.29

−0.32

Table 9: Summary of constraints on the SMEFT Warsaw basis coupling parameters with the
best fit values and 68% CL uncertainties. Only one of cHW , cHWB, and cHB is independent, the
same is also true for cHW̃, cHW̃B, and cHB̃. Three independent fits to the data were performed
with a different choice of four independent couplings in each.

Coupling Observed Expected

cH□ −0.76+1.43
−3.43 0.00+1.37

−1.84

cHD −0.12+0.93
−0.32 0.00+0.43

−0.30

cHW 0.08+0.43
−0.87 0.00+0.37

−0.48

cHWB 0.17+0.88
−1.79 0.00+0.77

−0.96

cHB 0.03+0.13
−0.26 0.00+0.11

−0.14

cHW̃ −0.26+0.67
−0.50 0.00+0.48

−0.52

cHW̃B −0.54+1.37
−1.03 0.00+0.99

−1.07

cHB̃ −0.08+0.20
−0.15 0.00+0.15

−0.16

combined using matrix element techniques to increase sensitivity to anomalous effects at the
production vertex. Dedicated Monte Carlo simulation and matrix element reweighting pro-
vide modeling of all kinematic features in the production and decay of the Higgs boson with



28

0.6− 0.5− 0.4− 0.3− 0.2− 0.1− 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

z cδ

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

 ln
 L

∆
-2

CMS  (13 TeV)-1138 fb

68% CL

95% CL

Observed

Expected

0.2− 0.15− 0.1− 0.05− 0 0.05 0.1 0.15

zc

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

 ln
 L

∆
-2

CMS  (13 TeV)-1138 fb

68% CL

95% CL

Observed

Expected

1− 0.5− 0 0.5 1

zzc

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

 ln
 L

∆
-2

CMS  (13 TeV)-1138 fb

68% CL

95% CL

Observed

Expected

1− 0.5− 0 0.5 1

zzc~
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

 ln
 L

∆
-2

CMS  (13 TeV)-1138 fb

68% CL

95% CL

Observed

Expected

Figure 11: Expected (dashed) and observed (solid) profiled likelihood on the δcz (upper left),
cz□ (upper right), czz (lower left), and c̃zz (lower right) couplings of the SMEFT Higgs basis. All
four couplings are studied simultaneously. The dashed horizontal lines show the 68 and 95%
CL regions.

full simulation of detector effects. A simultaneous measurement of four Higgs boson couplings
to electroweak vector bosons has been performed in the framework of a standard model effec-
tive field theory. All measurements are consistent with the expectations for the standard model
Higgs boson and constraints are set on the fractional contribution of the anomalous couplings
to the Higgs boson cross section. The most stringent constraints on the HVV anomalous cou-
pling cross section fractions are at the per mille level. These results are in agreement with those
obtained in the H → ZZ and H → ττ channels, and also significantly surpass those of the
previous H → WW anomalous coupling analysis from the CMS experiment in both scope and
precision.
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Figure 12: Summary of constraints on the SMEFT Higgs (left) and Warsaw (right) basis cou-
pling parameters with the best fit values and 68% CL uncertainties. For the Warsaw basis, only
one of cHW , cHWB, and cHB is independent, the same is also true for cHW̃, cHW̃B, and cHB̃.

Figure 13: Expected (dashed) and observed (solid) profiled likelihood on f ggH
a3 . The signal

strength modifiers and the CP-odd HVV anomalous coupling cross section fraction are treated
as free parameters. The crossing of the observed likelihood with the dashed horizontal line
shows the observed 68% CL region.
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nen , H. Siikonen , E. Tuominen , J. Tuominiemi

Lappeenranta-Lahti University of Technology, Lappeenranta, Finland
P. Luukka , H. Petrow
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INFN Sezione di Pisaa, Università di Pisab, Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisac, Pisa, Italy;
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Centro de Investigaciones Energéticas Medioambientales y Tecnológicas (CIEMAT),
Madrid, Spain
M. Aguilar-Benitez, J. Alcaraz Maestre , Cristina F. Bedoya , M. Cepeda , M. Cer-
rada , N. Colino , B. De La Cruz , A. Delgado Peris , A. Escalante Del Valle ,
D. Fernández Del Val , J.P. Fernández Ramos , J. Flix , M.C. Fouz , O. Gonzalez Lopez ,
S. Goy Lopez , J.M. Hernandez , M.I. Josa , D. Moran , C. M. Morcillo Perez ,
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1 Introduction
The observation of neutrino oscillations [1–3] implies that neutrinos have a nonzero mass [4].
Direct neutrino mass measurements [5, 6], as well as constraints from cosmological observa-
tions [7–9], indicate that the neutrino masses are much smaller than those of the other fermions
in the standard model (SM) of particle physics. A possible mechanism for the generation of
gauge-invariant neutrino mass terms and an explanation of their small scale is the see-saw
mechanism [10–17], which introduces new heavy neutral leptons (HNLs) with right-handed
chirality that are singlets under all SM gauge groups, but mix with the SM neutrinos. In ad-
dition, HNL models can provide a viable dark matter candidate [18, 19], and a mechanism to
generate the matter-antimatter asymmetry of the universe [20–22].

We consider a simplified model with a single HNL (labelled N in diagrams and formulas) of
Majorana or Dirac type that couples through the neutrino mixing matrix exclusively to a sin-
gle generation of SM neutrinos [23, 24]. The signatures of such models in proton-proton (pp)
collisions have been studied extensively [17, 25–31]. We focus on the production in associa-
tion with a charged lepton ℓ±, which proceeds via the charged-current Drell–Yan (DY) process
qq ′ → W± → Nℓ± [32, 33] or via the vector boson fusion (VBF) process qγ → Nℓ±q′ [34–
37]. Several searches for this production mode have been performed by the ATLAS, CMS, and
LHCb experiments at the CERN LHC [38–48]. The fully leptonic decay channel N → ℓℓν re-
sults in final states with three charged leptons, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Due to the assumption of
an exclusive coupling to a single SM generation, the charged lepton originating from the HNL
production and the one from the first decay vertex in the case of W-boson-mediated decays
are necessarily of the same flavour and from the generation to which the HNL couples. In the
case of an HNL of Majorana type, both lepton number violating (LNV) and lepton number

q
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ℓ+
ℓ+
ℓ′−
ν̄ℓ′

W+
N W−

q
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Figure 1: Examples of Feynman diagrams for production and decay of an HNL (indicated with
the symbol N) resulting in final states with three charged leptons. The production processes
DY (upper row and lower left) and VBF (lower right) are shown, with decays mediated by a
W boson (upper row and lower right) or a Z boson (lower left). In the left column, HNLs of
Majorana type with an LNV decay are shown, whereas the right column has HNLs of Dirac
type with an LNC decay. The leptons that couple directly to the HNL (indicated with the
symbol ℓ) are restricted to the SM generation that couples with the HNL, whereas the leptons
from the W and Z boson decays (indicated with the symbol ℓ ′) can be from any SM generation.
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conserving (LNC) decays are possible, and as a result these two charged leptons can be of the
same or opposite charge. For an HNL of Dirac type, only LNC decays are possible and these
two charged leptons thus always have opposite charge.

In this article, we present a search for HNLs in events with three charged leptons (electrons e,
muons µ, and hadronically decaying tau leptons τh, in the following referred to as “leptons”),
using pp collision data collected in 2016–2018 at

√
s = 13 TeV and corresponding to an inte-

grated luminosity of 138 fb−1. We select events with all possible combinations of three light lep-
tons (electrons and muons), resulting in the eee, eeµ, eµµ, and µµµ flavour channels, as well as
events with one τh and any combination of two light leptons, resulting in the eeτh, eµτh, and
µµτh flavour channels. Events with an HNL decay mediated by a Z boson or with an LNC de-
cay mediated by a W boson result in events with an opposite-sign same-flavour (OSSF) lepton
pair, whereas events without such a pair are only possible for an LNV decay. The HNL scenar-
ios with exclusive electron (muon) neutrino coupling are only probed in the eee and eeµ (µµµ
and eµµ) channels. In the scenario of exclusive tau neutrino couplings, the two tau leptons can
decay leptonically or hadronically, and thus the eee, eeµ, eµµ, and µµµ channels provide sen-
sitivity to HNL events where both tau leptons decay leptonically, whereas the eeτh, eµτh, and
µµτh channels provide sensitivity where one tau lepton each decays leptonically and hadron-
ically. Two strategies based on event categorization or on machine-learning discriminants are
employed to separate the HNL signal from the SM background, where diboson production
is the most important contribution. Our results are interpreted for HNL masses mN between
10 GeV and 1.5 TeV. To facilitate reinterpretations within more general HNL models [49, 50],
we provide tabulated results in the HEPData record for this analysis [51].

The CMS Collaboration presented in Ref. [42] a search in events with three light leptons using
pp collision data collected in 2016 at

√
s = 13 TeV and corresponding to an integrated luminos-

ity of 35.9 fb−1, constraining the mixing parameter |VℓN|2 between the HNL and the SM neu-
trino generation for mN between 1 GeV and 1.2 TeV. This article supersedes those results, and
improves them not only because of the larger data set, but also from refined light-lepton iden-
tification (ID) criteria, improved background estimation techniques, and signal-to-background
discrimination based on machine learning. Additionally, we include for the first time in HNL
searches at the LHC events with τh and use state-of-the-art τh ID techniques.

The mean lifetime of an HNL is proportional to m−5
N V−2

ℓN [52]. The HNL events that have a
large decay length compared with the impact parameter resolution of the CMS tracker have a
reduced selection efficiency in this analysis because we require that leptons originate from the
primary interaction vertex (PV). Two dedicated HNL searches presented by the CMS Collabo-
ration, based on the same pp collision data set used in this analysis, reconstruct the secondary
HNL decay vertex in events with three light leptons [46] or apply a displaced jet tagger to
events with two light leptons [48], and constrain long-lived HNL scenarios for 1 < mN <
20 GeV. The results of this analysis are complementary since they probe short-lived HNL sce-
narios with mN > 10 GeV not excluded by the dedicated searches for long-lived HNLs.

2 The CMS detector and event reconstruction
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 scintilla-
tor hadron calorimeter (HCAL), each composed of a barrel and two endcap sections. Forward
calorimeters extend the pseudorapidity (η) coverage provided by the barrel and endcap de-



3

tectors. Muons are measured in gas-ionization detectors embedded in the steel flux-return
yoke outside the solenoid. A more detailed description of the CMS detector, together with a
definition of the coordinate system used and the relevant kinematic variables, is reported in
Refs. [53, 54].

Events of interest are selected using a two-tiered trigger system. The first level, composed of
custom hardware processors, uses information from the calorimeters and muon detectors to
select events at a rate of around 100 kHz within a fixed latency of about 4 µs [55]. The second
level, known as the high-level trigger, consists of a farm of processors running a version of the
full event reconstruction software optimized for fast processing, and reduces the event rate to
around 1 kHz before data storage [56].

The global event reconstruction with the particle-flow (PF) algorithm [57] reconstructs and
identifies each individual particle in an event, with an optimized combination of all subdetec-
tor information. In this process, the identification of the particle type (photon, electron, muon,
charged or neutral hadron) plays an important role in the determination of the particle direc-
tion and energy. Photons are identified as ECAL energy clusters not linked to the extrapolation
of any charged-particle trajectory to the ECAL. Electrons are identified as a charged-particle
track and potentially many ECAL energy clusters corresponding to the extrapolation of this
track to the ECAL and to possible bremsstrahlung photons emitted along the way through the
tracker material. Muons are identified as tracks in the central tracker consistent with either a
track or several hits in the muon system, and associated with calorimeter deposits compatible
with the muon hypothesis. Charged hadrons are identified as charged-particle tracks neither
identified as electrons, nor as muons. Finally, neutral hadrons are identified as HCAL energy
clusters not linked to any charged-hadron trajectory, or as a combined ECAL and HCAL en-
ergy excess with respect to the expected charged-hadron energy deposit. The PV is taken to
be the vertex corresponding to the hardest scattering in the event, evaluated using tracking
information alone, as described in Section 9.4.1 of Ref. [58].

For each event, hadronic jets are clustered from these reconstructed particles using the infrared
and collinear safe anti-kT algorithm [59, 60] with a distance parameter of 0.4. Jet momentum is
determined as the vectorial sum of all particle momenta in the jet, and is found from simulation
to be, on average, within 5–10% of the true momentum over the entire transverse momentum
(pT) spectrum and detector acceptance. Additional pp interactions within the same or nearby
bunch crossings (pileup) can contribute additional tracks and calorimetric energy depositions
to the jet momentum. To mitigate this effect, charged particles identified to be originating from
pileup vertices are discarded and an offset correction is applied to correct for remaining contri-
butions. Jet energy corrections are derived from simulation to bring the measured response of
jets to that of particle-level jets on average. In situ measurements of the momentum balance in
dijet, photon+jet, Z+jet, and multijet events are used to correct for any residual differences in
the jet energy scale between data and simulation [61]. Only jets with pT > 25 GeV and |η| < 2.4
are considered in this analysis. Additional selection criteria are applied to each jet to remove
jets potentially dominated by anomalous contributions from various subdetector components
or reconstruction failures [62].

The missing transverse momentum vector p⃗ miss
T is computed as the negative p⃗T sum of all PF

candidates in an event, and its magnitude is denoted as pmiss
T [63]. The p⃗ miss

T is modified to
account for corrections to the energy scale of the reconstructed jets in the event. Anomalous
high-pmiss

T events can arise from a variety of reconstruction failures, detector malfunctions, or
noncollisional backgrounds. Such events are rejected by event filters that identify more than
85% of the spurious high-pmiss

T events with a mistagging rate of less than 0.1% [63].
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The DEEPJET algorithm [64–66] is applied to identify jets arising from the hadronization of b
hadrons. We use a loose working point to tag jets as “b jets” with a selection efficiency for b
quark jets of more than 90%, and a misidentification rate for c quark jets (light quark and gluon
jets) of 50 (20)%.

3 Event simulation
Event samples simulated with Monte Carlo event generators are used to evaluate the signal
selection efficiency, to predict background contributions, to train machine learning discrimina-
tors, and to validate background estimation techniques based on control samples in data. The
simulated event samples are processed with a full simulation of the CMS detector based on the
GEANT4 toolkit [67], and are reconstructed with the same software as the data samples. Addi-
tional simulated pileup interactions are added to the simulated events to match the observed
pileup distribution as well, with a mean pileup of 23 (32) in 2016 (2017–2018) [68]. Separate
event samples are generated for each data-taking year, reflecting the differences in the LHC
running conditions and the CMS detector performance.

For the signal process, event samples are generated with the MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO v2.6.5
program [69, 70], using a model that extends the SM particle content by up to three right-
handed neutrinos [26, 29, 36, 37]. The DY production process is simulated for mN < 80 GeV at
leading order (LO) in the strong coupling αS, whereas the simulation is performed at next-to-LO
(NLO) in all other cases. In the matrix element calculation, the NNPDF3.1 [71] parton distribu-
tion functions (PDFs) are used for the DY production process, and the NNPDF31.luxQED [72–
74] PDFs for the VBF production process. Separate samples are generated for HNLs that couple
to electron, muon, or tau neutrinos, and for different mN values between 10 GeV and 1.5 TeV.
The VBF samples are generated only for masses of at least 600 GeV, since the contribution from
VBF production is only relevant at high masses. For mN > 30 GeV, no HNL lifetime effects
are included in the simulation and a fixed value of |VℓN|2 = 10−4 is used. The HNL produc-
tion cross section is proportional to |VℓN|2 [37], and thus the generated samples can be used
to emulate any |VℓN|2 value by applying a corresponding normalization factor. At 30 GeV and
lower, we calculate the HNL mean lifetime analytically [75] and include it in the simulation of
the HNL decay. Samples are generated with one fixed |VℓN|2 value between 10−6 and 10−3 for
each mass point, and we emulate other |VℓN|2 values by reweighting the HNL decay length
distribution as described in Ref. [46]. In all cases, the samples are generated assuming an HNL
of Majorana nature, i.e. including both LNV and LNC decays, and samples for a Dirac HNL
are obtained by selecting only the subset of simulated events with LNC decays and applying
appropriate event weights.

Furthermore, the MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO generator is used to simulate background samples
at NLO for WZ and Zγ diboson production, for Higgs boson (H) production in association
with a vector boson or a top quark pair (tt), for triboson production, for tt production in as-
sociation with a W or Z boson, for s-channel and tZ single top quark production, and for four
top quark production. It is also used at LO for DY vector boson production in association with
jets (Z+jets and W+jets), H production in association with a single top quark, tt production
in association with two bosons, and three top quark production. Background samples for qq-
initiated WW and ZZ diboson production, gluon fusion and VBF H production, tt production,
and t-channel and tW single-t production are generated with the POWHEG 2 program [76–84]
at NLO. The gluon-gluon-initiated ZZ diboson production is simulated with the MCFM v7.0.1
generator [85–87] at LO. In all cases, the NNPDF3.1 PDFs are used.
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The generators are interfaced with the PYTHIA v8.230 program [88] for the underlying event
description with the CP5 tune [89], the parton shower simulation, and hadronization. For
MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO samples simulated at LO (NLO), jets from matrix element calcula-
tions are merged with those from the parton shower using the MLM [90] (FxFx [91]) matching
scheme. In POWHEG samples for H production, the decay to four leptons is simulated with the
JHUGEN v5.2.5 program [92].

4 Lepton selection
Electrons are measured in the range |η| < 2.5, and their momentum is estimated by combining
the energy measurement in the ECAL with the momentum measurement in the tracker [93, 94].
Electrons with 1.44 < |η| < 1.57 in the transition region between the barrel and endcap are not
considered in the analysis because of performance limitations of the electron reconstruction in
this region. Muons are measured in the range |η| < 2.4, with detection planes made using three
technologies: drift tubes, cathode strip chambers, and resistive plate chambers [95].

We select reconstructed electrons and muons with pT > 10 GeV that are compatible with orig-
inating from the PV and isolated from other particles in the event. The relative isolation
variable Irel is defined as the scalar pT sum of all PF particles reconstructed within a cone
around the lepton direction divided by the lepton pT, with the cone size defined in terms of
∆R =

√
(∆η)2 + (∆ϕ)2, where ∆η and ∆ϕ are the η and azimuthal angle difference between

the particle and the lepton. We use a variable cone size of 0.2 for leptons with pT < 50 GeV, of
10 GeV/pT for 50 < pT < 200 GeV, and of 0.05 for pT > 200 GeV, which improves the efficiency
for high-pT leptons by removing the accidental overlap with other particles [96]. Additionally,
corrections for pileup contributions to Irel are applied. All reconstructed electrons and muons
are required to have Irel < 0.4. For electrons, we additionally require that there be at most
one tracker layer that contributes no hit on the track, to reduce contributions from photon con-
versions [93]. For muons, we additionally apply the “medium” set of ID criteria defined in
Ref. [95].

Electrons and muons produced directly from the prompt decay of HNLs, W and Z bosons, or
tau leptons are referred to as “prompt” leptons. Background contributions with “nonprompt”
leptons arise from events with genuine leptons produced in hadron decays and photon con-
versions, as well as from evens with jet constituents misidentified as leptons. To distinguish
between prompt and nonprompt electrons and muons, the two additional sets of ID criteria
defined in Ref. [97] are applied, labelled “loose” and “tight”. The tight ID is based on a multi-
variate analysis (MVA) discriminant using the methods developed for various CMS measure-
ments and searches with multilepton signatures [98–103], described in more detail for the case
of muons in Ref. [104]. Tight electrons and muons are required to have the MVA discriminant
exceed certain thresholds, resulting in a prompt electron (muon) selection efficiency of about
85 (92)%. The misidentification rate for nonprompt electrons (muons) is less than 0.6% (about
1%). The loose ID is defined by requiring that electrons and muons either pass the tight ID,
or pass selection requirements on some properties that are also used as inputs to the MVA
discriminant.

Jets are used to reconstruct τh candidates with the hadrons-plus-strips algorithm [105], which
combines one or three tracks with energy deposits in the calorimeters, to identify the τh decay
modes. Neutral pions are reconstructed as ECAL energy deposition “strips” with dynamic size
in η–ϕ from reconstructed electrons and photons, where the strip size varies as a function of the
pT of the electron or photon candidate. The τh decay mode is then obtained by combining the
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charged hadrons with the strips. We consider decay modes with one or three charged hadrons,
with or without neutral pions, and require the τh candidate to have pT > 20 GeV and |η| < 2.3.

To distinguish genuine τh decays from jets originating from the hadronization of quarks or
gluons, and from electrons and muons, the DEEPTAU algorithm is used [106]. Information
from all individual reconstructed particles near the τh axis is combined with properties of the
τh candidate and the event to provide a multiclassification output equivalent to a Bayesian
probability of the τh to originate from a genuine tau lepton, the hadronization of a quark or
gluon, an electron, or a muon. We define a “loose” and a “tight” ID for τh by choosing different
working points of the DEEPTAU discriminant for genuine tau leptons. The rate of a jet to be
misidentified as τh by the DEEPTAU algorithm depends on the pT and quark flavour of the
jet. We estimate it in simulated events from W boson production in association with jets to be
0.43% for a genuine τh identification efficiency of 70%. The misidentification rate for electrons
(muons) is 2.6 (0.03)% for a genuine τh identification efficiency of 80 (>99)%.

To avoid double counting of charged-particle candidates that pass both the electron and muon
reconstruction, we remove reconstructed electrons that are within ∆R < 0.05 of any recon-
structed muon. Furthermore, we require that τh candidates be separated from any recon-
structed electron or muon passing the tight working point by ∆R > 0.5. Any jet that is within
∆R < 0.4 of any reconstructed electron or muon that passes the loose ID or within ∆R < 0.5 of
a τh candidate that passes the tight ID is removed as well.

5 Event selection and search strategy
We analyse events that were collected with various triggers that require the presence of one,
two, or three light leptons, with pT thresholds that depend on the data-taking year and the
flavour combination of the reconstructed leptons, as listed in Table 1. The efficiency of the
trigger selection is larger than 90% for three-lepton events everywhere, approaching 100% for
events with large lepton pT.

Table 1: Requirements on the light-lepton pT values in the online and offline selections. The
first two columns give the numbers of electrons and muons in the event (Ne and Nµ ). The third
column lists the pT thresholds on the reconstructed electrons and muons in the online trigger
selection. The fourth column lists the offline event selection requirements applied in addition
to the baseline requirements of pT(ℓ1) > 15 GeV and pT(ℓ2,3) > 10 GeV. For the eµ trigger,
the requirements are given for the highest and second-highest pT light lepton, referred to as l1
and l2. The values in parentheses give the thresholds applied in 2017 and 2018, where they are
different from 2016. All events are required to pass the conditions of at least one of the rows.

Ne Nµ Online selection Offline selection

≥1 — pT(e1) > 27 (32) GeV pT(e1) > 30 (35) GeV

— ≥1 pT(µ1) > 24 GeV pT(µ1) > 25 GeV

≥2 — pT(e1) > 23 GeV, pT(e2) > 12 GeV pT(e1) > 25 GeV, pT(e2) > 15 GeV

— ≥2 pT(µ1) > 17 GeV, pT(µ2) > 8 GeV pT(µ1) > 20 GeV

≥1 ≥1 pT(l1) > 23 GeV, pT(l2) > 8 (12) GeV pT(l1) > 25 GeV, pT(l2) > 10 (15) GeV

≥3 — pT(e1) > 16 GeV, pT(e2) > 12 GeV, pT(e3) > 8 GeV pT(e1) > 25 GeV, pT(e2) > 15 GeV

≥2 ≥1 pT(e1,2) > 12 GeV, pT(µ1) > 8 GeV pT(e1) > 25 GeV, pT(e2) > 15 GeV

≥1 ≥2 pT(e1) > 9 GeV, pT(µ1,2) > 9 GeV —

— ≥3 pT(µ1) > 12 (10) GeV, pT(µ2) > 10 (5) GeV, pT(µ3) > 5 GeV —



7

We select events with exactly three leptons that pass the tight ID criteria. For a sideband en-
riched in events with nonprompt leptons, we retain events where at least one lepton fails the
tight but passes the loose ID criteria. Events with additional loose leptons or with at least
one b jet are removed, as well as events where all leptons have the same charge. The highest
pT (leading) lepton, referred to as ℓ1, is required to have pT(ℓ1) > 15 GeV. To ensure a high
trigger efficiency, higher pT thresholds are applied to the leading and second-highest pT (sub-
leading) light lepton depending on the lepton flavours present in the event, as summarized in
Table 1. If OSSF lepton pairs are present in an event, they are required to have an invariant
mass m(ℓ+ℓ−) > 5 GeV to remove contributions from low-mass resonances. Additionally, we
require |m(ℓ+ℓ−)− mZ | > 15 GeV for any OSSF lepton pair, where mZ = 91.2 GeV is the Z bo-
son mass [107], to remove background events with Z bosons. While this removes HNL signal
events with decays mediated by an on-shell Z boson, the SM Z boson background is over-
whelming in this phase space and thus the loss of sensitivity incurred by this requirement is
negligible. Finally, events with b jets are removed to suppress background contributions with
top quarks.

Events are categorized by the flavour of the selected leptons. For events with only electrons
and muons, this results in the four categories eee, eeµ, eµµ, and µµµ. For events with exactly
one τh, we distinguish the three categories eeτh, eµτh, and µµτh. We do not select events with
more than one τh, since the typically smaller signal efficiency, higher background contami-
nation, and lower resolution of the τh reconstruction compared with those for electrons and
muons result in a low signal acceptance and a significant background yield for these events.

For HNL models with mN below the W boson mass mW = 80.4 GeV [107], the HNL decay pro-
ceeds via a virtual W or Z boson, resulting in typically low-pT leptons. In the case of mN > mW ,
the decay will first proceed to an on-shell W boson and a lepton, with a subsequent leptonic
decay of the W boson, resulting in typically higher pT for at least one of the leptons. Similarly
for mN > mZ , the decay via an on-shell Z boson also results in events with leptons of typically
higher pT. Other kinematic properties of the final-state leptons will be significantly different as
well for the cases of mN < mW (“low mass”) and >mW (“high mass”). Thus, we define two
orthogonal event selections to target the two separate mass ranges, by categorizing events with
pT(ℓ1) < 55 GeV as low-mass and >55 GeV as high-mass events.

In the low-mass selection, events are further required to have pmiss
T < 75 GeV to remove back-

ground contributions with SM neutrinos, such as tt and diboson production, and to have a
trilepton invariant mass m(3ℓ) < 80 GeV to remove Zγ photon conversion events. In the
high-mass selection, the subleading lepton is required to have pT(ℓ2) > 15 GeV to reduce
background contributions with nonprompt leptons, and events with an OSSF lepton pair and
|m(3ℓ)− mZ | < 15 GeV are removed to reduce Zγ photon conversion backgrounds. To remove
background contributions with charge-misidentified electrons, events in the high-mass selec-
tion with two same-sign electrons and a muon are required to have consistent results between
three independent charge measurements [108] for the two electrons and to have a dielectron
mass more than 15 GeV away from mZ . Although charge-misidentified electrons can also play
a role in other final states, their contribution to the background is small in other flavour chan-
nels. Charge mismeasurement for muons is negligible [109, 110].

Following the strategy applied in Ref. [42], we define a number of orthogonal search regions
(SRs) by classifying the events according to several kinematic variables that provide a good dis-
crimination between signal and background contributions, as summarized in Table 2. Events
are first sorted based on whether they have an OSSF lepton pair or not, since background pro-
cesses with a Z boson contribute primarily to the OSSF events. In the low-mass region, the
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Table 2: Definitions of the search regions (SRs) for events in the low-mass (upper part) and
high-mass (lower part) selections.

OSSF pair
pT(ℓ1) m(3ℓ) min m(ℓ+ℓ−) mT SR name
(GeV) (GeV) (GeV) (GeV)

Low-mass selection

No <30 <80 <10 any La1
10–20 La2
20–30 La3
>30 La4

30–55 <80 <10 any La5
10–20 La6
20–30 La7
>30 La8

Yes <30 <80 <10 any Lb1
10–20 Lb2
20–30 Lb3
>30 Lb4

30–55 <80 <10 any Lb5
10–20 Lb6
20–30 Lb7
>30 Lb8

High-mass selection

No >55 <100 any <100 Ha1
>100 Ha2

>100 <100 <100 Ha3
100–150 Ha4
150–250 Ha5
>250 Ha6

100–200 <100 Ha7
>100 Ha8

>200 any Ha9

Yes >55 <75 any <100 Hb1
100–200 Hb2
>200 Hb3

>105 <100 <100 Hb4
100–200 Hb5
200–300 Hb6
300–400 Hb7
>400 Hb8

100–200 <100 Hb9
100–200 Hb10
200–300 Hb11
>300 Hb12

>200 <100 Hb13
100–200 Hb14
200–300 Hb15
>300 Hb16
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SRs are then defined in bins of pT(ℓ1) and the smallest invariant mass of any opposite-sign
(OS) lepton pair, min m(ℓ+ℓ−). The SRs with pT(ℓ1) < 30 GeV target HNL scenarios where mN
is close to mW , such that both the lepton from the HNL production and the leptons from the
HNL decay have low pT. The SRs with 30 < pT(ℓ1) < 55 GeV, on the other hand, target HNL
scenarios with a smaller mN, such that the lepton from the HNL production can have a large
pT. The min m(ℓ+ℓ−) variable is bounded to be smaller than mN for HNL signal events, and
thus provides sensitivity to distinguish different HNL signal scenarios.

In the high-mass region, the SRs are defined in bins of min m(ℓ+ℓ−), m(3ℓ), and the transverse
mass mT calculated with p⃗ miss

T and the lepton not used for min m(ℓ+ℓ−), defined as mT =√
2pmiss

T pT(ℓ)(1 − cos ∆ϕ), where ∆ϕ is the ϕ angle between the lepton and p⃗ miss
T . The variable

min m(ℓ+ℓ−) again provides discriminating power between different HNL masses, whereas
mT is targeted at the reconstruction of a resonance decaying into the third lepton and an SM
neutrino that causes the p⃗ miss

T in the events. Although the HNL signal events have no such
resonance and thus are distributed towards high mT values, SM background processes like
WZ production with W → ℓν decays will have a distribution of mT mostly below mW . Finally,
m(3ℓ) measures a lower bound on the energy of the s-channel resonance that produced the
leptons in the event, with larger values as mN increases due to the large partonic centre-of-
mass energy required to produce high-mass HNLs, and a distribution at lower values for the
SM backgrounds that generally have a lower production threshold.

To further improve the separation of signal and background events, we employ machine learn-
ing classifiers based on boosted decision trees (BDTs) as implemented in the TMVA pack-
age [111]. The classifiers are trained to distinguish HNL signal events from background events
taken from simulated samples for the Z+jets, tt , and WZ background processes, using both
selected and sideband events to also train against nonprompt-lepton background events. We
train separate BDTs for different HNL coupling scenarios and mN ranges, using different event
selections and categories, and label these trainings as “BDT(mN, ℓ, iτh)”. The first argument
specifies one of the five mN ranges (in GeV), where we use the low-mass (high-mass) selection
for the ranges 10–40 and 50–75 GeV (85–150, 200–250, and 300–400 GeV). The second argument
specifies the lepton flavour of the neutrino generation to which the HNL couples exclusively.
The third argument specifies the event categories used in the training: for electron and muon
neutrino couplings, the event categories without τh are used, i.e. eee, eeµ, eµµ, and µµµ, la-
belled as “0τh”. For tau neutrino couplings, separate trainings are performed for final states
with no τh at generator level, using the 0τh event categories, and for final states with at least
one τh at generator level, using the eeτh, eµτh, and µµτh event categories, labelled as “1τh”.

The input variables to the BDTs are the kinematic properties of the reconstructed leptons; in-
variant and transverse masses of different dilepton and trilepton systems; the number of jets;
kinematic properties of the reconstructed jets; ∆R between different lepton and lepton-jet pairs;
pmiss

T ; and the sum of the pT of all reconstructed jets (leptons), referred to as HT (LT). Additional
input variables to the BDTs trained with the low-mass selection are various ∆ϕ between p⃗ miss

T
and leptons or jets. Furthermore, the BDTs trained with the low-mass selection in the 0τh cat-
egories have the flavours and charges of the reconstructed electrons and muons as additional
input variables. A selection of the most discriminating variables used in the different trainings
is shown in Figs. 2–4. It can be seen that the different distributions provide sensitivity to dis-
tinguish between HNL signal and background distributions, but also show differences in the
expected distributions for different mN values, which is the reason to train separate BDTs for
different mass ranges. Generally good agreement is observed between data and background
prediction.
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Figure 2: Comparison of observed (points) and predicted (coloured histograms) distributions
in the low-mass selection for the 0τh categories combined. Important input variables to the
BDT training are shown: min m(ℓ+ℓ−) (upper left), mT (upper right), ∆R between the two lep-
tons used for min m(ℓ+ℓ−) (∆R[min m(ℓ+ℓ−)], lower left), m(3ℓ) (lower right). The predicted
background yields are shown before the fit to the data (“prefit”). The HNL predictions for
three different mN values with exclusive coupling to tau neutrinos are shown with coloured
lines, and are normalized to the total background yield. The vertical bars on the points repre-
sent the statistical uncertainties in the data, and the hatched bands the total uncertainties in the
predictions. The last bins include the overflow contributions. In the lower panels, the ratios of
the event yield in data to the overall sum of the predictions are shown.
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Figure 3: Comparison of observed (points) and predicted (coloured histograms) distributions
in the low-mass selection for the 1τh categories combined. Important input variables to the
BDT training are shown: min m(ℓ+ℓ−) (upper left), pT(ℓ3) (upper right), m(3ℓ) (lower left), LT
(lower right). The predicted background yields are shown before the fit to the data (“prefit”).
The HNL predictions for three different mN values with exclusive coupling to tau neutrinos are
shown with coloured lines, and are normalized to the total background yield. The vertical bars
on the points represent the statistical uncertainties in the data, and the hatched bands the total
uncertainties in the predictions. The last bins include the overflow contributions. In the lower
panels, the ratios of the event yield in data to the overall sum of the predictions are shown.



12

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3
0.8
0.9

1
1.1
1.2 

1

10

210

310

410

 

Data gV

GeV HNL 85 Nonprompt

GeV HNL 200 ZZ

GeV HNL 300 Other

WZ Total unc.

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

CMS
High mass, 0τh

Prefit

∆R [min m(`+`−)]D
at

a
/P

re
d.

E
ve

nt
s

/0
.3

un
its

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
0.5

1
1.5

2 

1

10

210

310

410

 

Data gV

GeV HNL 85 Nonprompt

GeV HNL 200 ZZ

GeV HNL 300 Other

WZ Total unc.

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

CMS
High mass, 0τh

Prefit

mT [GeV]D
at

a
/P

re
d.

E
ve

nt
s

/1
0

G
eV

20 40 60 80 100 120 140
0.5

1
1.5

2 

1

10

210

310

410

510

610 

Data gV

GeV HNL 85 Nonprompt

GeV HNL 200 ZZ

GeV HNL 300 Other

WZ Total unc.

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

CMS
High mass, 0τh

Prefit

pT(`3) [GeV]D
at

a
/P

re
d.

E
ve

nt
s

/5
G

eV

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400
0.5

1
1.5

2 

1

10

210

310

410

510

 

Data gV

GeV HNL 85 Nonprompt

GeV HNL 200 ZZ

GeV HNL 300 Other

WZ Total unc.

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

CMS
High mass, 0τh

Prefit

pT
miss [GeV]D

at
a

/P
re

d.
E

ve
nt

s
/1

5
G

eV

Figure 4: Comparison of observed (points) and predicted (coloured histograms) distributions in
the high-mass selection for the 0τh categories combined. Important input variables to the BDT
training are shown: ∆R[min m(ℓ+ℓ−)] (upper left), mT (upper right), pT(ℓ3) (lower left), pmiss

T
(lower right). The predicted background yields are shown before the fit to the data (“prefit”).
The HNL predictions for three different mN values with exclusive coupling to tau neutrinos are
shown with coloured lines, and are normalized to the total background yield. The vertical bars
on the points represent the statistical uncertainties in the data, and the hatched bands the total
uncertainties in the predictions. The last bins include the overflow contributions. In the lower
panels, the ratios of the event yield in data to the overall sum of the predictions are shown.

The BDTs calculate event scores based on these input variables, and the score can be interpreted
as a measure of how likely an event is to originate from the HNL signals used in the respective
BDT training. The agreement between data and background prediction is validated for all BDT
input variables and output scores in the control regions (CRs) defined in Section 6, and good
agreement is found.

For the final results, we combine the approaches based on SRs and BDTs. In the low-mass
selection, the background events used in the BDT training predominantly have an OSSF lepton
pair, whereas the SRs with no OSSF pair have only small background yields and no significant
separation between signal and background contributions is provided by the BDTs for these
events. Thus, we analyse together the BDT score distributions for the combined SRs with an
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OSSF pair (i.e. Lb1–8, as defined in Table 2) and the yields in the SRs without an OSSF pair
(i.e. La1–8). In the high-mass selection, good sensitivity to the HNL signal is provided by the
BDT scores for mN up to 400 GeV for electron and muon neutrino couplings, whereas the low
expected signal yields for larger mN or exclusive couplings to tau neutrinos result in a loss
of sensitivity for the BDT approach. Consequentially, we use the BDT score distributions for
the combined SRs Ha1–9 and Hb1–16 when targeting mN up to 400 GeV for electron or muon
neutrino couplings, and the yields in these SRs otherwise.

6 Background estimation
Background contributions from SM processes are estimated with a combination of methods
based on CRs in data and simulated event samples. We distinguish between background con-
tributions where all three selected leptons are prompt and those that have at least one non-
prompt lepton. For prompt-lepton backgrounds, we additionally treat processes separately
that have a charge-misidentified electron (referred to as “charge misID”) or at least one lepton
originating from the conversion of a prompt photon produced at the interaction point. Prompt-
lepton backgrounds are estimated from the simulated event samples discussed in Section 3, and
are dominated by WZ and ZZ diboson production, where the latter includes resonant contribu-
tions from H → ZZ production. All other prompt-lepton background contributions, of which
the largest is from associated top quark and triboson production, are grouped together with
charge-misID contributions as “Other” in the figures.

To validate the modelling of the dominant diboson background contributions in the simulated
event samples, we define three CRs that are orthogonal to the SRs by the requirement of an
OSSF lepton pair consistent with mZ . These CRs target WZ and ZZ production, as well as
Zγ production with photon conversion. The total yield predicted by the SM backgrounds is
compared with the observed data yield, and a correction factor is derived where necessary.
Additionally, the distributions for several observables relevant in the SR definitions and the
BDTs are compared to ensure that these background contributions are well modelled, and to
derive uncertainties in the background normalizations.

The WZ CR is defined by selecting events with exactly three tight light leptons with pT(ℓ1) >
25 GeV and pT(ℓ2) > 15 GeV, where two leptons form an OSSF pair with |m(ℓ+ℓ−)− mZ | <
15 GeV. Events with b jets are excluded to reduce contributions from associated top quark pro-
duction, pmiss

T > 50 GeV is required to account for the SM neutrino from the W boson decay, and
the requirement of |m(3ℓ) − mZ | > 15 GeV removes contributions with photon conversions.
More than 80% of the events in the CR originate from WZ production. Signal contributions to
this CR are negligible, with predicted yields of signal processes not excluded by Ref. [42] less
than 0.5% of the total background yield for all mass points in this analysis. The total yields
observed in the data agree with the prediction. The comparison of the distributions for several
observables in Fig. 5 demonstrates good agreement as well, with deviations smaller than 10%
in most bins.

The ZZ CR is defined by selecting events with exactly four tight light leptons with pT(ℓ1) >
15 GeV, where the four leptons form two OSSF pairs with |m(ℓ+ℓ−)− mZ | < 15 GeV each. In
the case of four leptons of the same flavour, the pairs are chosen such that the sum of the mass
differences with respect to mZ is minimized. The OSSF pair with the invariant mass further
away from mZ is labelled “Z2”. Events with b jets are removed to reduce contributions from
associated top quark production, and m(ℓ+ℓ−) > 12 GeV is required for every OS lepton pair
to remove contributions from low-mass resonances. Contributions from background processes
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Figure 5: Comparison of observed (points) and predicted (coloured histograms) distributions
in the WZ CR. The leading lepton pT (upper left) and η (upper right), as well as pmiss

T (lower
left) and min m(ℓ+ℓ−) (lower right) are shown. The vertical bars on the points represent the
statistical uncertainties in the data, and the hatched bands the total uncertainties in the predic-
tions. The last bins include the overflow contributions. In the lower panels, the ratios of the
event yield in data to the overall sum of the predictions are shown.

other than ZZ production or from signal contamination are negligible in this CR. We find the
observed yields to be larger than the prediction, and assign a scale factor of 1.12 to the simulated
ZZ samples to correct for the difference in the total yield. After applying the scale factor, good
agreement between the prediction and the observation is found across several observables,
some of which are shown in Fig. 6. Except for a few bins with lower statistical precision, the
agreement is generally better than 10%.

Background contributions from processes with photon conversions are also estimated from
simulated samples. The main photon conversion background arises from Zγ production,
where the photon undergoes an asymmetric conversion into two leptons of which one has
very low pT and is not reconstructed. For the Zγ CR, events with exactly three tight light lep-
tons with pT(ℓ1) > 15 GeV are selected. To select Zγ events where the photon is radiated from
one of the leptons from the Z boson decay but at the same time remove contributions from
Z+jets and WZ production, we require |m(3ℓ) − mZ | < 10 GeV, as well as that two leptons
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Figure 6: Comparison of observed (points) and predicted (coloured histograms) distributions
in the ZZ CR. The leading lepton pT (upper left), m(ℓ+ℓ−) of Z2 (m(Z2), upper right), pmiss

T
(lower left), and min m(ℓ+ℓ−) (lower right) are shown. The ZZ prediction is scaled with a
normalization factor of 1.12, as discussed in the text. The vertical bars on the points represent
the statistical uncertainties in the data, and the hatched bands the total uncertainties in the
predictions. The last bins include the overflow contributions. In the lower panels, the ratios of
the event yield in data to the overall sum of the predictions are shown.

form an OSSF pair with |m(ℓ+ℓ−) − mZ | > 15 GeV. Events with b jets are removed. In this
CR, about 70% of the events originate from photon conversions. Expected signal yields for
processes not excluded by Ref. [42] are below 0.5% of the total yield. To correct for differences
in the total yield between data and prediction, we apply a scale factor of 1.11 to simulated Zγ
samples. Figure 7 shows the data and predicted distributions for several observables, with the
scale factor applied, and exhibits agreement that is typically better than 10%.

Simulated event samples are used to predict background contributions with charge-misID elec-
trons. The misID rate in simulation depends strongly on the material included in the detector
model, and is validated by dedicated measurements in data by comparing event yields with
same- and opposite-sign electron pairs [97]. It is found that the misidentification rate is over-
estimated (underestimated) in 2016 (2017–2018) samples by about 10 (50)%, and we apply cor-
rection factors to the normalization of the charge-misID background correspondingly.
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Figure 7: Comparison of observed (points) and predicted (coloured histograms) distributions
in the Zγ CR. The leading lepton pT (upper left) and η (upper right), pmiss

T (lower left), and
mT (lower right) are shown. The Zγ prediction is scaled with a normalization factor of 1.11, as
discussed in the text. The vertical bars on the points represent the statistical uncertainties in the
data, and the hatched bands the total uncertainties in the predictions. The last bins include the
overflow contributions. In the lower panels, the ratios of the event yield in data to the overall
sum of the predictions are shown.

Nonprompt-lepton background contributions arise mostly from tt and Z+jets production with
an additional nonprompt lepton. They are especially relevant in the 1τh categories. A “tight-
to-loose” ratio method [100, 112, 113] is applied to estimate the nonprompt-lepton background
contributions from control samples in data. The tight-to-loose ratio is defined as the probability
f for a loose lepton to also satisfy the tight ID selection. It is evaluated separately for the
different lepton flavours, and is measured as a function of pT and |η|. For electrons and muons,
f is measured in a sample enriched in SM events composed uniquely of jets produced through
the strong interaction selected with nonisolated single-lepton triggers. For τh, f is measured
in samples enriched in Z+jets and tt events. The measured values of f are applied as weights
to events that pass the SR selection but have one or more leptons that pass the loose and fail
the tight selection. Both simulated events and data samples enriched in nonprompt leptons
are used to validate the tight-to-loose ratio method for all lepton flavours. Good agreement of
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better than 30% is found in these tests in the most relevant kinematic distributions, with larger
deviations up to 50% only for nonprompt electrons with pT > 55 GeV.

7 Systematic uncertainties
Multiple sources of systematic uncertainty affect the signal prediction, the background event
yields, and the distributions of the observables used for the signal extraction. The sources and
their correlations between the data-taking years are described below, and their impact on the
fits described in Section 9 is summarized in Table 3.

The integrated luminosities for the three data-taking years have individual uncertainties be-
tween 1.2 and 2.5% [114–116], and the overall uncertainty for the 2016–2018 period is 1.6%.
This uncertainty affects the normalization of the background contributions from simulated
event samples, as well as the extraction of cross section limits from the final estimate of the
limit on the number of signal events.

The distribution of the number of additional pp interactions per event in simulation is matched
to data by reweighting the profile of the true number of interactions to the one inferred from
the instantaneous luminosity profile in data. The systematic uncertainty is estimated from a
variation of the total inelastic cross section used for this reweighting by ±4.6%, which is treated
as correlated among the data-taking years.

The trigger selection efficiency is measured in data and simulation with independent trigger
paths based on hadronic activity and pmiss

T signatures. The efficiencies in data and simulation
agree within 3%, which is assigned as a systematic uncertainty that is correlated between the
data-taking years. Additionally, the statistical uncertainty in the measured trigger efficiencies
in data is considered, separately for each data-taking year.

Table 3: Relative impacts of the uncertainty sources in fits for six different fit models specified
with mN value and coupling scenario, where the relative impact is defined as the ratio between
the uncertainty from the respective source and the total uncertainty in the HNL signal strength.
The symbol “—” indicates that the corresponding uncertainty source is not applicable.

Uncertainty source
mN = 40 GeV mN = 200 GeV

e µ τ e µ τ

Luminosity, pileup reweighting 5.0% 2.6% 11.3% 5.8% 7.6% 4.4%
Trigger efficiency 2.4% 10.6% 26.4% 2.9% 6.9% 5.1%
Light-lepton selection efficiency & energy calibration 8.7% 15.5% 7.9% 10.4% 18.3% 1.2%
τh selection efficiency — — 2.7% — — 14.2%
Jet energy calibration, pmiss

T , b tagging efficiency 10.6% 8.4% 34.4% 8.6% 12.4% 24.0%
WZ background normalization 1.1% 9.6% 7.4% 2.8% 5.4% 4.0%
ZZ background normalization 3.9% 9.9% 8.0% 4.1% 6.1% 6.5%
Zγ background normalization 7.4% 8.3% 5.1% 1.9% 1.5% 12.1%
Other background normalization 1.4% 5.6% 1.6% 13.8% 6.3% 10.5%
Nonprompt light-lepton background 10.8% 16.0% 20.9% 15.6% 26.4% 9.1%
Nonprompt τh background — — 14.3% — — 66.7%
HNL cross section prediction 4.7% 3.5% 3.8% 3.7% 3.0% 2.1%

Total systematic 23.3% 25.5% 55.1% 27.7% 35.8% 75.5%

Statistical 96.8% 96.5% 83.4% 96.1% 93.3% 65.5%
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During the 2016 and 2017 data-taking periods, a gradual shift in the timing of the inputs of
the ECAL level-1 trigger in the region |η| > 2.0 caused a specific trigger inefficiency [55]. For
events containing an electron (a jet) with pT > 50 (100) GeV in the region 2.5 < |η| < 3.0 the
efficiency loss is ≈10–20%, depending on pT, η, and time. Correction factors are derived from
data and applied to the acceptance evaluated by simulation, and the impact on our results is
small.

The efficiency of the tight ID selection of light leptons is measured in data and simulation
using a “tag-and-probe” method applied to Z → ℓ+ℓ− events [117]. Per-lepton corrections
are derived separately for electrons, muons, and τh. Statistical and systematic uncertainties in
the correction factors are included, with the former (latter) treated as uncorrelated (correlated)
between the data-taking years. Corrections for the differences in the electron energy scale and
resolution between data and simulation are derived from Z → ee events using only ECAL
information [93], and systematic uncertainties are considered that are correlated between the
data-taking years.

Uncertainties in the jet energy scale and resolution are evaluated from the pT variations of the
reconstructed jets in simulated events [61]. The variation due to the jet energy scale, as well
as an additional variation to account for the uncertainty in the contribution from unclustered
PF particles [63], is propagated to pmiss

T . The jet energy scale (jet energy resolution and unclus-
tered energy) variation is treated as correlated (uncorrelated) between the data-taking years.
Differences in the b tagging efficiency between data and simulation are corrected by applying
scale factors to simulated events. Uncertainties in the scale factors are evaluated by separate
variations for light- and heavy-flavour jets, where both correlated and uncorrelated variations
between the three data-taking years are considered [64].

Several uncertainties are considered for the normalization of the background processes. For
the dominant WZ, ZZ, and Zγ contributions, we assign an uncertainty of 10% each, corre-
sponding to the level of agreement in the CRs described in Section 6. The SM predictions
for triboson production have a precision of about 10% [118–122], which is assigned as a nor-
malization uncertainty to the triboson background. For associated top quark production, a
normalization uncertainty of 10% is assigned, matching the experimental precision of the lat-
est CMS measurements of the most important contributions [103, 113]. The uncertainty in the
charge-misID contribution originates from the correction factors and is taken to be 15% [97].
For all remaining contributions in the “Other” category, we assign a normalization uncertainty
of 20% corresponding to the experimental precision in the signal strength of H production in
association with a vector boson [123].

The uncertainties in the nonprompt background contributions stem from the tight-to-loose
ratio method. For nonprompt light leptons, a normalization uncertainty of 30% is applied
when the leading nonprompt lepton is a muon, and a pT-dependent uncertainty when it is an
electron. In the latter case, the uncertainty is 15% for pT < 35 GeV of the electron, 30% for
35 < pT < 55 GeV, and 50% for pT > 55 GeV. In the case of nonprompt τh leptons, a nor-
malization uncertainty of 30% is assigned to account for observed differences in the validation,
separately for events with and without an OSSF lepton pair because of the different composi-
tion of sources of nonprompt τh leptons in these two event selections.

The HNL signal samples for mN < mW are simulated at LO accuracy, and their normalization
is scaled with the ratio between the SM cross sections of W boson production evaluated at next-
to-NLO with the FEWZ v3.1 program [124–127] and at LO with MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO, using
settings identical to those of the signal samples. The uncertainty in the signal cross section is
then evaluated from the variations of the renormalization and factorization scale and of the
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PDFs in the next-to-NLO calculation and amounts to 4% in total [46]. For the HNL signal
samples with mN > mW , the simulation is done at NLO accuracy, and no additional scale
factor is applied. From the evaluation of scale variations and the PDF choice, we find a signal
cross section uncertainty of 3 (15)% for the DY (VBF) production mode.

8 Results
For each HNL signal scenario, a binned likelihood function L(r, θ) is constructed from the prod-
uct of Poisson probabilities to obtain the observed yields in the relevant distributions, given
the HNL signal prediction scaled with a signal strength r and the SM background estimates.
Additional terms are included to account for the systematic uncertainty sources, where θ de-
notes the full set of corresponding nuisance parameters [128]. Statistical uncertainties in the
predicted yields are implemented through a single nuisance parameter in each bin for all pro-
cesses [129, 130]. We consider the cases of exclusive HNL couplings to electron, muon, and tau
neutrinos separately, and use different distributions to construct L depending on the coupling
scenario and mN, as listed in Table 4. To obtain background-only fits, the maximum likelihood
estimator of θ with a fixed r = 0 is evaluated for specific fit setups. In Fig. 8, the number of
observed events in data is compared with the background predictions in the SRs, separately
combined for the 0τh and 1τh categories, after simultaneous background-only fits to the SRs of
all flavour channels. Furthermore, the distributions of the BDT output scores are compared be-
tween data and prediction in Figs. 9–11, after the background-only fits corresponding to the fit
setups in Table 4 where the corresponding BDT is used. In all figures, the signal prediction for
several HNL mass points is shown as well, with |VℓN|2 values chosen such that the predicted
signal yield matches roughly the total background yield.

The number of observed events in data is in good agreement with the SM background expecta-
tions within the statistical and systematic uncertainties. No significant excess is found for any
final state or in any SR.

9 Interpretation
To derive exclusion limits at 95% confidence level (CL) on HNL signal scenarios, we apply the
modified frequentist CLs approach [128, 131–133]. Distributions of the LHC test statistic [128],
based on the profile likelihood method, are evaluated in the asymptotic approximation [133]
and used to calculate the CLs value [131, 132]. We exclude a signal scenario if the signal strength
of r = 1 is excluded at 95% CL or greater.

The limits are obtained under the assumption of a Majorana or a Dirac HNL, and are evalu-
ated at a grid of points in the

(
mN, |VℓN|2

)
parameter space. For a Dirac HNL, the predicted

signal yields are emulated from a subset of events in the simulated Majorana samples by se-
lecting only events in which the leptons from the original W boson decay and from the direct
HNL decay have opposite lepton number. For electron and muon neutrino couplings, masses
of up to 1.5 TeV are considered, whereas tau neutrino couplings are evaluated only up to 1 TeV
since the exclusion limit passes above |VτN|2 = 1 already at this mass point. The results are
shown in Fig. 12. The obtained limits are connected with straight lines between neighbour-
ing mass points for which the same fit distributions are used. For mN values at which the fit
distributions change, the limits are evaluated for both strategies and shown separately. Since
the BDTs are trained with nonoverlapping mass ranges, the sensitivity is generally different for
two strategies evaluated at the same mN value, and we thus obtain disjoint limit curves for sev-
eral of these mass points. The expected and observed exclusion limits generally agree within
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Table 4: Summary of the selections, categories, and distributions used in the maximum likeli-
hood fits for the HNL signal points.

HNL model Selection Categories OSSF Fitted distributions
(10–40 GeV, e) low mass 0τh no La1–8

0τh yes BDT(10–40, e, 0τh)

(40–75 GeV, e) low mass 0τh no La1–8
0τh yes BDT(50–75, e, 0τh)

(85–125 GeV, e) high mass 0τh any BDT(85–150, e, 0τh)

(125–250 GeV, e) high mass 0τh any BDT(200–250, e, 0τh)

(250–400 GeV, e) high mass 0τh any BDT(300–400, e, 0τh)

(≥400 GeV, e) high mass 0τh any Ha1–9, Hb1–16

(10–40 GeV, µ) low mass 0τh no La1–8
0τh yes BDT(10–40, µ, 0τh)

(40–75 GeV, µ) low mass 0τh no La1–8
0τh yes BDT(50–75, µ, 0τh)

(85–125 GeV, µ) high mass 0τh any BDT(85–150, µ, 0τh)

(125–200 GeV, µ) high mass 0τh any BDT(200–250, µ, 0τh)

(200–400 GeV, µ) high mass 0τh any BDT(300–400, µ, 0τh)

(≥400 GeV, µ) high mass 0τh any Ha1–9, Hb1–16

(10–40 GeV, τ) low mass 0τh no La1–8
0τh yes BDT(10–40, τ , 0τh)
1τh no La1–8
1τh yes BDT(10–40, τ , 1τh)

(40–75 GeV, τ) low mass 0τh no La1–8
0τh yes BDT(50–75, τ , 0τh)
1τh no La1–8
1τh yes BDT(50–75, τ , 1τh)

(≥85 GeV, τ) high mass all any Ha1–9, Hb1–16
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Figure 8: Comparison of the number of observed (points) and predicted (coloured histograms)
events in the SR bins, shown for the 0τh (left column) and 1τh (right column) categories com-
bined. The La1–8 and Lb1–8 (upper row), Ha1–Ha9 (middle row), and Hb1–16 (lower row)
are displayed. The predicted background yields are shown with the values of the normaliza-
tions and nuisance parameters obtained in background-only fits applied (“postfit”). The HNL
predictions for three different mN values with exclusive coupling to tau neutrinos are shown
with coloured lines. The vertical bars on the points represent the statistical uncertainties in the
data, and the hatched bands the total uncertainties in the background predictions as obtained
from the fits. In the lower panels, the ratios of the event yield in data to the overall sum of the
background predictions are shown.



22

1- 0.8- 0.6- 0.4- 0.2- 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
0.5

1

1.5 

1

10

210

310

410

510

 

Data ZZ

GeV HNL 20 Nonprompt

GeV HNL 40 WZ

GeV HNL 60 Other

gV Total unc.

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

CMS
Low mass, eee/eeµ
|VeN|2 = 4.4×10–4

Postfit

BDT(10–40, e, 0τh) scoreD
at

a
/P

re
d.

E
ve

nt
s

/0
.1

un
its

1- 0.8- 0.6- 0.4- 0.2- 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
0.8

1
1.2

 

1

10

210

310

410

510

 

Data gV

GeV HNL 20 ZZ

GeV HNL 40 WZ

GeV HNL 60 Other

Nonprompt Total unc.

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

CMS
Low mass, µµµ/eµµ
|VµN|2 = 5.1×10–4

Postfit

BDT(10–40, µ, 0τh) scoreD
at

a
/P

re
d.

E
ve

nt
s

/0
.1

un
its

1- 0.8- 0.6- 0.4- 0.2- 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
0.5

1
1.5

 

1

10

210

310

410

510

 

Data Nonprompt

GeV HNL 20 ZZ

GeV HNL 40 WZ

GeV HNL 60 Other

gV Total unc.

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

CMS
Low mass, eee/eeµ
|VeN|2 = 4.4×10–4

Postfit

BDT(50–75, e, 0τh) scoreD
at

a
/P

re
d.

E
ve

nt
s

/0
.1

un
its

1- 0.8- 0.6- 0.4- 0.2- 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
0.8

1
1.2
1.4

 

1

10

210

310

410

510

 

Data gV

GeV HNL 20 ZZ

GeV HNL 40 WZ

GeV HNL 60 Other

Nonprompt Total unc.

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

CMS
Low mass, µµµ/eµµ
|VµN|2 = 4.9×10–4

Postfit

BDT(50–75, µ, 0τh) scoreD
at

a
/P

re
d.

E
ve

nt
s

/0
.1

un
its

Figure 9: Comparison of the observed (points) and predicted (coloured histograms) BDT out-
put distributions of the low-mass selection, shown for the eee and eeµ channels combined
(left column) and the eµµ and µµµ channels combined (right column). The output scores
BDT(10–40, e, 0τh) (upper left), BDT(10–40, µ, 0τh) (upper right), BDT(50–75, e, 0τh) (lower
left), and BDT(50–75, µ, 0τh) (lower right) are displayed. The predicted background yields are
shown with the values of the normalizations and nuisance parameters obtained in background-
only fits applied (“postfit”). The HNL predictions for three different mN values with exclusive
coupling to electron (left column) or muon (right column) neutrinos are shown with coloured
lines. The vertical bars on the points represent the statistical uncertainties in the data, and the
hatched bands the total uncertainties in the background predictions as obtained from the fits.
In the lower panels, the ratios of the event yield in data to the overall sum of the background
predictions are shown.
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Figure 10: Comparison of the observed (points) and predicted (coloured histograms) BDT out-
put distributions of the low-mass selection, shown for the 0τh channels combined (left column)
and the 1τh channels combined (right column). The output scores BDT(10–40, τ , 0τh) (upper
left), BDT(10–40, τ , 1τh) (upper right), BDT(50–75, τ , 0τh) (lower left), and BDT(50–75, τ , 0τh)
(lower right) are displayed. The predicted background yields are shown with the values of the
normalizations and nuisance parameters obtained in background-only fits applied (“postfit”).
The HNL predictions for three different mN values with exclusive coupling to tau neutrinos are
shown with coloured lines. The vertical bars on the points represent the statistical uncertain-
ties in the data, and the hatched bands the total uncertainties in the background predictions as
obtained from the fits. In the lower panels, the ratios of the event yield in data to the overall
sum of the background predictions are shown.
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Figure 11: Comparison of the observed (points) and predicted (coloured histograms) BDT out-
put distributions of the high-mass selection, shown for the eee and eeµ channels combined (left
column) and the eµµ and µµµ channels combined (right column). The output scores BDT(85–
150, e, 0τh) (upper left), BDT(85–150, µ, 0τh) (upper right), BDT(200–250, e, 0τh) (middle left),
BDT(200–250, µ, 0τh) (middle right), BDT(300–400, e, 0τh) (lower left), and BDT(300–400, µ,
0τh) (lower right) are displayed. Notations as in Fig. 9.



25

10 210 310

7-10

6-10

5-10

4-10

3-10

2-10

1-10

1

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

Observed

Median expected

68% expected

95% expected

DELPHI

3l prompt (2016)

3l displaced

2l displaced

CMS
Majorana
VeN:VµN:VτN = 1:0:0

Observed
Median expected
68% expected
95% expected
DELPHI
3` prompt (2016)
3` displaced
2` displaced

mN [GeV]

|V
eN

|2

10 210 310

7-10

6-10

5-10

4-10

3-10

2-10

1-10

1

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

Observed

Median expected

68% expected

95% expected

DELPHI

3l displaced

2l displaced

CMS
Dirac
VeN:VµN:VτN = 1:0:0

Observed
Median expected
68% expected
95% expected
DELPHI
3` displaced
2` displaced

mN [GeV]

|V
eN

|2

10 210 310

7-10

6-10

5-10

4-10

3-10

2-10

1-10

1

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

Observed

Median expected

68% expected

95% expected

DELPHI

3l prompt (2016)

3l displaced

-channel VBFt
2l displaced

CMS
Majorana
VeN:VµN:VτN = 0:1:0

Observed
Median expected
68% expected
95% expected
DELPHI
3` prompt (2016)
3` displaced
t-channel VBF
2` displaced

mN [GeV]

|V
µN

|2

10 210 310

7-10

6-10

5-10

4-10

3-10

2-10

1-10

1

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

Observed

Median expected

68% expected

95% expected

DELPHI

3l displaced

2l displaced

CMS
Dirac
VeN:VµN:VτN = 0:1:0

Observed
Median expected
68% expected
95% expected
DELPHI
3` displaced
2` displaced

mN [GeV]

|V
µN

|2

10 210 310

5-10

4-10

3-10

2-10

1-10

1

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

Observed

Median expected

68% expected

95% expected

DELPHI

2l displaced

CMS
Majorana
VeN:VµN:VτN = 0:0:1

Observed
Median expected
68% expected
95% expected
DELPHI
2` displaced

mN [GeV]

|V
τ
N

|2

10 210 310

5-10

4-10

3-10

2-10

1-10

1

 (13 TeV)-1138 fb

Observed

Median expected

68% expected

95% expected

DELPHI

2l displaced

CMS
Dirac
VeN:VµN:VτN = 0:0:1

Observed
Median expected
68% expected
95% expected
DELPHI
2` displaced

mN [GeV]

|V
τ
N

|2

Figure 12: The 95% CL limits on |VeN|2 (upper row), |VµN|2 (middle row), and |VτN|2 (lower
row) as functions of mN for a Majorana (left) and Dirac (right) HNL. The area above the solid
(dashed) black curve indicates the observed (expected) exclusion region. Previous results from
the DELPHI Collaboration [134] are shown for reference. The previous CMS result “3ℓ prompt
(2016)” [42] is shown to highlight the improvements achieved in our analysis, and the results
“3ℓ displaced” [46], “2ℓ displaced” [48], and “t-channel VBF” [135] are shown to highlight the
complementarity to other search strategies.
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one standard deviation, with a few exceptions discussed in the following.

For exclusive couplings to electron neutrinos and mN < mW , we exclude |VeN|2 values for Ma-
jorana (Dirac) HNL of 4.8×10−6 (2.23×10−5) at a mass of 20 GeV, of 1.5×10−5 (3.3×10−5) at
60 GeV, and of 3.3×10−4 (9.6×10−4) at 75 GeV, which is the highest simulated mass point be-
low mW . For masses below 30 GeV, the HNLs become long-lived and have a reduced selection
efficiency, with, e.g., 16 times less events selected at mN = 10 GeV and |VeN|2 = 10−5 compared
with a prompt HNL of the same mass, resulting in less stringent limits. In the high-mass se-
lection, we exclude |VeN|2 values for Majorana (Dirac) HNL of 1.2×10−3 (1.5×10−3) at 85 GeV,
which is the lightest simulated mass point above mW , of 8.8×10−4 (1.3×10−3) at 100 GeV, and
of 7.8×10−2 (8.2×10−2) at 600 GeV. The most notable discrepancies between observed and ex-
pected limits are for HNL masses between 250 and 400 GeV (125 and 250 GeV) in the case of
a Majorana (Dirac) HNL, caused by a small excess (deficit) in the last bin of the correspond-
ing BDT score distribution. Similarly a discrepancy is observed at HNL masses below 40 GeV
in case of a Dirac HNL. This is due to a small excess in the relevant BDT distribution, which
leads the sensitivity in the Dirac requirement of an OSSF electron pair in the final selection.
Compared with the results of the previous prompt HNL search presented in Ref. [42] for Majo-
rana HNL, the limits improve by up to one order of magnitude. For masses below 20 GeV, we
exclude short-lived HNL scenarios not excluded by the displaced HNL searches presented in
Refs. [46, 48]. The exclusion limits obtained by the DELPHI Collaboration [134] for mN < mW
are less stringent (similar) compared with our results for the case of Majorana (Dirac) HNL.

Using the low-mass selection and considering exclusive couplings to muon neutrinos, we find
limits on |VµN|2 for Majorana (Dirac) HNL of 2.9×10−6 (1.0×10−5) at mN = 20 GeV, of 6.3×10−6

(3.6×10−5) at 60 GeV, and of 2.0×10−4 (1.3×10−3) at 75 GeV. Below 30 GeV, the limits are less
stringent because of the impact of the long HNL lifetime, with 34 times fewer events selected at
mN = 10 GeV and |VµN|2 = 10−5 compared with a prompt HNL. Above mW , we exclude |VµN|2
values for Majorana (Dirac) HNL of 1.4×10−3 (2.3×10−3) at a mass of 85 GeV, of 1.1×10−3

(1.9×10−3) at 100 GeV, and of 6.0×10−2 (9.1×10−2) at 600 GeV. We improve the exclusion limits
from the previous prompt HNL search [42] by up to one order of magnitude, and complement
the limits from previous displaced HNL searches [46, 48] for short-lived HNLs below 20 GeV.
For mN < mW , our exclusion limits are more stringent (similar) in the case of Majorana (Dirac)
HNLs compared with the results of the DELPHI Collaboration [134]. Compared with a CMS
result that searches for high-mass Majorana HNLs with muon neutrino couplings in t-channel
VBF production [135], our results provide stricter exclusion limits up to mN ≈ 700 GeV.

The case of HNLs at the GeV scale with exclusive tau neutrino couplings was probed before
only by the DELPHI Collaboration for mN < mW [134], by the BaBar Collaboration for mN <
1.3 GeV [136], and recently by the CMS Collaboration in displaced HNL searches for mN <
20 GeV [48]. Using the low-mass selection, we exclude Majorana (Dirac) HNLs with |VτN|2
values of 6.1×10−4 (6.3×10−4) at a mass of 20 GeV, of 1.8×10−3 (1.9×10−3) at 60 GeV, and of
2.3×10−2 (2.4×10−2) at 75 GeV. The DELPHI limits for mN < mW are up to two orders of
magnitude more stringent than our results. Above mW , the tau neutrino couplings are probed
for the first time, and we find limits for Majorana (Dirac) HNLs of 3.0×10−1 (2.7×10−1) at
85 GeV, 1.1×10−1 (8.6×10−2) at 100 GeV, and 5.9×10−1 (5.0×10−2) at 600 GeV.
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10 Summary
A search for heavy neutral leptons (HNLs) produced in proton-proton collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV

has been presented. The data were collected with the CMS experiment at the LHC and corre-
spond to an integrated luminosity of 138 fb−1. Events with three charged leptons (electrons,
muons, and hadronically decaying tau leptons) are selected, and dedicated identification cri-
teria based on machine learning techniques are applied to reduce the contribution from non-
prompt leptons not originating from the hard scattering process. Remaining standard model
(SM) background contributions with nonprompt leptons are estimated from control samples in
data, whereas other SM contributions that mostly stem from diboson production are estimated
from Monte Carlo event simulations. A combination of categorization by kinematic properties
and machine learning discriminants achieves optimal separation of the predicted signal and
SM background contributions.

No significant deviations from the SM predictions are observed. Exclusion limits at 95% con-
fidence level are evaluated, assuming exclusive HNL couplings to a single generation of SM
neutrinos in the mass range 10 GeV–1.5 TeV, for both Majorana and Dirac HNLs. These results
exceed previous experimental constraints over large parts of the mass range. Constraints on
tau neutrino couplings for HNL masses above the W boson mass are presented for the first
time.
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K. Lipka27 , W. Lohmann28 , F. Lorkowski , R. Mankel , I.-A. Melzer-Pellmann ,
M. Mendizabal Morentin , A.B. Meyer , G. Milella , K. Moral Figueroa , A. Muss-
giller , L.P. Nair , A. Nürnberg , Y. Otarid, J. Park , D. Pérez Adán , E. Ranken ,
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M. Senger , E. Shokr, F. Stäger , Y. Takahashi , R. Tramontano

National Central University, Chung-Li, Taiwan
C. Adloff66, D. Bhowmik, C.M. Kuo, W. Lin, P.K. Rout , P.C. Tiwari39 , S.S. Yu

National Taiwan University (NTU), Taipei, Taiwan
L. Ceard, Y. Chao , K.F. Chen , P.s. Chen, Z.g. Chen, A. De Iorio , W.-S. Hou , T.h. Hsu,
Y.w. Kao, S. Karmakar , R. Khurana, G. Kole , Y.y. Li , R.-S. Lu , E. Paganis , X.f. Su ,
J. Thomas-Wilsker , L.s. Tsai, H.y. Wu, E. Yazgan

High Energy Physics Research Unit, Department of Physics, Faculty of Science,
Chulalongkorn University, Bangkok, Thailand
C. Asawatangtrakuldee , N. Srimanobhas , V. Wachirapusitanand
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University, Budapest, Hungary
35Also at HUN-REN Wigner Research Centre for Physics, Budapest, Hungary
36Also at Physics Department, Faculty of Science, Assiut University, Assiut, Egypt
37Also at Punjab Agricultural University, Ludhiana, India
38Also at University of Visva-Bharati, Santiniketan, India

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5084-9019
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8406-8605
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8569-8409
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2745-5908
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0554-4627
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1933-5383
https://orcid.org/0009-0001-1152-2758
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4749-4995
https://orcid.org/0009-0008-0356-1061
https://orcid.org/0009-0005-5039-4874
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6839-928X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8049-2583
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7116-9469
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9020-7384
https://orcid.org/0009-0000-3973-2485
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2893-6922
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5354-8350
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4265-928X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3316-0604
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8178-2494
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9049-9196
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2952-6156
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7452-8380
https://orcid.org/0009-0009-8645-6685
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3685-0635
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4985-3226
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7002-9093
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1552-2015
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2106-4041
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7602-2527
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7007-9020
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8466-9881
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6590-6266
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1964-6106
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6171-9682
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7178-5907


56

39Also at Indian Institute of Science (IISc), Bangalore, India
40Also at Birla Institute of Technology, Mesra, Mesra, India
41Also at IIT Bhubaneswar, Bhubaneswar, India
42Also at Institute of Physics, Bhubaneswar, India
43Also at University of Hyderabad, Hyderabad, India
44Also at Deutsches Elektronen-Synchrotron, Hamburg, Germany
45Also at Isfahan University of Technology, Isfahan, Iran
46Also at Sharif University of Technology, Tehran, Iran
47Also at Department of Physics, University of Science and Technology of Mazandaran,
Behshahr, Iran
48Also at Department of Physics, Isfahan University of Technology, Isfahan, Iran
49Also at Helwan University, Cairo, Egypt
50Also at Italian National Agency for New Technologies, Energy and Sustainable Economic
Development, Bologna, Italy
51Also at Centro Siciliano di Fisica Nucleare e di Struttura Della Materia, Catania, Italy
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