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Abstract

The inclusive production cross sections for forward jets, as well for jets in dijet events
with at least one jet emitted at central and the other at forward pseudorapidities,
are measured in the range of transverse momenta pT = 35–150 GeV/c in proton-
proton collisions at

√
s = 7 TeV by the CMS experiment at the LHC. Forward jets

are measured within pseudorapidities 3.2 < |η| < 4.7, and central jets within the
|η| < 2.8 range. The differential cross sections d2σ/dpT dη are compared to pre-
dictions from three approaches in perturbative quantum chromodynamics: (i) next-
to-leading-order calculations obtained with and without matching to parton-shower
Monte Carlo simulations, (ii) PYTHIA and HERWIG parton-shower event generators
with different tunes of parameters, and (iii) CASCADE and HEJ models, including dif-
ferent non-collinear corrections to standard single-parton radiation. The single-jet
inclusive forward jet spectrum is well described by all models, but not all predictions
are consistent with the spectra observed for the forward-central dijet events.
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1 Introduction
Jet production in hadron-hadron collisions is sensitive to the nature of the underlying parton-
parton scattering processes, to the details of parton radiation, as well as to the parton distri-
bution functions (PDF) of the colliding hadrons [1]. The jet cross sections at large transverse
momenta (pT) measured at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [2, 3] as well as at previous col-
liders [4, 5], are well described over several orders of magnitude by perturbative quantum
chromodynamics (pQCD). However, the measurements are often limited to central pseudora-
pidities (|η| . 3), with η = − log [tan (θ/2)] where θ is the polar angle of the jet with respect to
the beam axis. In this region of phase space, the momentum fractions x1 and x2 of the incoming
partons are of the same magnitude. Jets emitted at small polar angles (|η| & 3) usually arise
from collisions between partons of significantly different momentum fractions x2 � x1, and
thereby probe regions of PDF with contributions from small as well as large x values, which,
especially for gluons, are less well constrained by deep-inelastic scattering data [6]. In the
phase space considered in this paper, gluons participate in about 80% of the partonic interac-
tions that lead to forward jet production, with paired parton momentum fractions of the order
of x2 ≈ 10−4 and x1 ≈ 0.2 [7].

The type of dijet final states studied in this analysis also provides information on multi-parton
production processes with large separations in pseudorapidity whose theoretical description
involves multiple scales and possibly large logarithmic contributions. Such event topologies
may show deviations from the parton radiation patterns expected from the standard Dokshit-
zer-Gribov-Lipatov-Altarelli-Parisi (DGLAP) evolution equations [8–11], as modelled in the ap-
proaches of e.g. Balitski-Fadin-Kuraev-Lipatov (BFKL) [12–14], Ciafaloni-Catani-Fiorani-Mar-
chesini (CCFM) [15–18], or gluon saturation [19]. Understanding the dynamics of forward jet
production, either with or without accompanying central jets, is also essential for modelling
multijet backgrounds at the LHC, e.g. in Higgs boson searches in channels involving vector-
boson fusion [20] or requiring a central-jet veto [21], as well as in extracting vector-boson scat-
tering cross sections [22].

The Compact Muon Solenoid (CMS) detector provides a calorimetric coverage to study jet pro-
duction over a range of jet pseudorapidities as large as ∆η ≈ 10 which has not been reached
heretofore. The study presented here considers the measurement of central and forward jets
with maximum rapidity separations of ∆η ≈ 6 similar to a recent ATLAS study [23]. Here, the
inclusive production of forward jets, as well as that of forward jets produced in conjunction
with central jets, is studied in data collected with the CMS detector at the LHC during 2010 in
proton-proton (pp) collisions at a centre-of-mass energy of 7 TeV. The distributions of interest
include the single-jet inclusive differential cross section d2σ/dpT dη for forward jets, as well
as the differential cross sections d2σ/dp f

T dη f and d2σ/dpc
T dηc for the simultaneous produc-

tion of at least one forward jet ( f ) in conjunction with at least one central jet (c). The axis of
the forward jet is required to be in the fiducial acceptance of the hadron forward calorimeters
(3.2 < |η| < 4.7), and that of the central jet within |η| < 2.8. The concurrent measurement of at
least one jet in both η regions is referred to as “dijet” in the following.

The final jet spectra are fully corrected to the level of stable particles (lifetime τ with cτ > 10 mm)
coming out from the proton-proton interaction (which we will refer to as “particle-level” here-
after), and compared with predictions from several Monte Carlo (MC) event generators, such
as PYTHIA 6 (version 6.422) [24], PYTHIA 8 (version 8.135) [25], HERWIG 6 (version 6.510.3) [26]
+ JIMMY [27], and HERWIG++ (version 2.3) [28]. The data are also compared to next-to-leading-
order (NLO) pQCD predictions obtained either with NLOJET++ [29, 30] corrected for non-
perturbative effects, or with the POWHEG package [31] which implements a matching to PYTHIA
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or HERWIG parton showers. In addition, the measured distributions are compared to results
from the CASCADE (version 2.2.04) [32, 33] and HEJ [34, 35] programs. CASCADE includes par-
ton radiation from QCD evolution in 1/x and HEJ includes extra contributions from wide-angle
gluon radiation, that are not provided in the other models.

This paper is organised as follows. Sections 2 and 3 describe the experimental apparatus and
the data sample used in the analysis. Jet reconstruction and energy corrections are presented
in Sections 4 and 5, respectively. The results and their associated uncertainties, discussed in
Section 6, are compared to theoretical expectations in Section 7, and the conclusions are sum-
marised in Section 8.

2 Experimental setup
The CMS detector is described in Ref. [36]. Only the detector systems used in this analysis are
discussed hereafter. The central feature of the CMS detector is a superconducting solenoid that
provides an axial magnetic field of 3.8 T parallel to the beam axis. Charged particle trajecto-
ries are measured using silicon pixels and strip trackers that cover the pseudorapidity region
|η| < 2.5. An electromagnetic crystal calorimeter (ECAL) and a brass/scintillator hadron cal-
orimeter (HCAL) surround the tracking volume and cover |η| < 3.0. A forward quartz-fibre
Cherenkov hadron calorimeter (HF) extends the coverage to |η| = 5.2.

The relevant detector components for the reconstruction of jets in this work are the ECAL and
HCAL central calorimeters [37, 38], as well as the HF forward calorimeters [39]. The ECAL cells
are grouped in quasi-projective towers of granularity in pseudorapidity and azimuthal angle
of ∆η × ∆φ = 0.0174×0.0174 in the barrel (|η| < 1.5), and of 0.05×0.05 in the endcap (1.5 <
|η| < 3.0). The HCAL has a tower granularity as small as ∆η × ∆φ = 0.087×0.087. The HCAL,
when combined with the ECAL, measures jets with a resolution ∆E/E ≈ 100 %/

√
E (GeV)⊕

5 %. The HF calorimeters consist of steel absorbers containing embedded radiation-hard quartz
fibres, located at ±11.2 m from the centre of the CMS detector, and cover the region 2.9 <
|η| < 5.2. Half of the fibres run over the full longitudinal depth of the absorber, while the
other half start at a depth of 22 cm from the front face of each detector. The segmentation of the
HF calorimeters is 0.175× 0.175, except for |η| > 4.7, where it is 0.175× 0.35. The HF energy
resolution is ∼200%/

√
E(GeV).

3 Data selection
For online selection, CMS uses a two-level trigger system consisting of a Level-1 and a High
Level Trigger (HLT). The HLT searches for jets using an iterative cone algorithm [40, 41] of
radius R =

√
(∆η)2 + (∆φ)2 = 0.5. Events for the inclusive forward-jet analysis were selected

with a trigger requiring a minimum jet transverse energy of 15 GeV within |η| < 5.2, while
the events used in the dijet measurement were taken with a dijet trigger requiring two jets
with summed calorimeter transverse energy above 30 GeV also within |η| < 5.2. The total data
sample collected at luminosities of about 1030 cm−2 s−1 corresponds to an integrated luminosity
of (3.14 ± 0.14) pb−1. Trigger efficiencies are determined from the ratio of the yield of events
containing either forward or forward-central jets that pass the HLT requirements over the yield
of events that pass the minimum-bias and low-threshold (6 GeV) jet-monitor triggers. In all
cases, the HLT is fully efficient for single jets with calibrated pT > 35 GeV/c.

All events are required to have a primary vertex reconstructed from at least 5 tracks, consis-
tent with the known transverse position of the beams and within ±24 cm of the centre of the
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detector along the longitudinal direction. Events are further filtered out in the pixel detector,
by requiring more than 25% well-reconstructed tracks in events with 10 or more tracks [42].
Events with anomalous noise in HF calorimeters, e.g. due to energetic charged particles that
interact in the window of the HF photo-multipliers, are flagged with different algorithms and
rejected. These selection criteria reject non-collision and beam-related backgrounds and are
highly efficient (∼100%) for the final states in this analysis.

4 Jet reconstruction
The anti-kT jet clustering algorithm [43, 44] is used to reconstruct forward and central jets with
a distance parameter R = 0.5. The inputs to the clustering correspond to depositions of energies
in calorimeter cells and their angles relative to the beam axis. A four-momentum is associated
to each jet by summing the energy of the cells above a given threshold, assuming zero mass
for each cell deposit, with momentum components specified by the angles of each cell relative
to the point of interaction given by the main event vertex [45]. In the central region, jets are
obtained from signals in calorimeter towers with energies in at least one HCAL cell, and from
their geometrically corresponding ECAL crystals. In the forward region, jets are reconstructed
using Cherenkov-light signals collected in both the HF short and long quartz readout fibres.

The central and forward jet regions are defined, respectively, as |η| < 2.8 and 3.2 < |η| < 4.7,
where η corresponds to the reconstructed jet axis vector applied on the interaction point. Both
|η| ranges guarantee full jet reconstruction within the maximum calorimeters limits taking into
account the jet size parameter of R = 0.5. All jets are required to have a transverse momentum
above pT = 35 GeV/c. If more than one jet is present in either the central or forward region,
the one with highest pT is considered in this analysis. Central jets are required to satisfy the
calorimeter quality criteria of Ref. [45]. In the HF calorimeter, the applied jet quality selections
remove unphysical energy depositions. These criteria require each jet to have a minimum (pT-
dependent) number of HF cells clustered into a jet, and the fraction of the electromagnetic to
total jet energies to be above a parameterised threshold.

5 Jet energy corrections
The jet pT spectra reconstructed from the calorimeter energies are corrected to account for the
following systematic effects: (i) pT- and η-dependent response of the calorimeters, and possible
overlap with other proton-proton interactions (pileup), and (ii) an “unfolding” of the impact
of the jet energy resolution on the migration of events across pT bins, and thereby correct the
measured spectrum to the particle-level through comparison with MC events, as discussed
below.

The reconstructed jet energy scale (JES) is first calibrated using data based on balancing the pT
values in dijet and in photon-jet events, as well as from MC simulations [45]. The ensuing JES
corrections adjust the energies according to the relative η and pT dependencies of the response
of the ECAL, HCAL and HF calorimeters. These corrections, with values from 1.0 to 1.2 for
HF, set the absolute energies to their calibrated JES values and also account for the extra pileup
energy. The latter effect is very small in this analysis which is mostly based on data collected
with un-prescaled low-pT jet triggers during the early running of the LHC with an average of
∼2.2 collisions per colliding pair of proton bunches.

Figure 1 shows the reconstructed pT spectrum for: (a) inclusive forward jets, and (b) central and
(c) forward jets in dijet events. These are compared to MC events passed through full detector
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simulation based on GEANT [46], and analysed in the same way as the data. The data shown
are calibrated through the JES normalisation, but not unfolded. The cross sections in each
interval of η and pT are divided by their bin-widths. With the simulated events normalised
to the integrated luminosity used in this analysis, all the models considered provide inclusive
forward jet spectra consistent with the data, but tend to overestimate the absolute cross sections
measured in forward-central dijet events as discussed later.
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Figure 1: Measured differential cross sections for jets as a function of pT, before unfolding
the energy resolution (black dots), compared to detector-level MC simulations generated with
different versions of PYTHIA and HERWIG (histograms) for (a) inclusive forward jets, and for
(b) central and (c) forward jets in dijet events.

The second correction (unfolding) of the measured jet spectrum is applied to account for the
finite energy resolution of the calorimeters. Although the bin size of the presented pT dis-
tributions equals or exceeds the experimental resolution, the combination of a steeply falling
pT-spectrum and calorimeter resolutions leads to migration of events across bins that can dis-
tort the distribution in pT. At central rapidities, the relative resolution in jet pT, obtained from
studies of pT imbalances in dijet events in data and in MC simulations, changes from 15 to 8%
in the pT range of interest. For forward jets, the relative resolution in pT, derived from full-
simulation studies and confirmed by the momentum imbalance in dijet data, is below 12% for
pT > 35 GeV/c. In the pT ≈ 35–80 GeV/c range, the transverse momentum resolution for HF
jets is better than for central jets because of the cosh(η)-boost factor for the total energy de-
posited in the calorimeter at forward rapidities [7]. Two methods are used to account for the
bin-migration effect:

(i) Exploiting the fact that MC simulations (Fig. 1) reproduce the pT-dependence of the in-
clusive forward-jet spectrum, and that the simulated spectra for dijet events can be re-
weighted to match the shape of the measured distributions, the MC samples are used
to study the bin-to-bin migrations. The correction factors have also been cross-checked
by inverting the response matrix obtained from the MC information, albeit with limited
statistics, through the application of different unfolding algorithms [47].

(ii) The measured jet pT spectrum is fitted to some parameterised function f (pT) [48, 49], the
result of which can be smeared using the known (Gaussian) jet resolutions [2, 45]. The
parameters of the model are then defined by fitting the smeared transverse pT spectrum
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F(pT) to the measured f (pT), and using the ratio of both distributions for the final cor-
rection [2].

The difference between the results of the two methods is below 10% for all pT bins. The factors
obtained with the MC method are used to correct the mean values of pT, while the results
from the fits are used to assess the associated systematic uncertainties. The MC-based method
also takes into account various final-state effects, such as hadronisation and particle decays,
which affect the final energy clustered into jets. The corresponding bin-by-bin factors thus
fully correct the jet spectrum from the detector to the particle levels via the factor

Chad(pT, η) =
NMC

had(pT, η)

NMC
det (pT, η)

, (1)

where NMC
had(pT, η) and NMC

det (pT, η) are the jet event yields determined after hadronisation and
after full simulation, respectively. The factor NMC

had(pT, η) is obtained by averaging the predic-
tions from PYTHIA 6 with HERWIG 6+JIMMY, which provide different modelling of parton-to-
hadron processes, one based on string and the other on cluster fragmentation, respectively.
The unfolding correction factors obtained for the two event generators differ by less than 5%,
as shown in the left panel of Fig. 2. (The average of the two MC predictions is shown in the two
right panels.) The hatched band in all panels indicates the uncertainty obtained by changing
the jet pT resolution by ±10%, and covers the range of differences found for the two methods
of unfolding the data.
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Figure 2: The bin-by-bin unfolding correction factors as a function of pT for (a) inclusive for-
ward jets, and for (b) central and (c) forward jets in dijet events. Panel (a) shows the individual
correction factors obtained with PYTHIA 6 and HERWIG 6, while (b) and (c) show the average
values obtained for the two MC generators (black histograms). The hatched band represents
the uncertainties assigned to the correction factors as described in the text.

6 Determination of jet cross sections and systematic uncertain-
ties

The final data sample contains events with at least one forward jet or at least a forward and
a central jet satisfying the selections described in Section 3. The corresponding numbers of
events, Nevts, are binned into a differential inclusive jet cross section as a function of η and pT:

d2σ

dpT dη
=

Chad

L · εt
· Nevts

∆pT · ∆η
. (2)



6 6 Determination of jet cross sections and systematic uncertainties

The factor Chad accounts for bin-to-bin migrations due to pT resolution and detector to particle
corrections, Eq. (1), L is the total integrated luminosity, εt is the efficiency of the jet trigger, and
∆pT and ∆η are the sizes of the bins in pT and η, respectively. The jet triggers have a εt = 100%
efficiency for all pT and η values considered in this paper with a negligible contribution to the
total systematic uncertainty.

There are three primary sources of systematic uncertainty in the jet cross sections measure-
ments:

(i) Jet energy scale in the calorimeters. At forward rapidities, the HF calorimeter has a JES
calibration uncertainty that varies between 3 and 6%, depending on the pT and η of the
reconstructed jet [45]. This uncertainty must be convoluted with that associated with a
∼0.8 GeV energy shift per pileup-event due to the presence of other hadrons around the
forward jet axis. The JES uncertainties of the central calorimeters have typical values
between 2.5 and 3.5% [45]. The uncertainty from pileup energy has been studied by
comparing central jet pT distributions with and without the requirement to have only
one primary vertex in the event. The central jet pT spectra under these two conditions are
found to differ by less than 5%. The JES uncertainties, propagated to the steeply falling
jet spectra (inverse power-law pT distributions with exponent of n ≈ 5), translate into
uncertainties of the order of ±(20–30)% in the final forward and central jet cross sections.

(ii) Unfolding procedure and pT resolution (Chad factor). The ±10% uncertainty on the jet
pT resolution (Fig. 2) translates into an uncertainty of 3 to 6% (increasing with pT) on
the final cross sections. An additional uncertainty of 3%, from the model dependence
of the correction factors defined by the difference between the PYTHIA 6 and HERWIG 6
generators used to unfold the cross sections, is added in quadrature.

(iii) Luminosity. The uncertainty of the integrated pp luminosity results in a 4% uncertainty
on the overall normalisation of the spectra [50].
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Figure 3: Systematic uncertainties as a function of jet pT for (a) inclusive forward production,
and for (b) central and (c) forward jet spectra in dijet events. The outer limits of the grey
areas show the overall uncertainties, from adding in quadrature uncertainties from the JES, the
unfolding and the luminosity.

In all pT bins of the measured cross sections, the statistical uncertainty (of the order of 1–2% in
the low pT bin and 5–10% in the highest) is small relative to the systematic uncertainty obtained
by adding all contributions in quadrature. The latter amounts to ∼30% and is dominated by
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the uncertainty on the calibration of the jet energy scale. The different contributions to the
systematic uncertainty are shown as a function of jet pT in Fig. 3 for the three pT distributions
of interest. The grey areas show the total uncertainty, while the two hatched areas indicate the
uncertainties on the JES and the unfolding procedure. Table 1 tabulates the measured, fully-
corrected pT-differential jet cross sections and their associated uncertainties.

Table 1: Measured pT-dependent differential cross sections for inclusive forward jets (second
column), and for central (third column) and forward (last column) jets in dijet events. The first
(second) uncertainty reflects the statistical (systematic) contribution.

pT bin (centre) d2σ
dpT dη

d2σ
dpc

T dηc
d2σ

dp f
T dη f

GeV/c pb/(GeV/c) pb/(GeV/c) pb/(GeV/c)

35 − 45 (39.3)
(

89± 0.2+24
−19

)
× 103 (

10± 0.1+2.6
−2.2

)
× 103

(
21± 0.2+5.4

−0.5

)
× 103

45 − 57 (50.2)
(

20± 0.1+4.9
−3.9

)
× 103

(
5.2± 0.07+1.2

−1.0

)
× 103 (

9.2± 0.1+2.2
−1.8

)
× 103

57 − 72 (63.2)
(

4.4± 0.04+1.0
−0.9

)
× 103

(
1.9± 0.03+0.4

−0.4

)
× 103 (

2.9± 0.06+0.7
−0.6

)
× 103

72 − 90 (79.2) 880± 10+200
−180 590± 20+130

−120 690± 30+170
−140

90 − 120 (101.0) 115± 4+40
−25 135± 6+33

−25 110± 8+25
−25

120 − 150 (132.0) 10± 1.2+3
−3 28± 3+7

−5 10± 2.3+3
−3

7 Results and comparison to theory
7.1 Theoretical predictions

The measured differential jet cross sections are compared to predictions from different pQCD
approaches: (i) general-purpose event generators PYTHIA 6 (version 6.422) with D6T and Z2
tunes [24, 51], PYTHIA 8 (version 8.135) with Tune 1 [25], HERWIG 6 (version 6.510.3) [26] with
underlying-event modelled with JIMMY [27], and HERWIG++ (version 2.3) [28], (ii) NLO cal-
culations obtained with the POWHEG package [52] (matched with PYTHIA and HERWIG parton
showers) as well as with NLOJET++ [29] within the FASTNLO [53] package, for different sets of
parton densities, and (iii) the CASCADE (version 2.2.04) [54, 55] and HEJ [34, 35] codes.

The PYTHIA and HERWIG Monte Carlo event generators are based on standard collinear (DGLAP)
evolution, where the parton shower can be developed by ordering the parton splittings in pT
(in the Z2 tune, in Tune 1, or in combination with the POWHEG NLO generator) or in virtuality
Q2 (in the D6T tune). HERWIG uses angular ordering for shower evolution. The PYTHIA 6 and
HERWIG 6 event generators use the CTEQ6L PDF [56], whereas CTEQ5L [57] has been used for
PYTHIA 8, and the MRST2001 PDF [58] for HERWIG++. The default NLOJET++ calculation is
run with CT10 [59], and POWHEG is run with the CTEQ6M PDF [56] plus PYTHIA 6 (Perugia 0
tune [60]) and HERWIG 6 for the parton showering and hadronisation. The default renormali-
sation and factorisation scales have been set to µr = µf = pT for both NLO calculations. The
CASCADE Monte Carlo program, based on resummation of leading logarithms in virtuality Q2

and in parton momentum fraction x, as implemented in the CCFM evolution equations, uses
the Set-A unintegrated parton distributions [61] and a cut on the pT of the matrix-element par-
tons of 14 GeV/c. The HEJ event generator uses the MSTW2008NLO PDFs [62] and provides, at
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parton level, an all-order description of the dominant radiative corrections for hard, wide-angle
emissions.

Before comparing the data to parton-level predictions such as NLOJET++ or HEJ, the uncertain-
ties from non-perturbative (NP) effects must be determined. Such effects include energy lost
from the jet in the hadronisation process or “splashed-in” from the underlying event (UE) into
the jet, and are estimated as in Ref. [63], by comparing the PYTHIA 6 and HERWIG 6+JIMMY

parton-level spectra with the corresponding particle-level predictions after hadronisation and
UE activity. Each MC program has a different way of modelling parton hadronisation and
multiparton interactions, that results in different UE characteristics. The NP correction factors
amount to 1.10 (1.02) at the lowest (highest) pT bin considered in this study. Half of the differ-
ence between these two predictions, displayed as a function of forward jet pT in Fig. 4, is taken
as an estimate of the total systematic uncertainty associated with this NP effect.
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Figure 4: Uncertainties on the predicted NLO inclusive forward jet spectrum. Plot (a) shows
the contributions from non-perturbative effects, choice of PDF and the value of the strong cou-
pling αS (computed with the PDF4LHC prescription), and uncertainties associated with the
renormalization and fragmentation scales. Plot (b) shows the uncertainties from NP, PDF and
αS (obtained with HERAPDF1.0), and the theoretical scales. Total uncertainties are obtained by
adding quadratically the uncertainties on NP, PDF and the scales.

For NLO predictions (NLOJET++ and POWHEG), the uncertainties associated with the PDF and
the strong coupling αS can be estimated following the PDF4LHC interim recommendation [64].
The uncertainty on the PDF is estimated from the maximum envelope obtained from the 68%
confidence-level eigenvectors (CL68) of the CT10, MSTW2008 and NNPDF2.1 [65] sets. The
uncertainty from the value of the strong coupling αS is derived from separate fits using the
CT10 PDF, where αS(MZ) is changed by ±0.002, and is added in quadrature to the uncertainty
on the PDF. The uncertainty associated with higher-order corrections neglected in the NLO cal-
culation has been evaluated by changing the renormalisation and factorisation scales by factors
proportional to the jet pT in the following six combinations: (µr, µf) = (pT/2,pT/2), (pT/2,pT),
(pT,pT/2), (pT,2pT), (2pT,pT) and (2pT,2pT) [66]. Figure 4 (a) shows all the sources of theoretical
uncertainty. The NP corrections dominate for pT < 60 GeV/c, whereas uncertainties on PDF and
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αS dominate above that pT. Scale uncertainties are less important at all transverse momenta.
These three sources of uncertainty are added in quadrature into a single band representing the
NLO theoretical uncertainty.

An independent cross-check of the uncertainty due to the PDF choice is given in Fig. 4(b), which
shows the same uncertainties for NP and scale, but with the PDF envelope obtained by using
the HERAPDF1.0 parton densities [6]. The 33 HERAPDF1.0 PDF eigenvalues correspond to
68% CL intervals of this PDF that account for experimental, model and parametrisation uncer-
tainties on the fit to HERA data. Two more HERAPDF1.0 fits, with αs changed by ±1 standard
deviation of the world-average value (0.1176±0.002) [67], are also checked, and the correspond-
ing effect added in quadrature to the PDF uncertainty. For jets at high pT, this uncertainty is
larger than the one obtained with the PDF4LHC prescription, as the HERAPDF1.0 sets have
fewer constraints on the gluon density at high-x than other globally-fitted PDF, and because
HERAPDF also includes extra uncertainties on the initial shape of the parton distributions.

7.2 Inclusive forward spectrum

The fully corrected inclusive forward jet cross section as a function of pT is shown in Fig. 5(a)
compared to the models discussed above. The data points are plotted at the “true” centre of the
pT distribution in that bin [68]. The experimental systematic uncertainty (Fig. 3) is shown as a
grey band. Figure 5(b) shows the ratio of theoretical to experimental jet cross sections, including
the NLO band of uncertainty (Fig. 4). Within the theoretical and experimental uncertainties, the
predictions are in good agreement with the measurements.
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Figure 5: (a) Inclusive jet cross section at forward pseudorapidities (3.2 < |η| < 4.7), fully
corrected and unfolded, compared to particle-level predictions from PYTHIA 6, PYTHIA 8, HER-
WIG 6, NLOJET++ corrected for non-perturbative effects, POWHEG, CASCADE and HEJ. (b) Ratio
of theory/data for the forward jet spectrum. The error bars on all data points (which, in (a),
are smaller than the size of the markers) reflect just statistical uncertainties, with systematic
uncertainties plotted as grey bands. The dark band in (b) shows the theoretical uncertainty on
the NLO predictions.
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To gauge the sensitivity of the forward jet measurement to the underlying parton densities in
the proton, Fig. 6 shows the NLO predictions compared to the data in the form of bin-by-bin
ratios of data to theory (which is used instead of theory/data to improve graphical presentation
at high pT where the reference NLO prediction is not statistically limited). A similar study for
jets measured by CMS at central rapidities can be found in Ref. [69]. Uncertainties from NP
corrections and the renormalisation and factorisation scale variations, common to all theoretical
predictions, are added in quadrature and represented by the dashed (magenta) lines around the
ratio at unity in Figs. 6(b) and (c). Uncertainties on individual PDF sets are displayed as bands.
To improve the readability, the comparisons to data are performed separately in panel (a) using
the central values of all investigated PDF sets relative to CT10, in panel (b) for MSTW2008 and
NNPDF2.1, and in panel (c) for HERAPDF1.0 and ABKM09.

All NLO predictions for different PDF are similar and consistent with the data, although they
tend to systematically overestimate the central values of the measured forward jet cross sections
by ∼20% in all pT bins. A similar overestimate has been observed for jets at more central
pseudorapidities [2, 69].
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Figure 6: Ratio of the inclusive forward jet spectrum for data over the NLO predictions using
the CT10 PDF, as a function of pT, shown with the statistical (error bars) as well as systematic
uncertainties (grey band). Additional predictions are shown in (a) for all the central PDF pre-
dictions (curves), (b) for the MSTW2008 and NNPDF2.1 sets, and in (c) for the HERAPDF1.0
and ABKM09 PDF. The corresponding PDF uncertainties are shown as coloured bands around
the ratios. Common theoretical uncertainties from choices of scale and non-perturbative cor-
rections are indicated by dashed (magenta) curves in (b) and (c).

7.3 Forward-central dijet spectra

The fully corrected pT-dependence of the cross section for the simultaneous production of at
least one forward and at least one central jet is presented in Fig. 7 (a) and (c) for central and
in (b) and (d) for forward jets, respectively. The grey bands indicate the systematic uncertain-
ties. The cross sections obtained with PYTHIA 6 (version 6.422) for D6T and Z2 tunes, PYTHIA 8
(version 8.135), POWHEG (using PYTHIA for parton showering and hadronisation), and CAS-
CADE (version 2.2.04) are superimposed on the data in panels (a) and (b), along with those
for HERWIG 6 (version 6.510.3), HERWIG++ (version 2.3), POWHEG (using HERWIG for parton
showering and hadronisation), and HEJ, shown in panels (c) and (d).

The compatibility of the different models with the measured cross sections is examined through
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the ratios of predictions to data as a function of jet pT in Fig. 8. Most models tend to predict
larger values than observed. The HERWIG and HERWIG++ MC event generators that use angu-
lar ordering for parton showering appear to be consistent with the data. The other generators,
and different tunes, do not describe the data over the full range of pT values. PYTHIA 8 with
Tune 1 and PYTHIA 6 with Tune Z2 (pT-ordered showering) describe the data better than Tune
D6T (Q2-ordered showering). The Z2 parameterisation tuned to the underlying event at the
LHC, although reproducing the central jet spectrum more satisfactorily than D6T or PYTHIA 8,
still lies well above the data (the same holds true at lower pT for the forward-jet spectrum). The
discrepancy between PYTHIA and data is therefore only partly reduced through changes of the
modelling of underlying event and initial- and final-state radiation.
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Figure 7: Differential cross sections as a function of jet pT for dijet events with at least one
central jet ((a) and (c)) and one forward jet ((b) and (d)), compared to predictions from several
models. The error bars on all data points (which, in (a) and (c), are smaller than the size of
the markers) reflect just statistical uncertainties, with systematic uncertainties plotted as grey
bands.
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Figure 8: Ratio of theory to data for differential cross sections as a function of pT, for central
((a) and (c)) and forward ((b) and (d)) jets produced in dijet events. The error bars on all data
points reflect just statistical uncertainties, with systematic uncertainties plotted as grey bands.
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The NLO MC POWHEG matched to the HERWIG parton shower reproduces the dependence on
pT, but not the normalisation, which is overestimated by ∼40%. CASCADE predicts a different
pT-dependence which might come from the initial-state parton showers [55] which are very
sensitive to the unintegrated parton densities. The HEJ code, used only at parton level here,
describes the data reasonably well.

The discrepancies in the comparison of dijet data with MC models are larger for jets at central
values of η in Figs. 8 (a) and (c). In the case of forward jets, the comparison of the inclusive pT
spectrum (Fig. 5) with that requiring the simultaneous presence of a jet in the central pseudo-
rapidity region (Figs. 7 (b) and (d)) shows that the inclusive spectrum is about a factor of four
higher in the lowest pT bin but that both distributions agree progressively better at larger pT
values. This suggests that inclusive forward jets of pT ≈ 35–70 GeV/c may be balanced by other
forward jets or by soft central jets that do not surpass the pT threshold of 35 GeV/c, thereby
producing the overall deficit of central jets in the data shown in Figs. 8 (a) and (c). These results
confirm that the mechanisms for multijet production over large intervals in η currently imple-
mented in QCD models used at the LHC can be further constrained through measurements of
differential distributions like those presented here. This work complements other studies based
on jet multiplicities or on pT-integrated cross sections as a function of the jet ∆η separation.

8 Summary
The inclusive production cross section for forward jets has been measured as a function of pT,
in the pseudorapidity range 3.2 < |η| < 4.7. Also, the single-jet cross section has been mea-
sured for the two leading jets in inclusive dijet events containing at least one forward and one
central jet (defined by the region |η| < 2.8). The data are based on 3.14 pb−1 of integrated
luminosity collected by the CMS detector in proton-proton collisions at

√
s = 7 TeV. Jets were

reconstructed using the anti-kT algorithm (R = 0.5) in the pT range 35–150 GeV/c. The total sys-
tematic uncertainties are ±(20–30)%, dominated by the absolute jet energy scale. Within the
current experimental and theoretical uncertainties, perturbative QCD calculations, as imple-
mented in the parton-shower event generators PYTHIA and HERWIG, as well as in the combined
DGLAP+BFKL resummation of the CASCADE model and with the extra wide-angle gluon radi-
ations included in the HEJ model, are in good agreement with the measured inclusive single-jet
forward cross section. Calculations at NLO accuracy using recent sets of PDF also describe cor-
rectly the pT dependence of the data, although the predicted absolute cross sections are about
20% too large.

For the inclusive dijet events, all PYTHIA tunes are found to overestimate the absolute cross
sections for the simultaneous production of jets above pT = 35 GeV/c in the central and forward
regions. The agreement is poor for the entire central-jet spectrum and at smallest pT for for-
ward jets. The HERWIG event generator provides a better description of both differential cross
sections, including their normalisations. NLO contributions from POWHEG to both of these
parton-shower MC generators enhance the cross sections at all pT and thereby the disagreement
with data. Calculations including resummation of low-x logarithms, as in the CASCADE Monte
Carlo, do not reproduce the central-jet spectrum very well, but alternative approaches that ac-
count for multijet BFKL-like topologies, such as in the HEJ model, show reasonable agreement
with the dijet data. The above measurements provide a valuable test of perturbative QCD in
the forward region of proton-proton collisions at the highest available energies, as well as a
first check of models for multijet production which are relevant to other processes at the LHC,
such as vector-boson fusion, characterised by forward/backward jet production.
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pour la Formation à la Recherche dans l’Industrie et dans l’Agriculture (FRIA-Belgium); the
Agentschap voor Innovatie door Wetenschap en Technologie (IWT-Belgium); the Council of
Science and Industrial Research, India; and the HOMING PLUS programme of Foundation for
Polish Science, cofinanced from European Union, Regional Development Fund.



References 15

References
[1] S. Ellis, J. Huston, K. Hatakeyama et al., “Jets in hadron-hadron collisions”, Prog. Part.

Nucl. Phys. 60 (2008) 484, doi:10.1016/j.ppnp.2007.12.002,
arXiv:0712.2447.

[2] CMS Collaboration, “Measurement of the Inclusive Jet Cross Section in pp Collisions at
sqrt(s) = 7 TeV”, Phys. Rev. Lett. 107 (2011) 132001,
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.132001, arXiv:1106.0208.

[3] ATLAS Collaboration Collaboration, “Measurement of inclusive jet and dijet production
in pp collisions at

√
(s) = 7 TeV using the ATLAS detector”, (2011).

arXiv:1112.6297. Submitted to Phys. Rev. D.

[4] D0 Collaboration, “Measurement of the inclusive jet cross-section in pp̄ collisions at√
s1/2 =1.96 TeV”, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101 (2008) 062001,

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.062001, arXiv:0802.2400.

[5] CDF Collaboration, “Measurement of the Inclusive Jet Cross Section at the Fermilab
Tevatron p-pbar Collider Using a Cone-Based Jet Algorithm”, Phys. Rev. D 78 (2008)
052006, doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.78.052006, arXiv:0807.2204.

[6] H1 and ZEUS Collaboration, “Combined Measurement and QCD Analysis of the
Inclusive ep Scattering Cross Sections at HERA”, JHEP 01 (2010) 109,
doi:10.1007/JHEP01(2010)109, arXiv:0911.0884.

[7] S. Cerci and D. d’Enterria, “Low-x QCD studies with forward jets in proton-proton
collisions at

√
s = 14 TeV in CMS”, AIP Conf. Proc. 1105 (2009) 28,

doi:10.1063/1.3122196, arXiv:0812.2665.

[8] V. N. Gribov and L. N. Lipatov, “Deep inelastic ep scattering in perturbation theory”, Sov.
J. Nucl. Phys. 15 (1972) 438.

[9] L. N. Lipatov, “The parton model and perturbation theory”, Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 20 (1975)
94.

[10] G. Altarelli and G. Parisi, “Asymptotic Freedom in Parton Language”, Nucl. Phys. B 126
(1977) 298, doi:10.1016/0550-3213(77)90384-4.

[11] Y. L. Dokshitzer, “Calculation of the Structure Functions for Deep Inelastic Scattering and
e+e- Annihilation by Perturbation Theory in Quantum Chromodynamics”, Sov. Phys.
JETP 46 (1977) 641.

[12] E. A. Kuraev, L. N. Lipatov, and V. S. Fadin, “Multi - Reggeon Processes in the Yang-Mills
Theory”, Sov. Phys. JETP 44 (1976) 443.

[13] E. A. Kuraev, L. N. Lipatov, and V. S. Fadin, “The Pomeranchuk Singularity in
Nonabelian Gauge Theories”, Sov. Phys. JETP 45 (1977) 199.

[14] I. I. Balitsky and L. N. Lipatov, “The Pomeranchuk Singularity in Quantum
Chromodynamics”, Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 28 (1978) 822.

[15] M. Ciafaloni, “Coherence Effects in Initial Jets at Small q2/s”, Nucl. Phys. B 296 (1988) 49,
doi:10.1016/0550-3213(88)90380-X.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2007.12.002
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0712.2447
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0712.2447
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.132001
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1106.0208
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1112.6297
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1112.6297
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.101.062001
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0802.2400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.052006
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0807.2204
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2010)109
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0911.0884
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3122196
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0812.2665
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(77)90384-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(88)90380-X


16 References

[16] S. Catani, F. Fiorani, and G. Marchesini, “QCD Coherence in Initial State Radiation”,
Phys. Lett. B 234 (1990) 339, doi:10.1016/0370-2693(90)91938-8.

[17] S. Catani, F. Fiorani, and G. Marchesini, “Small x Behavior of Initial State Radiation in
Perturbative QCD”, Nucl. Phys. B 336 (1990) 18,
doi:10.1016/0550-3213(90)90342-B.

[18] G. Marchesini, “QCD coherence in the structure function and associated distributions at
small x”, Nucl. Phys. B 445 (1995) 49, doi:10.1016/0550-3213(95)00149-M,
arXiv:hep-ph/9412327.

[19] F. Gelis, E. Iancu, J. Jalilian-Marian et al., “The Color Glass Condensate”, Ann. Rev. Nucl.
Part. Sci. 60 (2010) 463, doi:10.1146/annurev.nucl.010909.083629,
arXiv:1002.0333.

[20] T. Figy, C. Oleari, and D. Zeppenfeld, “Next-to-leading order jet distributions for Higgs
boson production via weak-boson fusion”, Phys. Rev. D 68 (2003) 073005,
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.68.073005, arXiv:hep-ph/0306109.

[21] C. F. Berger, C. Marcantonini, I. W. Stewart et al., “Higgs Production with a Central Jet
Veto at NNLL+NNLO”, JHEP 04 (2011) 092, doi:10.1007/JHEP04(2011)092,
arXiv:1012.4480.

[22] J. Butterworth, B. Cox, and J. R. Forshaw, “WW scattering at the CERN LHC”, Phys. Rev.
D 65 (2002) 096014, doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.65.096014,
arXiv:hep-ph/0201098.

[23] ATLAS Collaboration, “Measurement of dijet production with a veto on additional
central jet activity in pp collisions at

√
s = 7 TeV using the ATLAS detector”, JHEP 09

(2011) 053, doi:10.1007/JHEP09(2011)053, arXiv:1107.1641.
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Université de Mons, Mons, Belgium
N. Beliy, T. Caebergs, E. Daubie

Centro Brasileiro de Pesquisas Fisicas, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil
G.A. Alves, D. De Jesus Damiao, M.E. Pol, M.H.G. Souza

Universidade do Estado do Rio de Janeiro, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil
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Université de Lyon, Université Claude Bernard Lyon 1, CNRS-IN2P3, Institut de Physique
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INFN Sezione di Napoli a, Università di Napoli ”Federico II” b, Napoli, Italy
S. Buontempoa, C.A. Carrillo Montoyaa,1, N. Cavalloa,25, A. De Cosaa,b, O. Doganguna ,b,
F. Fabozzia ,25, A.O.M. Iorioa,1, L. Listaa, M. Merolaa,b, P. Paoluccia
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K. Romanowska-Rybinska, M. Szleper, G. Wrochna, P. Zalewski
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Tedaldi, L. Pape, F. Pauss, M. Peruzzi, F.J. Ronga, M. Rossini, L. Sala, A.K. Sanchez, M.-



29

C. Sawley, A. Starodumov38, B. Stieger, M. Takahashi, L. Tauscher†, A. Thea, K. Theofilatos,
D. Treille, C. Urscheler, R. Wallny, H.A. Weber, L. Wehrli, J. Weng

Universität Zürich, Zurich, Switzerland
E. Aguilo, C. Amsler, V. Chiochia, S. De Visscher, C. Favaro, M. Ivova Rikova, B. Millan Mejias,
P. Otiougova, P. Robmann, A. Schmidt, H. Snoek, M. Verzetti

National Central University, Chung-Li, Taiwan
Y.H. Chang, K.H. Chen, C.M. Kuo, S.W. Li, W. Lin, Z.K. Liu, Y.J. Lu, D. Mekterovic, R. Volpe,
S.S. Yu

National Taiwan University (NTU), Taipei, Taiwan
P. Bartalini, P. Chang, Y.H. Chang, Y.W. Chang, Y. Chao, K.F. Chen, C. Dietz, U. Grundler, W.-
S. Hou, Y. Hsiung, K.Y. Kao, Y.J. Lei, R.-S. Lu, J.G. Shiu, Y.M. Tzeng, X. Wan, M. Wang

Cukurova University, Adana, Turkey
A. Adiguzel, M.N. Bakirci39, S. Cerci40, C. Dozen, I. Dumanoglu, E. Eskut, S. Girgis,
G. Gokbulut, I. Hos, E.E. Kangal, G. Karapinar, A. Kayis Topaksu, G. Onengut, K. Ozdemir,
S. Ozturk41, A. Polatoz, K. Sogut42, D. Sunar Cerci40, B. Tali40, H. Topakli39, D. Uzun,
L.N. Vergili, M. Vergili

Middle East Technical University, Physics Department, Ankara, Turkey
I.V. Akin, T. Aliev, B. Bilin, S. Bilmis, M. Deniz, H. Gamsizkan, A.M. Guler, K. Ocalan,
A. Ozpineci, M. Serin, R. Sever, U.E. Surat, M. Yalvac, E. Yildirim, M. Zeyrek

Bogazici University, Istanbul, Turkey
M. Deliomeroglu, E. Gülmez, B. Isildak, M. Kaya43, O. Kaya43, S. Ozkorucuklu44, N. Sonmez45

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

University of Bristol, Bristol, United Kingdom
F. Bostock, J.J. Brooke, E. Clement, D. Cussans, H. Flacher, R. Frazier, J. Goldstein, M. Grimes,
G.P. Heath, H.F. Heath, L. Kreczko, S. Metson, D.M. Newbold34, K. Nirunpong, A. Poll,
S. Senkin, V.J. Smith, T. Williams

Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, Didcot, United Kingdom
L. Basso46, K.W. Bell, A. Belyaev46, C. Brew, R.M. Brown, B. Camanzi, D.J.A. Cockerill,
J.A. Coughlan, K. Harder, S. Harper, J. Jackson, B.W. Kennedy, E. Olaiya, D. Petyt,
B.C. Radburn-Smith, C.H. Shepherd-Themistocleous, I.R. Tomalin, W.J. Womersley

Imperial College, London, United Kingdom
R. Bainbridge, G. Ball, R. Beuselinck, O. Buchmuller, D. Colling, N. Cripps, M. Cutajar,
P. Dauncey, G. Davies, M. Della Negra, W. Ferguson, J. Fulcher, D. Futyan, A. Gilbert,
A. Guneratne Bryer, G. Hall, Z. Hatherell, J. Hays, G. Iles, M. Jarvis, G. Karapostoli, L. Lyons,
A.-M. Magnan, J. Marrouche, B. Mathias, R. Nandi, J. Nash, A. Nikitenko38, A. Papageorgiou,
M. Pesaresi, K. Petridis, M. Pioppi47, D.M. Raymond, S. Rogerson, N. Rompotis, A. Rose,
M.J. Ryan, C. Seez, P. Sharp, A. Sparrow, A. Tapper, S. Tourneur, M. Vazquez Acosta, T. Virdee,
S. Wakefield, N. Wardle, D. Wardrope, T. Whyntie

Brunel University, Uxbridge, United Kingdom
M. Barrett, M. Chadwick, J.E. Cole, P.R. Hobson, A. Khan, P. Kyberd, D. Leslie, W. Martin,
I.D. Reid, L. Teodorescu, M. Turner



30 A The CMS Collaboration

Baylor University, Waco, USA
K. Hatakeyama, H. Liu, T. Scarborough

The University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, USA
C. Henderson

Boston University, Boston, USA
A. Avetisyan, T. Bose, E. Carrera Jarrin, C. Fantasia, A. Heister, J. St. John, P. Lawson, D. Lazic,
J. Rohlf, D. Sperka, L. Sulak

Brown University, Providence, USA
S. Bhattacharya, D. Cutts, A. Ferapontov, U. Heintz, S. Jabeen, G. Kukartsev, G. Landsberg,
M. Luk, M. Narain, D. Nguyen, M. Segala, T. Sinthuprasith, T. Speer, K.V. Tsang

University of California, Davis, Davis, USA
R. Breedon, G. Breto, M. Calderon De La Barca Sanchez, S. Chauhan, M. Chertok, J. Conway,
R. Conway, P.T. Cox, J. Dolen, R. Erbacher, R. Houtz, W. Ko, A. Kopecky, R. Lander, O. Mall,
T. Miceli, D. Pellett, J. Robles, B. Rutherford, M. Searle, J. Smith, M. Squires, M. Tripathi,
R. Vasquez Sierra

University of California, Los Angeles, Los Angeles, USA
V. Andreev, K. Arisaka, D. Cline, R. Cousins, J. Duris, S. Erhan, P. Everaerts, C. Farrell, J. Hauser,
M. Ignatenko, C. Jarvis, C. Plager, G. Rakness, P. Schlein†, J. Tucker, V. Valuev, M. Weber

University of California, Riverside, Riverside, USA
J. Babb, R. Clare, J. Ellison, J.W. Gary, F. Giordano, G. Hanson, G.Y. Jeng, H. Liu, O.R. Long,
A. Luthra, H. Nguyen, S. Paramesvaran, J. Sturdy, S. Sumowidagdo, R. Wilken, S. Wimpenny

University of California, San Diego, La Jolla, USA
W. Andrews, J.G. Branson, G.B. Cerati, D. Evans, F. Golf, A. Holzner, R. Kelley, M. Lebourgeois,
J. Letts, I. Macneill, B. Mangano, S. Padhi, C. Palmer, G. Petrucciani, H. Pi, M. Pieri, R. Ranieri,
M. Sani, I. Sfiligoi, V. Sharma, S. Simon, E. Sudano, M. Tadel, Y. Tu, A. Vartak, S. Wasserbaech48,
F. Würthwein, A. Yagil, J. Yoo

University of California, Santa Barbara, Santa Barbara, USA
D. Barge, R. Bellan, C. Campagnari, M. D’Alfonso, T. Danielson, K. Flowers, P. Geffert,
C. George, J. Incandela, C. Justus, P. Kalavase, S.A. Koay, D. Kovalskyi1, V. Krutelyov,
S. Lowette, N. Mccoll, S.D. Mullin, V. Pavlunin, F. Rebassoo, J. Ribnik, J. Richman, R. Rossin,
D. Stuart, W. To, J.R. Vlimant, C. West

California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, USA
A. Apresyan, A. Bornheim, J. Bunn, Y. Chen, E. Di Marco, J. Duarte, M. Gataullin, Y. Ma,
A. Mott, H.B. Newman, C. Rogan, V. Timciuc, P. Traczyk, J. Veverka, R. Wilkinson, Y. Yang,
R.Y. Zhu

Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, USA
B. Akgun, R. Carroll, T. Ferguson, Y. Iiyama, D.W. Jang, S.Y. Jun, Y.F. Liu, M. Paulini, J. Russ,
H. Vogel, I. Vorobiev

University of Colorado at Boulder, Boulder, USA
J.P. Cumalat, M.E. Dinardo, B.R. Drell, C.J. Edelmaier, W.T. Ford, A. Gaz, B. Heyburn, E. Luiggi
Lopez, U. Nauenberg, J.G. Smith, K. Stenson, K.A. Ulmer, S.R. Wagner, S.L. Zang

Cornell University, Ithaca, USA
L. Agostino, J. Alexander, A. Chatterjee, N. Eggert, L.K. Gibbons, B. Heltsley, W. Hopkins,



31

A. Khukhunaishvili, B. Kreis, G. Nicolas Kaufman, J.R. Patterson, D. Puigh, A. Ryd, E. Salvati,
X. Shi, W. Sun, W.D. Teo, J. Thom, J. Thompson, J. Vaughan, Y. Weng, L. Winstrom, P. Wittich

Fairfield University, Fairfield, USA
A. Biselli, G. Cirino, D. Winn

Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, Batavia, USA
S. Abdullin, M. Albrow, J. Anderson, G. Apollinari, M. Atac, J.A. Bakken, L.A.T. Bauerdick,
A. Beretvas, J. Berryhill, P.C. Bhat, I. Bloch, K. Burkett, J.N. Butler, V. Chetluru, H.W.K. Cheung,
F. Chlebana, S. Cihangir, W. Cooper, D.P. Eartly, V.D. Elvira, S. Esen, I. Fisk, J. Freeman, Y. Gao,
E. Gottschalk, D. Green, O. Gutsche, J. Hanlon, R.M. Harris, J. Hirschauer, B. Hooberman,
H. Jensen, S. Jindariani, M. Johnson, U. Joshi, B. Klima, S. Kunori, S. Kwan, C. Leonidopoulos,
D. Lincoln, R. Lipton, J. Lykken, K. Maeshima, J.M. Marraffino, S. Maruyama, D. Mason,
P. McBride, T. Miao, K. Mishra, S. Mrenna, Y. Musienko49, C. Newman-Holmes, V. O’Dell,
J. Pivarski, R. Pordes, O. Prokofyev, T. Schwarz, E. Sexton-Kennedy, S. Sharma, W.J. Spalding,
L. Spiegel, P. Tan, L. Taylor, S. Tkaczyk, L. Uplegger, E.W. Vaandering, R. Vidal, J. Whitmore,
W. Wu, F. Yang, F. Yumiceva, J.C. Yun

University of Florida, Gainesville, USA
D. Acosta, P. Avery, D. Bourilkov, M. Chen, S. Das, M. De Gruttola, G.P. Di Giovanni, D. Dobur,
A. Drozdetskiy, R.D. Field, M. Fisher, Y. Fu, I.K. Furic, J. Gartner, S. Goldberg, J. Hugon,
B. Kim, J. Konigsberg, A. Korytov, A. Kropivnitskaya, T. Kypreos, J.F. Low, K. Matchev,
G. Mitselmakher, L. Muniz, M. Park, R. Remington, A. Rinkevicius, M. Schmitt, B. Scurlock,
P. Sellers, N. Skhirtladze, M. Snowball, D. Wang, J. Yelton, M. Zakaria

Florida International University, Miami, USA
V. Gaultney, L.M. Lebolo, S. Linn, P. Markowitz, G. Martinez, J.L. Rodriguez

Florida State University, Tallahassee, USA
T. Adams, A. Askew, J. Bochenek, J. Chen, B. Diamond, S.V. Gleyzer, J. Haas, S. Hagopian,
V. Hagopian, M. Jenkins, K.F. Johnson, H. Prosper, S. Sekmen, V. Veeraraghavan, M. Weinberg

Florida Institute of Technology, Melbourne, USA
M.M. Baarmand, B. Dorney, M. Hohlmann, H. Kalakhety, I. Vodopiyanov

University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC), Chicago, USA
M.R. Adams, I.M. Anghel, L. Apanasevich, Y. Bai, V.E. Bazterra, R.R. Betts, J. Callner,
R. Cavanaugh, C. Dragoiu, L. Gauthier, C.E. Gerber, D.J. Hofman, S. Khalatyan, G.J. Kunde50,
F. Lacroix, M. Malek, C. O’Brien, C. Silkworth, C. Silvestre, D. Strom, N. Varelas

The University of Iowa, Iowa City, USA
U. Akgun, E.A. Albayrak, B. Bilki, W. Clarida, F. Duru, S. Griffiths, C.K. Lae, E. McCliment,
J.-P. Merlo, H. Mermerkaya51, A. Mestvirishvili, A. Moeller, J. Nachtman, C.R. Newsom,
E. Norbeck, J. Olson, Y. Onel, F. Ozok, S. Sen, E. Tiras, J. Wetzel, T. Yetkin, K. Yi

Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, USA
B.A. Barnett, B. Blumenfeld, S. Bolognesi, A. Bonato, C. Eskew, D. Fehling, G. Giurgiu,
A.V. Gritsan, Z.J. Guo, G. Hu, P. Maksimovic, S. Rappoccio, M. Swartz, N.V. Tran, A. Whitbeck

The University of Kansas, Lawrence, USA
P. Baringer, A. Bean, G. Benelli, O. Grachov, R.P. Kenny Iii, M. Murray, D. Noonan, S. Sanders,
R. Stringer, G. Tinti, J.S. Wood, V. Zhukova



32 A The CMS Collaboration

Kansas State University, Manhattan, USA
A.F. Barfuss, T. Bolton, I. Chakaberia, A. Ivanov, S. Khalil, M. Makouski, Y. Maravin, S. Shrestha,
I. Svintradze

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore, USA
J. Gronberg, D. Lange, D. Wright

University of Maryland, College Park, USA
A. Baden, M. Boutemeur, B. Calvert, S.C. Eno, J.A. Gomez, N.J. Hadley, R.G. Kellogg, M. Kirn,
Y. Lu, A.C. Mignerey, A. Peterman, K. Rossato, P. Rumerio, A. Skuja, J. Temple, M.B. Tonjes,
S.C. Tonwar, E. Twedt

Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, USA
B. Alver, G. Bauer, J. Bendavid, W. Busza, E. Butz, I.A. Cali, M. Chan, V. Dutta, G. Gomez
Ceballos, M. Goncharov, K.A. Hahn, P. Harris, Y. Kim, M. Klute, Y.-J. Lee, W. Li, P.D. Luckey,
T. Ma, S. Nahn, C. Paus, D. Ralph, C. Roland, G. Roland, M. Rudolph, G.S.F. Stephans,
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27: Also at Università degli studi di Siena, Siena, Italy
28: Also at Faculty of Physics of University of Belgrade, Belgrade, Serbia
29: Also at University of California, Los Angeles, Los Angeles, USA
30: Also at University of Florida, Gainesville, USA
31: Also at Scuola Normale e Sezione dell’ INFN, Pisa, Italy
32: Also at INFN Sezione di Roma; Università di Roma ”La Sapienza”, Roma, Italy
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