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Abstract

A measurement of the total pp cross section at the LHC at 
√

s = 7 TeV is presented. In a special run with 
high-β� beam optics, an integrated luminosity of 80 µb−1 was accumulated in order to measure the differ-
ential elastic cross section as a function of the Mandelstam momentum transfer variable t . The measurement 
is performed with the ALFA sub-detector of ATLAS. Using a fit to the differential elastic cross section in 
the |t | range from 0.01 GeV2 to 0.1 GeV2 to extrapolate to |t | → 0, the total cross section, σtot(pp → X), 
is measured via the optical theorem to be:

σtot(pp → X) = 95.35 ± 0.38 (stat.) ± 1.25 (exp.) ± 0.37 (extr.) mb,

where the first error is statistical, the second accounts for all experimental systematic uncertainties and the 
last is related to uncertainties in the extrapolation to |t | → 0. In addition, the slope of the elastic cross 
section at small |t | is determined to be B = 19.73 ± 0.14 (stat.) ± 0.26 (syst.) GeV−2.
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1. Introduction

The total hadronic cross section is a fundamental parameter of strong interactions, setting the 
scale of the size of the interaction region at a given energy. A calculation of the total hadronic 
cross section from first principles, based upon quantum chromodynamics (QCD), is currently not 
possible. Large distances are involved in the collision process and thus perturbation theory is not 
applicable. Even though the total cross section cannot be directly calculated, it can be estimated 
or bounded by a number of fundamental relations in high-energy scattering theory which are 
model independent. The Froissart–Martin bound [1,2], which states that the total cross section 
cannot grow asymptotically faster than ln2 s, 

√
s being the centre-of-mass energy, is based upon 

principles of axiomatic field theory. The optical theorem, which relates the imaginary part of the 
forward elastic-scattering amplitude to the total cross section, is a general theorem in quantum 
scattering theory. Dispersion relations, which connect the real part of the elastic-scattering am-
plitude to an integral of the total cross section over energy, are based upon the analyticity and 
crossing symmetry of the scattering amplitude. All of these relations lead to testable constraints 
on the total cross section.

The rise of the pp cross section with energy was first observed at the ISR [3,4]. The fact 
that the hadronic cross section continues to rise has been confirmed in every new energy regime 
made accessible by a new pp or pp̄ collider (Spp̄S, Tevatron and LHC) [5–11]. However, the 
“asymptotic” energy dependence is yet to be determined. A still open question is whether the 
cross section indeed rises proportionally to ln2 s in order to saturate the Froissart–Martin bound 
or whether the rise has e.g. a ln s dependence.

Traditionally, the total cross section at hadron colliders has been measured via elastic scatter-
ing using the optical theorem. This paper presents a measurement by the ATLAS experiment [12]
at the LHC in pp collisions at 

√
s = 7 TeV using this approach. The optical theorem states:

σtot ∝ Im
[
fel(t → 0)

]
(1)

where fel(t → 0) is the elastic-scattering amplitude extrapolated to the forward direction, i.e. at 
|t | → 0, t being the four-momentum transfer. Thus, a measurement of elastic scattering in the 
very forward direction gives information on the total cross section. An independent measurement 
of the luminosity is required. In this analysis, the luminosity is determined from LHC beam 
parameters using van der Meer scans [13]. Once the luminosity is known, the elastic cross section 
can be normalized. An extrapolation of the differential cross section to |t | → 0 gives the total 
cross section through the formula:

σ 2
tot = 16π(h̄c)2

1 + ρ2

dσel

dt

∣∣∣∣
t→0

, (2)

where ρ represents a small correction arising from the ratio of the real to imaginary part of the 
elastic-scattering amplitude in the forward direction and is taken from theory. In order to min-
imize the model dependence in the extrapolation to |t | → 0, the elastic cross section has to be 
measured down to as small |t | values as possible. Here, a fit in the range 0.01 GeV2 < −t <

0.1 GeV2 is used to extract the total cross section, while the differential cross section is mea-
sured in the range 0.0025 GeV2 < −t < 0.38 GeV2. The determination of the total cross section 
also implies a measurement of the nuclear slope parameter B , which describes the exponential 
t -dependence of the nuclear amplitude at small t -values. In a simple geometrical model of elas-
tic scattering, B is related to the size of the proton and thus its energy dependence is strongly 
correlated with that of the total cross section.
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The measurements of the total cross section and elastic scattering reported here are used to 
determine the inelastic cross section, as the difference between these two quantities. This mea-
surement of the inelastic cross section is compared with a previous measurement by the ATLAS 
experiment using a complementary method based upon data from a minimum-bias trigger [14]. 
The ratio of the elastic to total cross section is also derived. In the black-disc limit, the limit in 
which the proton is completely opaque, this quantity goes at asymptotic energies to 0.5 and thus 
the measurement is directly sensitive to the hadron opacity. The quantities measured and reported 
here have also been measured at the LHC by the TOTEM experiment [15,16].

This paper is organized as follows. The experimental setup including a brief description of 
the ALFA sub-detector is given in Section 2, followed by a short description of the measurement 
method in Section 3. Section 4 summarizes theoretical predictions and Monte Carlo simulations. 
The data taking and trigger conditions are outlined in Section 5, followed by a description of the 
track reconstruction and alignment procedures in Section 6. The data analysis consisting of event 
selection, background determination and reconstruction efficiency is explained in Section 7. Sec-
tion 8 describes the acceptance and unfolding corrections. The determination of the beam optics 
is summarized in Section 9 and of the luminosity in Section 10. Results for the differential elastic 
cross section are reported in Section 11 and the extraction of the total cross section in Section 12. 
The results are discussed in Section 13 with a summary in Section 14.

2. Experimental setup

ATLAS is a multi-purpose detector designed to study elementary processes in proton–proton 
interactions at the TeV energy scale. It consists of an inner tracking system, calorimeters and a 
muon spectrometer surrounding the interaction point of the colliding beams. The tracking system 
covers the pseudorapidity range |η| < 2.5 and the calorimetric measurements range to |η| = 4.9.1

To improve the coverage in the forward direction three smaller detectors with specialized tasks 
are installed at large distance from the interaction point. The most forward detector, ALFA, is 
sensitive to particles in the range |η| > 8.5, while the two others have acceptance windows at 
|η| ≈ 5.8 (LUCID) and |η| ≈ 8.2 (ZDC). A detailed description of the ATLAS detector can be 
found in Ref. [12].

The ALFA detector (Absolute Luminosity For ATLAS) is designed to measure small-angle 
proton scattering. Two tracking stations are placed on each side of the central ATLAS detector 
at distances of 238 m and 241 m from the interaction point. The tracking detectors are housed 
in so-called Roman Pots (RPs) which can be moved close to the circulating proton beams. Com-
bined with special beam optics, as introduced in Section 3, this allows the detection of protons at 
scattering angles down to 10 µrad.

Each station carries an upper and lower RP connected by flexible bellows to the primary 
LHC vacuum. The RPs are made of stainless steel with thin windows of 0.2 mm and 0.5 mm 
thickness at the bottom and front sides to reduce the interactions of traversing protons. Elastically 
scattered protons are detected in the main detectors (MDs) while dedicated overlap detectors 
(ODs) measure the distance between upper and lower MDs. The arrangement of the upper and 
lower MDs and ODs with respect to the beam is illustrated in Fig. 1.

1 ATLAS uses a right-handed coordinate system with its origin at the nominal interaction point in the centre of the 
detector and the z-axis along the beam pipe. The x-axis points from the interaction point to the centre of the LHC ring 
and the y-axis points upwards. The pseudorapidity η is defined in terms of the polar angle θ as η = − ln tan(θ/2).
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Fig. 1. A schematic view of a pair of ALFA tracking detectors in the upper and lower RPs. Although not shown, the ODs 
on either side of each MD are mechanically attached to them. The orientation of the scintillating fibres is indicated by 
dashed lines. The plain objects visible in front of the lower MD and ODs are the trigger counters. For upper MD and the 
lower ODs they are hidden at the opposite side of the fibre structures.

Each MD consists of 2 times 10 layers of 64 square scintillating fibres with 0.5 mm side length 
glued on titanium plates. The fibres on the front and back sides of each titanium plate are orthog-
onally arranged at angles of ±45◦ with respect to the y-axis. The projections perpendicular to the 
fibre axes define the u and v coordinates which are used in the track reconstruction described in 
Section 6.1. To minimize optical cross-talk, each fibre is coated with a thin aluminium film. The 
individual fibre layers are staggered by multiples of 1/10 of the fibre size to improve the position 
resolution. The theoretical resolution of 14.4 µm per u or v coordinate is degraded due to imper-
fect staggering, cross-talk, noise and inefficient fibre channels. To reduce the impact of imperfect 
staggering on the detector resolution, all fibre positions were measured by microscope. In a test 
beam [17,18] with 120 GeV hadrons, the position resolution was measured to be between 30 µm 
and 35 µm. The efficiency to detect a traversing proton in a single fibre layer is typically 93%, 
with layer-to-layer variations of about 1%. The overlap detectors consist of three layers of 30 
scintillating fibres per layer measuring the vertical coordinate of traversing beam-halo particles 
or shower fragments.2 Two independent ODs are attached at each side of both MDs, as sketched 
in Fig. 1. The alignment of the ODs with respect to the coordinate system of the MDs was per-
formed by test-beam measurements using a silicon pixel telescope. A staggering by 1/3 of the 
fibre size results in a single-track resolution of about 50 µm. The signals from both types of 
tracking detectors are amplified by 64-channel multi-anode photomultipliers (MAPMTs). The 
scintillating fibres are directly coupled to the MAPMT photocathode. Altogether, 23 MAPMTs 
are used to read out each MD and its two adjacent ODs.

Both tracking detectors are completed by trigger counters which consist of 3 mm thick scin-
tillator plates covering the active areas of MDs and ODs. Each MD is equipped with two trigger 
counters and their signals are used in coincidence to reduce noise contributions. The ODs are 

2 Halo particles originate from beam particles which left the bunch structure of the beam but still circulate in the beam 
pipe.
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Fig. 2. A sketch of the experimental set-up, not to scale, showing the positions of the ALFA Roman Pot stations in the 
outgoing LHC beams, and the quadrupole (Q1–Q6) and dipole (D1–D2) magnets situated between the interaction point 
and ALFA. The ALFA detectors are numbered A1–A8, and are combined into inner stations A7R1 and A7L1, which 
are closer to the interaction point, and outer stations B7R1 and B7L1. The arrows indicate in the top panel the beam 
directions and in the bottom panel the scattered proton directions.

covered by single trigger counters and each signal is recorded. Clear-fibre bundles are used to 
guide all scintillation signals from the trigger counters to single-channel photomultipliers.

Before data taking, precision motors move the RPs vertically in 5 µm steps towards the beam. 
The position measurement is realized by inductive displacement sensors (LVDT) calibrated by a 
laser survey in the LHC tunnel. The internal precision of these sensors is 10 µm. In addition, the 
motor steps are used to cross-check the LVDT values.

The compact front-end electronics is assembled in a three-layer structure attached to the back 
side of each MAPMT. The three layers comprise a high-voltage divider board, a passive board 
for signal routing and an active board for signal amplification, discrimination and buffering using 
the MAROC chip [19,20]. The buffers of all 23 MAPMT readout chips of a complete detector are 
serially transmitted by five kapton cables to the mother-board. All digital signals are transmitted 
via a fibre optical link to the central ATLAS data acquisition system. The analogue trigger signals 
are sent by fast air-core cables to the central trigger processor.

The station and detector naming scheme is depicted in Fig. 2. The stations A7R1 and B7R1 
are positioned at z = −237.4 m and z = −241.5 m respectively in the outgoing beam 1 (C side), 
while the stations A7L1 and B7L1 are situated symmetrically in the outgoing beam 2 (A side). 
The detectors A1–A8 are inserted in increasing order in stations B7L1, A7L1, A7R1 and B7R1 
with even-numbered detectors in the lower RPs. Two spectrometer arms for elastic-scattering 
event topologies are defined by the following detector series: arm 1 comprising detectors A1, 
A3, A6, A8, and arm 2 comprising detectors A2, A4, A5, A7. The sequence of quadrupoles 
between the interaction point and ALFA is also shown in Fig. 2. Among them, the inner triplet 
Q1–Q3 is most important for the high-β� beam optics necessary for this measurement.

3. Measurement method

The data were recorded with special beam optics characterized by a β� of 90 m [21,22] at the 
interaction point resulting in a small divergence and providing parallel-to-point focusing in the 
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vertical plane.3 In parallel-to-point beam optics the betatron oscillation has a phase advance Ψ of 
90◦ between the interaction point and the RPs, such that all particles scattered at the same angle 
are focused at the same position at the detector, independent of their production vertex position. 
This focusing is only achieved in the vertical plane.

The beam optics parameters are needed for the reconstruction of the scattering angle θ� at 
the interaction point. The four-momentum transfer t is calculated from θ�; in elastic scattering at 
high energies this is given by:

−t = (
θ� × p

)2
, (3)

where p is the nominal beam momentum of the LHC of 3.5 TeV and θ� is measured from the 
proton trajectories in ALFA. A formalism based on transport matrices allows positions and angles 
of particles at two different points of the magnetic lattice to be related.

The trajectory (w(z), θw(z)), where w ∈ {x, y} is the transverse position with respect to the 
nominal orbit at a distance z from the interaction point and θw is the angle between w and z, is 
given by the transport matrix M and the coordinates at the interaction point (w�, θ�

w):(
w(z)

θw(z)

)
= M

(
w�

θ�
w

)
=

(
M11 M12

M21 M22

)(
w�

θ�
w

)
, (4)

where the elements of the transport matrix can be calculated from the optical function β and 
its derivative with respect to z and Ψ . The transport matrix M must be calculated separately 
in x and y and depends on the longitudinal position z; the corresponding indices have been 
dropped for clarity. While the focusing properties of the beam optics in the vertical plane enable 
a reconstruction of the scattering angle using only M12 with good precision, the phase advance 
in the horizontal plane is close to 180◦ and different reconstruction methods are investigated.

The ALFA detector was designed to use the “subtraction” method, exploiting the fact that for 
elastic scattering the particles are back-to-back, that the scattering angle at the A- and C-sides are 
the same in magnitude and opposite in sign, and that the protons originate from the same vertex. 
The beam optics was optimized to maximize the lever arm M12 in the vertical plane in order to 
access the smallest possible scattering angle. The positions measured with ALFA at the A- and 
C-side of ATLAS are roughly of the same size but opposite sign and in the subtraction method 
the scattering angle is calculated according to:

θ�
w = wA − wC

M12,A + M12,C
. (5)

This is the nominal method in both planes and yields the best t -resolution. An alternative method 
for the reconstruction of the horizontal scattering angle is to use the “local angle” θw measured 
by the two detectors on the same side:

θ�
w = θw,A − θw,C

M22,A + M22,C
. (6)

Another method performs a “local subtraction” of measurements at the inner station at 237 m 
and the outer station at 241 m, separately at the A- and C-side, before combining the two sides:

3 The β-function determines the variation of the beam envelope around the ring and depends on the focusing properties 
of the magnetic lattice.
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θ�
w,S = M241

11,S × w237,S − M237
11,S × w241,S

M241
11,S × M237

12,S − M237
11,S × M241

12,S

, S = A, C. (7)

Finally, the “lattice” method uses both the measured positions and the local angle to reconstruct 
the scattering angle by the inversion of the transport matrix(

w�

θ�
w

)
= M−1

(
w

θw

)
, (8)

and from the second row of the inverted matrix the scattering angle is determined

θ�
w = M−1

12 × w + M−1
22 × θw. (9)

All methods using the local angle suffer from a poor resolution due to a moderate angular res-
olution of about 10 µrad. Nevertheless, these alternative methods are used to cross-check the 
subtraction method and determine beam optics parameters.

For all methods t is calculated from the scattering angles as follows:

−t = ((
θ�
x

)2 + (
θ�
y

)2)
p2, (10)

where θ�
y is always reconstructed with the subtraction method, because of the parallel-to-point 

focusing in the vertical plane, while all four methods are used for θ�
x . Results on σtot using the 

four methods are discussed in Section 12.

4. Theoretical prediction and Monte Carlo simulation

Elastic scattering is related to the total cross section through the optical theorem (Eq. (1)) and 
the differential elastic cross section is obtained from the scattering amplitudes of the contributing 
diagrams:

dσ

dt
= 1

16π

∣∣fN(t) + fC(t)eiαφ(t)
∣∣2

. (11)

Here, fN is the purely strongly interacting amplitude, fC is the Coulomb amplitude and a phase 
φ is induced by long-range Coulomb interactions [23,24]. The individual amplitudes are given 
by

fC(t) = −8παh̄c
G2(t)

|t | , (12)

fN(t) = (ρ + i)
σtot

h̄c
e−B|t |/2, (13)

where G is the electric form factor of the proton, B the nuclear slope and ρ = Re(fel)/ Im(fel). 
The expression for the nuclear amplitude fN is an approximation valid at small |t | only. This 
analysis uses the calculation of the Coulomb phase from Ref. [24] with a conventional dipole 
parameterization of the proton electric form factor from Ref. [25]. The theoretical form of the 
t -dependence of the cross section is obtained from the evaluation of the square of the complex 
amplitudes:

dσ

dt
= 4πα2(h̄c)2

|t |2 × G4(t) − σtot × αG2(t)

|t |
[
sin

(
αφ(t)

) + ρ cos
(
αφ(t)

)] × exp
−B|t |

2

+ σ 2
tot

1 + ρ2

2
× exp

(−B|t |), (14)

16π(h̄c)
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where the first term corresponds to the Coulomb interaction, the second to the Coulomb–nuclear 
interference and the last to the hadronic interaction. This parameterization is used to fit the dif-
ferential elastic cross section to extract σtot and B . The inclusion of the Coulomb interaction in 
the fit of the total cross section increases the value of σtot by about 0.6 mb, compared with a fit 
with the nuclear term only.

The value of ρ is extracted from global fits performed by the COMPETE Collaboration 
to lower-energy elastic-scattering data comprising results from a variety of initial states [26,
27]. Systematic uncertainties originating from the choice of model are important and are ad-
dressed e.g. in Ref. [28]. Additionally, the inclusion of different data sets in the fit influences 
the value of ρ, as described in Refs. [29,30]. In this paper the value from Ref. [26] is used 
with a conservative estimate of the systematic uncertainty to account for the model dependence: 
ρ = 0.140 ± 0.008. The theoretical prediction given by Eq. (14) also depends on the Coulomb 
phase φ and the form factor G. Uncertainties in the Coulomb phase are estimated by replac-
ing the simple parameterization from Ref. [24] with alternative calculations from Refs. [25] and 
[31], which both predict a different t -dependence of the phase. Changing this has only a minor 
fractional impact of order 0.01 mb on the cross-section prediction.

The uncertainty on the electric form factor is derived from a comparison of the simple dipole 
parameterization used in this analysis to more sophisticated forms [32], which describe high-
precision low-energy elastic electron–proton data better [33]. Replacing the dipole by other forms 
also has a negligible impact of order 0.01 mb on the total cross-section determination.

Alternative parameterizations of the nuclear amplitude which deviate from the simple expo-
nential t -dependence are discussed in Section 12.3.

4.1. Monte Carlo simulation

Monte Carlo simulated events are used to calculate acceptance and unfolding corrections. 
The generation of elastic-scattering events is performed with PYTHIA8 [34,35] version 8.165, 
in which the t -spectrum is generated according to Eq. (14). The divergence of the incoming 
beams and the vertex spread are set in the simulation according to the measurements described 
in Section 5. After event generation, the elastically scattered protons are transported from the 
interaction point to the RPs, either by means of the transport matrix Eq. (4) or by the polymorphic 
tracking code module for the symplectic thick-lens tracking implemented in the MadX [36] beam 
optics calculation package.

A fast parameterization of the detector response is used for the detector simulation with the 
detector resolution tuned to the measured resolution. The resolution is measured by extrapolating 
tracks reconstructed in the inner stations to the outer stations using beam optics matrix-element 
ratios and comparing predicted positions with measured positions. It is thus a convolution of the 
resolutions in the inner and outer stations. The fast simulation is tuned to reproduce this con-
volved resolution. A full GEANT4 [37,38] simulation is used to set the resolution scale between 
detectors at the inner and outer stations, which cannot be determined from the data. The reso-
lution of the detectors at the outer stations is slightly worse than for the detectors at the inner 
stations as multiple scattering and shower fragments from the latter degrade the performance of 
the former.

Systematic uncertainties from the resolution difference between the detectors at the inner and 
outer stations are assessed by fixing the resolution of the detectors at the inner stations either to 
the value from GEANT4 or to the measurement from the test beam [17,18] and matching the 
resolution at the outer stations to reproduce the measured convolved resolution. The resolution 
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depends slightly on the vertical track position on the detector surface; a further systematic un-
certainty is assessed by replacing the constant resolution by a linear parameterization. The total 
systematic uncertainty on the resolution of about ±10% is dominated by the difference between 
the value from the test-beam measurement and from GEANT4 simulation.

5. Data taking

The data were recorded in a dedicated low-luminosity run using beam optics with a β� of 
90 m; details of the beam optics settings can be found in Refs. [21,22]. The duration of this 
run was four hours. For elastic-scattering events, the main pair of colliding bunches was used, 
which contained around 7 × 1010 protons per bunch. Several pairs of pilot bunches with lower 
intensity and unpaired bunches were used for the studies of systematic uncertainties. The rates 
of the head-on collisions were maximized using measurements from online luminosity monitors. 
The run used for data analysis was preceded by a run with identical beam optics to align the RPs.

5.1. Beam-based alignment

Very precise positioning of the RPs is mandatory to achieve the desired precision on the 
position measurement of 20–30 µm in both the horizontal and vertical dimensions. The first step 
is a beam-based alignment procedure to determine the position of the RPs with respect to the 
proton beams. One at a time, the eight pots are moved into the beam, ultimately by steps of 10 µm 
only, until the LHC beam-loss monitors give a signal well above threshold. The beam-based 
alignment procedure was performed in a dedicated fill with identical beam settings just before 
the data-taking run. The vertical positions of the beam envelopes were determined at each station 
by scraping the beam with the upper and lower RPs in turn.

From the positions of the upper and the lower RP windows with respect to the beam edges, 
the centre of the beam as well as the distance between the upper and lower pots were computed. 
For the two stations on side C the centres were off zero by typically 0.5–0.6 mm; for side A both 
were off by about −0.2 mm. On each side, the distances between the upper and the lower pots 
were measured to be 8.7 mm for the station nearer to the interaction point and 7.8 mm for the far 
one. This difference corresponds to the change in the nominal vertical beam widths (σy) between 
the two stations.

The data were collected with the pots at 6.5 × σy from the beam centre, the closest possible 
distance with reasonable background rates. With a value of the nominal vertical beam spread, σy , 
of 897 µm (856 µm) for the inner (outer) stations, the 6.5 × σy positions correspond to a typical 
distance of 5.83 mm (5.56 mm) from the beam line in the LHC reference frame.

5.2. Beam characteristics: stability and emittance

Beam position monitors, regularly distributed along the beam line between the interaction 
point and the RPs, were used to survey the horizontal and vertical positions of the beams. The 
variations in position throughout the duration of the data taking were of the order of 10 µm in 
both directions, which is equal to the precision of the measurement itself.

The vertical and horizontal beam emittances εy and εx , expressed in µm, are used in the 
simulation to track a scattered proton going from the interaction point to the RPs and therefore 
to determine the acceptance. These were measured at regular intervals during the fill using a 
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Fig. 3. Hit pattern of a proton trajectory in the ten fibre layers comprising the u coordinate. The superposition of fibre hits 
attributed to a track is shown in the histogram. The position of maximum overlap is used to determine the track position.

wire-scan method [39] and monitored bunch-by-bunch throughout the run using two beam syn-
chrotron radiation monitor systems; the latter were calibrated to the wire-scan measurements at 
the start of the run. The emittances varied smoothly from 2.2 µm to 3.0 µm (3.2 µm to 4.2 µm) 
for beam 1 (beam 2) in the horizontal plane and from 1.9 µm to 2.2 µm (2.0 µm to 2.2 µm) for 
beam 1 (beam 2) in the vertical plane. The systematic uncertainty on the emittance is about 10%. 
A luminosity-weighted average emittance is used in the simulation, resulting in an angular beam 
divergence of about 3 µrad.

5.3. Trigger conditions

To trigger on elastic-scattering events, two main triggers were used. The triggers required a 
coincidence of the main detector trigger scintillators between either of the two upper (lower) 
detectors on side A and either of the two lower (upper) detectors on side C. The elastic-scattering 
rate was typically 50 Hz in each arm. The trigger efficiency for elastic-scattering events was 
determined from a data stream in which all events with a hit in any one of the ALFA trigger 
counters were recorded. In the geometrical acceptance of the detectors, the efficiency of the 
trigger used to record elastic-scattering events is 99.96 ± 0.01%.

6. Track reconstruction and alignment

6.1. Track reconstruction

The reconstruction of elastic-scattering events is based on local tracks of the proton trajectory 
in the RP stations. A well-reconstructed elastic-scattering event consists of local tracks in all four 
RP stations.

The local tracks in the MDs are reconstructed from the hit pattern of protons traversing the 
scintillating fibre layers. In each MD, 20 layers of scintillating fibres are arranged perpendicular 
to the beam direction. The hit pattern of elastically scattered protons is characterized by a straight 
trajectory, almost parallel to the beam direction. In elastic events the average multiplicity per 
detector is about 23 hits, where typically 18–19 are attributed to the proton trajectory while the 
remaining 4–5 hits are due to beam-related background, cross-talk and electronic noise.

The reconstruction assumes that the protons pass through the fibre detector perpendicularly. 
A small angle below 1 mrad with respect to the beam direction has no sizeable impact. The 
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first step of the reconstruction is to determine the u and v coordinates from the two sets of ten 
layers which have the same orientation. The best estimate of the track position is given by the 
overlap region of the fiducial areas of all hit fibres. As illustrated in Fig. 3, the staggering of the 
fibres narrows the overlap region and thereby improves the resolution. The centre of the overlap 
region gives the u or v coordinate, while the width determines the resolution. Pairs of u and v
coordinates are transformed to spatial positions in the beam coordinate system.

To exclude events with hadronic showers and layers with a high noise level, fibre layers with 
more than ten hits are not used in track reconstruction. At least three layers out of the possible 
ten are required to have a hit multiplicity between one and three. Finally, the u and v coordinates 
accepted for spatial positions must be formed from at least three overlapping hit fibres.

If more than one particle passes through the detector in a single event, the orthogonal fibre 
geometry does not allow a unique formation of tracks. In elastic-scattering events, multiple tracks 
can originate from associated halo or shower particles as well as the overlap of two events. The 
first type of multiple tracks happens mostly at one side of the spectrometer arms and can be 
removed by track-matching with the opposite side. In the case of elastic pile-up, where multiple 
tracks are reconstructed in both arms, only the candidate with the best track-matching is accepted. 
The fraction of genuine pile-up is about 0.1% and is corrected by a global factor as described 
in Section 7.1.

The reconstruction of tracks in the ODs is based on the same method as described here for the 
MDs, but with reduced precision since only three fibre layers are available.

6.2. Alignment

The precise positions of the tracking detectors with respect to the circulating beams are crucial 
inputs for the reconstruction of the proton kinematics. For physics analysis, the detector positions 
are directly determined from the elastic-scattering data.

The alignment procedure is based on the distribution of track positions in the RP stations in 
the full elastic-scattering event sample. This distribution forms a narrow ellipse with its major 
axis in the vertical (y) direction, with an aperture gap between the upper and lower detectors. 
The measured distances between upper and lower MDs and the rotation symmetry of scattering 
angles are used as additional constraints.

Three parameters are necessary to align each MD: the horizontal and vertical positions and 
the rotation angle around the beam axis. A possible detector rotation around the horizontal or 
vertical axes can be of the order of a few mrad, as deduced from survey measurements and the 
alignment corrections for rotations around the beam axis. Such tiny deviations from the nominal 
angles result in small offsets which are effectively absorbed in the three alignment parameters.

The horizontal detector positions and the rotation angles are determined from a fit of a straight 
line to a profile histogram of the narrow track patterns in the upper and lower MDs. The uncer-
tainties are 1–2 µm for the horizontal coordinate and 0.5 mrad for the angles.

For the vertical detector positioning, the essential input is the distance between the upper and 
lower MDs. Halo particles which pass the upper and lower ODs at the same time are used for 
this purpose. Combining the two y-coordinates allows this distance to be determined. Many halo 
events are used to improve the precision of the distance value by averaging over large samples. 
The associated systematic uncertainty in the distance value is derived from variations of the 
requirements on hit and track multiplicities in the ODs. The measured distances between the 
upper and lower MDs for the nominal position at 6.5 ×σy and related errors are shown in Table 1. 
The main contributions to the uncertainty on the distance are due to uncertainties in the fibre 
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Table 1
The distance between the upper and lower MDs and related vertical detector positions. The coordinates ymeas refer to 
the individual alignment per station while the coordinates yref are derived by extrapolation using beam optics from the 
detector positions in the reference station A7L1. The quoted errors include statistical and systematic contributions.

Detector Station Distance [mm] ymeas [mm] yref [mm]

A1 B7L1 11.962 ± 0.081 5.981 ± 0.093 5.934 ± 0.076
A2 11.962 ± 0.081 −5.981 ± 0.093 −5.942 ± 0.076
A3 A7L1 12.428 ± 0.022 6.255 ± 0.079 6.255 ± 0.078
A4 12.428 ± 0.022 −6.173 ± 0.079 −6.173 ± 0.080
A5 A7R1 12.383 ± 0.018 6.080 ± 0.078 6.036 ± 0.088
A6 12.383 ± 0.018 −6.304 ± 0.078 −6.273 ± 0.087
A7 B7R1 11.810 ± 0.031 5.765 ± 0.077 5.820 ± 0.083
A8 11.810 ± 0.031 −6.045 ± 0.077 −6.120 ± 0.084

positions and the relative alignment of the ODs with respect to the MDs, both typically 10 µm. 
The most precise distance values, with uncertainties of about 20 µm, are achieved for the two 
inner stations A7L1 and A7R1. The values for the outer stations are degraded by shower particles 
from interactions in the inner stations. The large error on the distance in station B7L1 is due to a 
detector which was not calibrated in a test beam.

The absolute vertical detector positions with respect to the beam are determined using the 
criterion of equal track densities in the upper and lower MDs at identical distances from the 
beam. The reconstruction efficiency in each spectrometer arm, as documented in Section 7.3, is 
taken into account. A sliding window technique is applied to find the positions with equal track 
densities. The resulting values ymeas are summarized in Table 1. The typical position error is 
about 80 µm, dominated by the uncertainties on the reconstruction efficiency.

For the physics analysis, all vertical detector positions are derived from the detector posi-
tions in a single reference station by means of the beam optics. The measured lever arm ratios 
MX

12/M
A7L1
12 , with X labelling any other station, are used for the extrapolation from the reference 

station to the other stations. As a reference the detector positions ymeas of the inner station A7L1 
with a small distance error were chosen. The resulting detector positions yref are also given in 
Table 1. Selecting the other inner station A7R1 as a reference indicates that the systematic un-
certainty due to the choice of station is about 20 µm, which is well covered by the total position 
error.

7. Data analysis

7.1. Event selection

All data used in this analysis were recorded in a single run and only events resulting from 
collisions of the bunch pair with about 7 × 1010 protons per bunch were selected; events from 
pilot bunches were discarded. Furthermore, only periods of the data taking where the dead-time 
fraction was below 5% are used. This requirement eliminates a few minutes of the run. The 
average dead-time fraction was 0.3% for the selected data.

Events are required to pass the trigger conditions for elastic-scattering events, and have a 
reconstructed track in all four detectors of the arm which fired the trigger. Events with additional 
tracks in detectors of the other arm arise from the overlap of halo protons with elastic-scattering 
protons and are retained. In the case of an overlap of halo and elastic-scattering protons in the 
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Fig. 4. The correlation of the y coordinate measured at the A- and C-side for the inner stations. Elastic-scattering can-
didates after data quality, trigger and bunch selection but before acceptance and background rejection cuts are shown. 
Identified elastic events are required to lie between the red lines. (For interpretation of the references to color in this 
figure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

same detectors, which happens typically only on one side, a matching procedure between the 
detectors on each side is applied to identify the elastic-scattering track.

Further geometrical cuts on the left-right acollinearity are applied, exploiting the back-to-back 
topology of elastic-scattering events. The position difference between the left and the right sides 
is required to be within 3.5σ of its resolution determined from simulation, as shown in Fig. 4
for the vertical coordinate. An efficient cut against non-elastic background is obtained from the 
correlation of the local angle between two stations and the position in the horizontal plane, as 
shown in Fig. 5, where elastic-scattering events appear inside a narrow ellipse with positive slope, 
whereas beam-halo background is concentrated in a broad ellipse with negative slope or in an 
uncorrelated band.

Finally, fiducial cuts to ensure a good containment inside the detection area are applied to 
the vertical coordinate. It is required to be at least 60 µm from the edge of the detector nearer 
the beam, where the full detection efficiency is reached. At large vertical distance, the vertical 
coordinate must be at least 1 mm away from the shadow of the beam screen, a protection element 
of the quadrupoles, in order to minimize the impact from showers generated in the beam screen.

The numbers of events in the two arms after each selection criterion are given in Table 2. 
At the end of the selection procedure 805 428 events survive all cuts. A small asymmetry is ob-
served between the two arms, which arises from the detectors being at different vertical distances, 
asymmetric beam-screen positions and background distributions. A small number of elastic pile-
up events corresponding to a 0.1% fraction is observed, where two elastic events from the same 
bunch crossing are reconstructed in two different arms. Elastic pile-up events can also occur with 
two protons in the same detectors; in this case only one event is counted as described in Sec-
tion 6.1. A correction is applied for the pile-up events appearing in the same arms, by scaling the 
pile-up events in different arms by a factor of two.

7.2. Background determination

A small fraction of the background is expected to be inside the area defined by the ellip-
tical contour used to reject background shown in Fig. 5. The background events peak at small 
values of x and y and thus constitute an irreducible background at small |t |. The background pre-
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Fig. 5. The correlation between the horizontal coordinate, x, and the local horizontal angle, θx , on the A-side. Elastic-
scattering candidates after data quality, trigger and bunch selection but before acceptance and background rejection cuts 
are shown. Identified elastic events are required to lie inside the red ellipse.

Table 2
Numbers of events after each stage of the selection. The fractions of events surviving the event-selection criterion with 
respect to the total number of reconstructed events are shown for each criterion. The last row gives the number of observed 
pile-up events.

Selection criterion Numbers of events

Raw number of events 6 620 953
Bunch group selection 1 898 901
Data quality selection 1 822 128
Trigger selection 1 106 855

Arm 1 fraction Arm 2 fraction
Reconstructed tracks 459 229 428 213
Cut on x left vs right 445 262 97.0% 418 142 97.6%
Cut on y left vs right 439 887 95.8% 414 421 96.8%
Cut on x vs θx 434 073 94.5% 410 558 95.9%
Beam-screen cut 419 890 91.4% 393 320 91.9%
Edge cut 415 965 90.6% 389 463 91.0%

Total selected 805 428
Elastic pile-up 1060

dominantly originates from accidental coincidences of beam-halo particles, but single diffractive 
protons in coincidence with a halo proton at the opposite side may also contribute.

While elastic-scattering events are selected in the “golden” topology with two tracks in oppo-
site vertical detector positions on the left and right side, events in the “anti-golden” topology with 
two tracks in both upper or both lower detectors at the left and right side are pure background 
from accidental coincidences. After applying the event selection cuts, these events yield an esti-
mate of background in the elastic sample with the golden topology. Furthermore, the anti-golden 
events can be used to calculate the form of the t -spectrum for background events by flipping the 
sign of the vertical coordinate on either side. As shown in Fig. 6, the background t -spectrum 
peaks strongly at small t and falls off steeply, distinguishably different from the distribution 
obtained for elastic events.
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Fig. 6. The counting rate dN/dt , before corrections, as a function of t in arm 1 compared to the background spectrum 
determined using anti-golden events. The form of the distribution is modified by acceptance effects (see Fig. 9).

Table 3
Number of background events in each arm estimated with the anti-golden method 
and systematic uncertainties from the difference from the vertex method. The 
arm ++ comprises all four upper detectors, the arm −− all four lower detectors.

Arm ++ Arm −−
Numbers of background events 3329 1497
Statistical error ±58 ±39
Systematic error ±1100 ±1200

Alternatively, the amount of background per arm is determined from the distribution of the 
horizontal vertex position at the interaction point, reconstructed using the beam optics transport 
Eq. (4). For elastic scattering, the vertex position peaks at small values of x, whereas for back-
ground the shape is much broader since halo background does not originate from the interaction 
point. Hence the fraction of background events can be determined from a fit to the measured 
distribution using templates.

The anti-golden method is used to estimate the background. Systematic uncertainties in the 
normalization are taken from the difference between the anti-golden method and the vertex 
method, while the background shape uncertainty is obtained from variations of the flipping pro-
cedure used to transform the anti-golden events into elastic-like events. The expected numbers of 
background events are given in Table 3 together with their uncertainties. The total uncertainty on 
the background is dominated by the systematic uncertainty of 50–80%. Given the overall small 
background contamination of about 0.5%, the large systematic uncertainty has only a small im-
pact on the total cross-section determination.

7.3. Event reconstruction efficiency

Elastic-scattering events inside the acceptance region are expected to have a proton track 
in each of the four detectors of the corresponding spectrometer arm. However, in the case of 
interactions of the protons or halo particles with the stations or detectors, which result in too 
large fibre hit multiplicities, the track reconstruction described in Section 6.1 may fail. The rate 
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of elastic-scattering events has to be corrected for losses due to such partly reconstructed events. 
This correction is defined as the event reconstruction efficiency.

A method based on a tag-and-probe approach is used to estimate the efficiency. Events are 
grouped into several reconstruction cases, for which different selection criteria and corrections 
are applied, to determine if an event is from elastically scattered protons, but was not fully re-
constructed because of inefficiencies.

The reconstruction efficiency of elastic-scattering events is defined as εrec = Nreco/(Nreco +
Nfail), where Nreco is the number of fully reconstructed elastic-scattering events, which have at 
least one reconstructed track in each of the four detectors of an spectrometer arm, and Nfail is 
the number of not fully reconstructed elastic-scattering events which have reconstructed tracks 
in fewer than four detectors. It does not include the efficiency of other selection cuts, which 
is discussed in Section 8, and is separate from any acceptance effects. Events of both classes 
need to have an elastic-scattering trigger signal and need to be inside the acceptance region, 
i.e. they have to fulfill the event selection criteria for elastic-scattering events. The efficiency is 
determined separately for the two spectrometer arms. Based on the number of detectors with at 
least one reconstructed track the events are grouped into six reconstruction cases 4/4, 3/4, 2/4, 
(1 + 1)/4, 1/4 and 0/4. Here the digit in front of the slash indicates the number of detectors with 
at least one reconstructed track. In the 2/4 case both detectors with tracks are on one side of the 
interaction point and in the (1 + 1)/4 case they are on different sides. With this definition one 
can write

εrec = Nreco

Nreco + Nfail
= N4/4

N4/4 + N3/4 + N2/4 + N(1+1)/4 + N1/4 + N0/4
, (15)

where Nk/4 is the number of events with k detectors with at least one reconstructed track in a 
spectrometer arm. The event counts Nk/4 need to be corrected for background, which is described 
in the following.

Elastic-scattering events are selected for the various cases based on the event selection criteria 
described in Section 7.1. The proton with reconstructed tracks on one side of the interaction 
point is used as a tag and the one on the other side as a probe. Both tag and probe have to pass 
the event selection to be counted as an elastic-scattering event and to be classified as one of 
the reconstruction cases. Depending on the case, only a sub-set of the event selection criteria 
can be used, because just a limited number of detectors with reconstructed tracks is available. 
For example it is not possible to check for left-right acollinearity of 2/4 events, because tracks 
are only reconstructed on one side of the interaction point. To disentangle the efficiency from 
acceptance, the total fibre hit multiplicity (sum of all fibre hits in the 20 layers of a detector; 
maximum is 1280 hits) in all detectors without any reconstructed track has to have a minimum 
value of six. In this way, events where tracks could not be reconstructed due to too few fibre 
hits are excluded from the efficiency calculation and only handled by the acceptance, which is 
discussed in Section 8.

With events from the 3/4 case it is possible to apply most of the event selection criteria 
and reconstruct t well with the subtraction method. The position distribution of reconstructed 
tracks in 3/4 events agrees very well with that from 4/4 events, as shown in Fig. 7 for the 
vertical coordinate. Because of this good agreement and the ability to reconstruct t , a partial 
event reconstruction efficiency ε̂rec(t) = N4/4(t)/[N4/4(t) + N3/4(t)] as a function of t can be 
constructed, as shown in Fig. 8. Linear fits, applied to the partial efficiencies of each spectrometer 
arm, yield small residual slopes consistent with zero within uncertainties. This confirms that 
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Fig. 7. Distribution of the vertical track position at the detector surface for detector A3 of the 2/4 case (•) where no track 
was reconstructed in A6 and A8, the 3/4 case (◦) where no track was reconstructed in A8 and of the 4/4 case (�). The 
distributions are normalized to the number of events in the 4/4 case. The bottom panel displays ratios between k/4 and 
4/4 with statistical uncertainties.

Fig. 8. Partial event reconstruction efficiency ε̂rec as a function of −t for elastic arms 1 (•) and 2 (◦). The solid line is a 
linear fit to arm 1 and the dashed one to arm 2.

the efficiency εrec in Eq. (15) is independent of t , as is expected from the uniform material 
distribution in the detector volume.

Two complications arise when counting 2/4 events. First, the vertical position distributions 
of the two detectors with reconstructed tracks do not agree with that from 4/4 events. As shown 
in Fig. 7 for A3, peaks appear at both edges of the distribution. These peaks are caused by 
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events where protons hit the beam screen or thin RP window on one side of the interaction 
point and tracks are therefore only reconstructed on the other side. Since these events would be 
excluded by acceptance cuts, they are removed from the efficiency calculation. This is achieved 
by extrapolating the vertical position distribution from the central region without the peaks to the 
full region using the shape of the distribution from 4/4 events.

The second complication arises from single-diffraction background, which has a similar event 
topology to the 2/4 events. This background is reduced by elastic-scattering trigger conditions, 
but an irreducible component remains. Therefore, the fraction of elastic-scattering events is deter-
mined with a fit, which uses two templates to fit the horizontal position distributions. Templates 
for elastic-scattering events and a combination of single diffraction and other backgrounds are 
both determined from data. For the elastic-scattering template, events are selected as described 
in Section 7.1. Events for the background template are selected based on various trigger sig-
nals that enhance the background and reduce the elastic-scattering contribution. The fit yields an 
elastic-scattering fraction in the range of rel = 0.88 to 0.96, depending on the detector.

Because about 95% of Nfail consists of 3/4 and 2/4 events, the other cases play only a mi-
nor role. For cases (1 + 1)/4 and 1/4 an additional event selection criterion on the horizontal 
position distribution is applied to enhance the contribution from elastic scattering and suppress 
background. Edge peaks are present in the y-position distributions of 1/4 events, and the ex-
trapolation procedure, described above, is also applied. In the 0/4 case no track is reconstructed 
in any detector and the event selection criteria cannot be applied. Therefore, the number of 0/4
events is estimated from the probability to get a 2/4 event, which is determined from the ratio 
of the number of 2/4 to the number of 4/4 events. The contribution to Nfail of this estimated 
number of 0/4 events is only about 1%.

The systematic uncertainties on the reconstruction efficiency are determined by varying the 
event selection criteria. Additional uncertainties arise from the choice of central extrapolation 
region in y for 2/4 and 1/4 events and from the fraction fit. The uncertainties on the fraction fit 
are also determined by selection criteria variation and an additional uncertainty is attributed to 
the choice of background template.

The event reconstruction efficiencies in arm 1 and arm 2 are determined to be εrec,1 =
0.8974 ± 0.0004 (stat.) ± 0.0061 (syst.) and εrec,2 = 0.8800 ± 0.0005 (stat.) ± 0.0092 (syst.) re-
spectively. The efficiency in arm 1 is slightly larger than in arm 2, due to differences in the 
detector configurations. In arm 1 the trigger plates are positioned after the scintillating tracking 
fibres and in arm 2 they are positioned in front of them. This orientation leads to a higher shower 
probability and a lower efficiency in arm 2.

8. Acceptance and unfolding

The acceptance is defined as the ratio of events passing all geometrical and fiducial acceptance 
cuts defined in Section 7.1 to all generated events and is calculated as a function of t . The cal-
culation is carried out with PYTHIA8 as elastic-scattering event generator and MadX for beam 
transport based on the effective optics (see Section 9.2). The acceptance is shown in Fig. 9 for 
each arm.

The shape of the acceptance curve can be understood from the contributions of the vertical and 
horizontal scattering angles to t , −t = ((θ�

x )2 + (θ�
y )2)p2. The smallest accessible value of t is 

obtained at the detector edge and set by the vertical distance of the detector from the beam. Close 
to the edge, the acceptance is small because a fraction of the events is lost due to beam divergence, 
i.e. events being inside the acceptance on one side but outside at the other side. At small |t | up 
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Fig. 9. The acceptance as a function of the true value of t for each arm with total uncertainties shown as error bars. 
The lower panels show relative total and statistical uncertainties.

to −t ∼ 0.07 GeV2 vertical and horizontal scattering angles contribute about equally to a given 
value of t . Larger t -values imply larger vertical scattering angles and larger values of y, and with 
increasing y the fraction of events lost in the gap between the main detectors decreases. The 
maximum acceptance is reached for events occurring at the largest possible values of y within 
the beam-screen cut. Beyond that point the acceptance decreases steadily because the events are 
required to have larger values of x since these t -values are dominated by the horizontal scattering 
angle component. This also explains the difference between the two arms, which is dominated 
by the difference between the respective beam-screen cuts.

The measured t -spectrum is affected by detector resolution and beam smearing effects, in-
cluding angular divergence, vertex smearing and energy smearing. These effects are visible in 
the t -resolution and the purity of the t -spectrum. The purity is defined as the ratio of the number 
of events generated and reconstructed in a particular bin to the total number of events recon-
structed in that bin. The purity is about 60% for the subtraction method, and is about a factor 
of two worse for the local angle method. The limited t -resolution induces migration effects be-
tween bins, which reduces the purity. Fig. 10 shows the t -resolution for different t -reconstruction 
methods.

The resolution for the subtraction method improves from 12% at small |t | to 3% at large |t |
and is about a factor three to four better than the other methods. The t -resolution differences 
arise because of differences in the spatial and angular resolution of the various reconstruction 
methods. The subtraction method is superior to the others because only the spatial resolution 
contributes, whereas the poor angular resolution in the horizontal plane degrades the resolution 
of the other methods.
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Fig. 10. The relative resolution RMS((t − trec)/t), where trec is the reconstructed value of t , for different reconstruction 
methods. The resolution for local subtraction is not shown as it is practically the same as for the lattice method. The dotted 
line shows the resolution without detector resolution, accounting only for beam effects. It is the same for all methods.

The measured t -spectrum in each arm, after background subtraction, is corrected for migration 
effects using an iterative, dynamically stabilized unfolding method [40]. Monte Carlo simulation 
is used to obtain the migration matrix used in the unfolding. The results are cross-checked using 
an unfolding based on the singular value decomposition method [41]. The unfolding procedure 
is applied to the distribution obtained using all selected events, after background subtraction in 
each elastic arm.

A data-driven closure test is used to evaluate any bias in the unfolded data spectrum shape 
due to mis-modelling of the reconstruction-level spectrum shape in the simulation. The simula-
tion is reweighted at particle level such that the reconstructed simulation matches the data. The 
modified reconstruction-level simulation is unfolded using the original migration matrix, and the 
result is compared with the modified particle-level spectrum. The resulting bias is considered 
as a systematic uncertainty. An additional closure test, based on Monte Carlo simulation, was 
performed with independent Monte Carlo samples with a different physics model with different 
nuclear slopes.

Further systematic uncertainties are related to the simulation of the detector resolution and 
beam conditions, as discussed in Section 11. The systematic shifts are smaller than 0.5% in the 
|t |-range below 0.2 GeV2 and increase up to 3% at large |t | for all methods of t -reconstruction.

The unfolding method introduces correlations between bins of the t -spectrum. These correla-
tions are calculated using simulated pseudo-experiments with the same number of events as the 
data. The resulting statistical covariance matrix is included in the fits for the total cross section.

9. Beam optics

The precision of the t -reconstruction depends on knowledge of the elements of the transport 
matrix. From the design of the 90 m beam optics along with the alignment parameters of the 
magnets, the magnet currents and the field calibrations, all transport matrix elements can be 
calculated. This initial set of matrix elements is referred to as “design optics”. Small corrections, 
allowed within the range of the systematic uncertainties, need to be applied to the design optics 
for the measurement of σtot. In particular, corrections are needed in the horizontal plane where the 
phase advance is close to 180◦, because the lever arm M12 = √

β × β� sinΨ is rather sensitive 
to the value of Ψ .
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Constraints on beam optics parameters are derived from the ALFA data, exploiting the fact 
that the reconstructed scattering angle must be the same for different reconstruction methods 
using different transport matrix elements. The beam optics parameters are determined from a 
global fit, using these constraints, with the design optics as a starting value.

9.1. ALFA constraints

The reconstructed tracks from elastic collisions can be used to derive certain constraints on 
the beam optics directly from the data. Two classes of constraints are distinguished:

• Correlations between positions or angles measured either at the A-side and C-side or at inner 
and outer stations of ALFA. These are used to infer the ratio of matrix elements in the beam 
transport matrix. The resulting constraints are independent of any optics input.

• Correlations between the reconstructed scattering angles. These are calculated using differ-
ent methods to derive further constraints on matrix elements as scaling factors. These factors 
indicate the amount of scaling needed for a given matrix element ratio in order to equal-
ize the measurement of the scattering angle. These constraints depend on the given optics 
model. The design beam optics with quadrupole currents measured during the run is used as 
reference to calculate the constraints.

With parallel-to-point focusing the measured position at the RP is to a first approximation related 
to the scattering angle by w = M12,w × θ�

w , w ∈ {x, y}, up to a small contribution from the vertex 
term in M11 in the horizontal plane. The ratio of A-side to the C-side track positions is thus on 
average equal to the ratio of the lever arms MA

12/M
C
12, because the scattering angle at the A-side 

is the same as at the C-side for elastic scattering, up to beam divergence effects. In a similar 
way, the ratio of the M22 matrix elements is obtained from the correlation between the angles 
measured in the two stations on one side. In the vertical plane the ratio of M12 between the 
inner and outer station is also measured, whereas in the horizontal plane the correlation between 
positions cannot be translated into a measurement of the M12 ratio because of the contribution 
from the vertex term in M11, which is different for the inner and outer detectors.

The second class of constraints is derived from the assumption that the reconstructed scat-
tering angle must be the same for different methods for a consistent beam optics model. The 
best example is the comparison of the scattering angle in the horizontal plane reconstructed with 
the subtraction method, Eq. (5), which is based on the position and M12,x , and the local angle 
method, Eq. (6), which is based on the local angle and M22,x . The scaling factor for the matrix 
element ratio M12/M22 is derived from the slope of the difference of the scattering angle between 
the two methods as a function of the scattering angle determined with the subtraction method, as 
shown in Fig. 11. Here the slope of about 5% indicates that the design optics ratio M12,x/M22,x

needs to be increased by 5% in order to obtain from the data, on average, the same scattering 
angle from both methods. As discussed in Section 9.2 such an increase in the ratio is compatible 
with realistic deviations of the quadrupole strengths from nominal. Constraints of this type are 
obtained for inner and outer detectors in both the vertical and horizontal planes independently.

Finally, a constraint on the ratio of the M12 matrix element in the vertical plane to that in 
the horizontal plane is derived from the isotropy of the scattering angle in the transverse plane. 
Here 2D-patterns of the horizontal and vertical scattering angle components reconstructed with 
the subtraction method are analyzed by selecting regions with approximately constant density, 
which appear as sections of a circle in the case of perfect optics. A scaling factor for M12,y/M12,x
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Fig. 11. The difference in reconstructed scattering angle �θ�
x between the subtraction and local angle methods as a 

function of the scattering angle from subtraction method for the inner detectors. In each bin of the scattering angle the 
points show the mean value of �θ�

x and the error bar represents the RMS. The line represents the result of a linear fit. 
Values obtained using the effective optics (see Section 9.2) are also shown for comparison.

Table 4
Summary of the ALFA constraints on beam optics with uncertainties. The first group of constraints are for transport 
matrix element ratios, the second group comprises scaling factors for matrix element ratios with respect to design optics. 
B1 and B2 represent beam 1 and beam 2.

Constraint Value Stat. Syst. Total

M12,x (237 m)B2/B1 1.0063 0.0015 0.0041 0.0044
M12,x (241 m)B2/B1 1.0034 0.0010 0.0041 0.0042
M22,xB2/B1 0.9932 0.0007 0.0041 0.0042
M12,y (237 m)B2/B1 0.9951 0.0001 0.0026 0.0026
M12,y (241 m)B2/B1 0.9972 0.0001 0.0026 0.0026
M12,y237/241B2 1.0491 0.0001 0.0007 0.0008
M12,y237/241B1 1.0481 0.0001 0.0007 0.0008
M22,yB2/B1 0.9830 0.0002 0.0180 0.0180

R(M12,x/M22,x )(237 m) 1.0551 0.0003 0.0022 0.0023
R(M12,x/M22,x )(241 m) 1.0453 0.0002 0.0013 0.0014
R(M12,y/M22,y )(237 m) 1.0045 0.0001 0.0061 0.0061
R(M12,y/M22,y )(241 m) 1.0046 0.0001 0.0065 0.0065
R(M12,y/M12,x )(237 m) 0.9736 0.0052 0.0104 0.0116
R(M12,y/M12,x )(241 m) 0.9886 0.0057 0.0072 0.0092

is inferred from a fit of an ellipse to these patterns, and the ratio of matrix elements is taken from 
the ratio of the major to minor axis of the ellipse. All ALFA constraints on the beam optics are 
summarized in Table 4.

Systematic uncertainties are obtained from several variations of the analysis and dominate the 
precision of the constraints. An important uncertainty is deduced from the difference between the 
constraints for the two arms, i.e. the difference between the upper and lower detectors for which 
the optics must be the same. A variation of the selection cuts is used to probe the possible influ-
ence of background. All constraints are obtained from fits and a variation of the fit range allows 
potential biases related to acceptance effects to be tested. All alignment parameters are varied 
within their systematic uncertainties and the constraint analysis repeated. The observed maxi-
mum change in each constraint is taken as the corresponding systematic uncertainty. The limited 
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Fig. 12. Pulls from the beam optics fit to the ALFA constraints which are given in Table 4.

detector resolution induces in the scaling factors a small bias of about 0.5% even with perfect 
optics. This is estimated with simulation and subtracted. This correction depends on the physics 
model and detector resolution used in the simulation. The simulation was repeated with a varia-
tion of the nuclear slope B = 19.5 ± 1.0 GeV−2 and separately with a variation of the detector 
resolution according to the procedure outlined in Section 4.1. In both cases the maximum change 
of the constraints with the alternative bias corrections is taken as a systematic uncertainty. For 
some of the constraints with a similar type of uncertainty the systematic errors are averaged to 
suppress statistical fluctuations.

9.2. Beam optics fit

The constraints described in the previous section are combined in a fit used to determine the 
beam optics. The free parameters of the fit are the quadrupole strengths in both beams. All ALFA 
constraints are treated as uncorrelated. The effect of the longitudinal quadrupole position is negli-
gible when varied by its uncertainty, though this is considered in the total systematic uncertainties 
(see Section 11.1). In the minimization procedure, the beam optics calculation program MadX is 
used to extract the optics parameters and to calculate the matrix element ratios for a given set of 
magnet strengths.

The ALFA detection system provides precise constraints on the matrix element ratios, but 
cannot probe the deviation of single magnets. Therefore several sets of optics parameters exist 
that minimize the χ2, arising from different combinations of magnet strengths. The chosen con-
figuration, called the effective optics, is one solution among many. This solution is obtained by 
allowing only the inner triplet magnets Q1 and Q3 to vary coherently from their nominal strength. 
Q1 and Q3 were manufactured at a different site from the other quadrupoles, and relative cali-
bration differences are possible. Other alternatives are taken into account in the total systematic 
uncertainties (see Section 11.1).

Fig. 12 shows the pull of the ALFA constraints after the minimization, which resulted in an 
offset of approximately 0.3% for the strength of Q1 and Q3, with a difference of about 10% be-
tween the two beams. The χ2 of the fit includes the systematic uncertainties of the constraints and 
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is of good quality with χ2/Ndof = 13.2/12. No measurement deviates from the fit by more than 
about two standard deviations; the largest deviation is observed for the high-precision constraint 
on M12 in the vertical plane. This solution was cross-checked using the LHC measurements of 
the phase advance. This effective optics is used for the total cross-section measurement.

10. Luminosity determination

In normal running conditions at high luminosity (L > 1033 cm−2 s−1), ATLAS exploits sev-
eral detectors and algorithms to determine the luminosity and evaluate the related systematic 
uncertainty. These include LUCID (luminosity measurement with a Cherenkov integrating detec-
tor), BCM (beam conditions monitor) and the inner detector, for the bunch-by-bunch luminosity 
determination, and the tile and forward calorimeters, for bunch-integrated luminosity measure-
ments. Details of the ATLAS luminosity measurement can be found in Ref. [42], which includes 
a description of all the detectors and algorithms, the calibration procedure, the background eval-
uation and subtraction and the estimation of the systematic uncertainties.

The conditions in the low-luminosity run analyzed here are very different from those in 
high-luminosity runs. The instantaneous luminosity is about six orders of magnitude lower 
(L ∼ 5 × 1027 cm−2 s−1) which makes the calorimeter methods unusable due to the lack of 
sensitivity. An additional method based on vertex counting in the inner detector (ID) was in-
cluded; this method is most effective at low pile-up. Another difference with respect to the normal 
high-luminosity conditions is the background composition: the beam–gas contribution, normally 
negligible, can become competitive with the collision rate in the low-luminosity regime. The 
background due to slowly decaying, collision-induced radiation (often called “afterglow” [42]) 
becomes conversely less important, because of the presence of only a few colliding bunches.

In the 2011 data taking, the BCM was used as the baseline detector for the luminosity determi-
nation. It consists of four independent detectors grouped into two sets of two, vertical (BCMV) 
and horizontal (BCMH), located on each side of the interaction point and made of diamond sen-
sors. For the high-β� run, an inclusive-OR of the two sides was used to define an event with 
activity in the detector. The luminosity is determined with the event-counting method based on 
this definition (BCMV_EventOR, BCMH_EventOR). LUCID is also located on both sides of 
the interaction point and detects charged particles produced in the forward direction by collect-
ing, with photomultipliers, the Cherenkov light produced. It measures luminosity with the same 
definition as used for BCM (LUCID_EventOR), with the addition of an event-counting algo-
rithm, requiring a coincidence between the two sides (LUCID_EventAND), and a hit-counting 
algorithm (LUCID_HitOR), in which the number of photomultipliers providing a signal above 
threshold is counted. A third method for measuring the per-bunch luminosity is provided by the 
inner detector. This method counts the number of primary vertices per event, which is propor-
tional to the luminosity. The vertex selection criteria required a minimum of five good-quality 
tracks with transverse momentum larger than 400 MeV, forming a common vertex [42]. As about 
12% of the high-β� run data were acquired when the high voltage of the ID was lowered for 
detector-protection reasons, the vertex-based algorithm is not available for that part of the run.

The absolute luminosity scale of each algorithm was calibrated [42] by the van der Meer 
(vdM) method in an intermediate luminosity regime (L ∼ 5 × 1030 cm−2 s−1). Table 5 lists the 
integrated luminosity reported by the BCM, LUCID and vertex-based luminosity algorithms 
(VTX5) during the run analyzed here, both for the full sample and for the fraction during which 
the ID was fully operational. As for the standard running conditions, BCMV_EventOR was cho-
sen as the preferred algorithm for the luminosity determination, as its response is stable and 
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Table 5
Integrated luminosity measured using the different algorithms and deviations from the reference value 
(BCMV_EventOR). The results are reported for the full data set and for the subset thereof during which the ATLAS 
ID was fully operational. The uncertainties are statistical only. For LUCID_EventAND, no error is assigned as the 
luminosity is numerically determined from a formula dependent on the measured event rate.

Algorithm Lint [µb−1] Deviation (%) Lint [µb −1] Deviation (%)

Full data set Data with ID on

BCMV_EventOR 78.72 ± 0.13 – 69.48 ± 0.12 –
BCMH_EventOR 78.10 ± 0.13 −0.80 68.94 ± 0.12 −0.78
LUCID_EventOR 77.63 ± 0.04 −1.38 68.55 ± 0.04 −1.34
LUCID_EventAND 77.49 −1.57 68.42 −1.53
LUCID_HitOR 78.71 ± 0.03 −0.01 69.49 ± 0.03 +0.01
VTX5 68.93 ± 0.13 −0.79

Fig. 13. Luminosity measured by the various algorithms (top) and relative deviations from the reference 
BCMV_EventOR algorithm (bottom), as a function of time.

independent of the luminosity scale, from vdM to high luminosity [42] conditions. Table 5 also 
reports the fractional deviation of each measurement from the reference value; the largest such 
difference is 1.6%. In Fig. 13 the luminosity measurements from the various algorithms are 
shown as a function of time (top), together with the percent deviations from the reference algo-
rithm (bottom).

The contributions to the systematic uncertainty affecting the absolute integrated luminosity 
during the high-β� run can be categorized as follows.
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Fig. 14. Counting rate dN/dt as a function of t in arm 1 for different reconstruction methods before corrections. The 
error bars represent the statistical uncertainty only. The local subtraction method is not shown as it is indistinguishable 
from the lattice method.

• The uncertainty on the absolute luminosity scale, as determined by the vdM method, amounts 
to 1.53% [42]. Because it is dominated by beam conditions rather than by instrumental ef-
fects, this “scale uncertainty” is common to all luminosity algorithms.

• The “calibration-transfer” uncertainty, associated with transferring the absolute luminosity 
scale from the intermediate-luminosity regime of the vdM scans to the very low-luminosity 
conditions of elastic-scattering measurements five months later. It is discussed more exten-
sively below.

• The uncertainty related to the subtraction of beam-associated background during the high-β�

run is estimated to be 0.20%, which results from varying the magnitude of the background 
correction for the reference algorithm by 80%.

The calibration-transfer uncertainty reflects the uncertainty in the potential shift in BCM response 
from vdM to high-luminosity conditions (0.25%), the relative long-term stability (0.70%) of the 
BCM during the several months of high-luminosity running that separate the vdM calibration 
period from the high-β� run, and the stability of the LUCID and BCM calibration transfer from 
the high- to the very low-luminosity regime. While the former two are extensively documented 
in Ref. [42], the latter is more difficult to assess. The consistency between independent estimates 
of the integrated luminosity, as quantified in Table 5 by the largest deviation from the reference 
value (1.6%), is therefore conservatively taken as an upper limit on the systematic uncertainty 
associated with the third step (high to very-low luminosity) of this calibration transfer.

The total systematic uncertainty on the integrated luminosity Lint during the high-β� run 
is computed as the sum in quadrature of the scale uncertainty, the overall calibration-transfer 
uncertainty and the background uncertainty; it amounts to 2.3%. The final result for the selected 
running period is:

Lint = 78.7 ± 0.1 (stat.) ± 1.9 (syst.) µb−1.

11. The differential elastic cross section

The raw t -spectrum of elastic-scattering candidates in one detector arm after the event se-
lection is shown in Fig. 14. Different t -reconstruction methods using the effective optics are 
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Fig. 15. The differential elastic cross section measured using the subtraction method. The outer error bars indicate the 
total experimental uncertainty and the inner error bars the statistical uncertainty. The lower panel shows the relative total 
and statistical uncertainties.

compared. Differences between the methods are visible at large |t |, where the resolution effects 
for methods using the local angle are most important. In order to calculate the differential elastic 
cross section, several corrections are applied. The corrections are done individually per detector 
arm and the corrected spectra from the two arms are combined. In a given bin ti the cross section 
is calculated according to the following formula:

dσ

dti
= 1

�ti
× M−1[Ni − Bi]

Ai × εreco × εtrig × εDAQ × Lint
, (16)

where �ti is the bin width, M−1 represents the unfolding procedure applied to the background-
subtracted number of events Ni − Bi , Ai is the acceptance, εreco is the event reconstruction 
efficiency, εtrig is the trigger efficiency, εDAQ is the dead-time correction and Lint is the inte-
grated luminosity used for this analysis.

The binning in t is appropriate for the experimental resolution and statistics. At small t the 
selected bin width is 1.5 times the resolution. At larger |t | the bin width is increased to com-
pensate for the lower number of events from the exponentially falling distribution. The resulting 
differential elastic cross section using the subtraction method is shown in Fig. 15 with statistical 
and systematic uncertainties. The numerical values for all bins are summarized in Table 6.

An overview of the contributions to the total uncertainty is given in Fig. 16. Inside the fit range 
used to extract the total cross section, indicated by vertical lines, the dominant contribution to 
the uncertainty is the t -independent luminosity error. The statistical error is only a small contri-
bution to the total error. The experimental uncertainty comprises various contributions which are 
discussed in the following.

11.1. Systematic uncertainties

The following uncertainties are propagated to the differential elastic cross section:
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Fig. 16. Relative statistical and systematic uncertainties for the differential elastic cross section for different groups of 
uncertainties. Only the t -range relevant to the extraction of the total cross section is shown; the vertical lines indicate the 
fit range.

• The amount of background is varied by the difference between the yields obtained from 
the anti-golden and the vertex methods. The background shape is varied by the inversion of 
the sign of the vertical coordinate y on one side of the anti-golden arm, combined with an 
inversion of the x-coordinate (see Section 7.1).

• The impact of alignment uncertainties is estimated from different sets of the alignment pa-
rameter values (see Section 6.2).

• The uncertainties related to the effective optics are obtained by varying the optics constraints, 
changing the strength of the quadrupoles Q2, Q4, Q5 and Q6 by ±1� and changing only 
Q5 and Q6 by −2�, as suggested by LHC constraints on the phase advance. Additional un-
certainties are determined by varying the quadrupole alignment according to its uncertainty, 
propagating the fit uncertainties for the strength of Q1 and Q3 to the resulting optics and by 
taking the difference between the transfer-matrix-based beam transport used in the optics fit 
and the MadX beam transport (see Section 9).

• The nuclear slope used in the simulation is varied conservatively by ±1 GeV−2 around 
19.5 GeV−2 (see Section 4).

• The detector resolution is varied, replacing the resolution determined from collision data 
with values 3–4 µm smaller, as predicted from the GEANT4 simulation, and 4–5 µm larger, 
as measured using test-beam data. Additionally, a y-dependent resolution is used instead of 
a constant value (see Section 4.1).

• The emittance used to calculate the angular divergence in the simulation is varied by ±10%
(see Section 5.2).

• The event reconstruction efficiency is varied by its uncertainty discussed in Section 7.3.
• For the tracking efficiency the minimum number of fibre layers required to reconstruct a 

track is varied between three and six (see Section 6.1).
• The intrinsic unfolding uncertainty is determined from the data-driven closure test in Sec-

tion 8.
• The impact of a residual beam crossing angle in the horizontal plane of ±10 µrad is taken 

into account. This variation is derived from the precision of the beam position monitors.
• The nominal beam energy used in the t -reconstruction according to Eq. (3) is changed by 

0.65% [43].
• The luminosity uncertainty of 2.3% is propagated to the cross section (see Section 10).



514 ATLAS Collaboration / Nuclear Physics B 889 (2014) 486–548
Table 6
The measured values of the differential elastic cross section with statistical and systematic uncertainties. The central 
t -values in each bin are calculated from simulation, in which a slope parameter of B = 19.5 GeV−2 is used.

Low |t | edge 
[GeV2]

High |t | edge 
[GeV2]

Central |t |
[GeV2]

dσel/dt

[mb/GeV2]
Stat. uncert. 
[mb/GeV2]

Syst. uncert. 
[mb/GeV2]

Total uncert. 
[mb/GeV2]

0.0025 0.0100 0.0062 425.8 2.6 31.3 31.4
0.0100 0.0120 0.0110 382.6 1.9 17.7 17.8
0.0120 0.0145 0.0132 363.2 1.6 12.6 12.7
0.0145 0.0175 0.0160 342.0 1.4 10.6 10.7
0.0175 0.0210 0.0192 320.9 1.2 9.7 9.8
0.0210 0.0245 0.0227 300.3 1.1 8.6 8.6
0.0245 0.0285 0.0265 279.4 1.0 7.8 7.8
0.0285 0.0330 0.0307 256.1 0.9 7.0 7.0
0.0330 0.0375 0.0352 234.3 0.8 6.2 6.2
0.0375 0.0425 0.0400 213.2 0.7 5.5 5.6
0.0425 0.0475 0.0450 193.3 0.6 5.0 5.0
0.0475 0.0530 0.0502 175.1 0.6 4.5 4.5
0.0530 0.0590 0.0559 156.5 0.5 4.1 4.1
0.0590 0.0650 0.0619 139.8 0.5 4.1 4.1
0.0650 0.0710 0.0679 125.5 0.5 4.2 4.3
0.0710 0.0780 0.0744 110.2 0.5 3.9 3.9
0.0780 0.0850 0.0814 95.8 0.4 3.2 3.2
0.0850 0.0920 0.0884 83.9 0.4 2.9 2.9
0.0920 0.1000 0.0959 72.4 0.4 2.6 2.6
0.1000 0.1075 0.1037 62.0 0.4 2.2 2.2
0.1075 0.1150 0.1112 54.1 0.4 2.0 2.0
0.1150 0.1240 0.1194 46.4 0.3 1.8 1.8
0.1240 0.1330 0.1284 39.2 0.3 1.5 1.6
0.1330 0.1420 0.1374 33.0 0.3 1.4 1.4
0.1420 0.1520 0.1468 27.7 0.3 1.2 1.3
0.1520 0.1620 0.1568 22.8 0.2 1.1 1.1
0.1620 0.1720 0.1668 18.88 0.21 0.88 0.91
0.1720 0.1820 0.1768 15.58 0.19 0.83 0.85
0.1820 0.1930 0.1873 12.77 0.17 0.79 0.80
0.1930 0.2030 0.1978 10.45 0.16 0.68 0.70
0.2030 0.2140 0.2083 8.33 0.14 0.61 0.62
0.2140 0.2250 0.2193 6.70 0.13 0.49 0.50
0.2250 0.2360 0.2303 5.60 0.12 0.43 0.45
0.2360 0.2490 0.2422 4.45 0.11 0.39 0.41
0.2490 0.2620 0.2553 3.46 0.10 0.39 0.40
0.2620 0.2770 0.2691 2.53 0.08 0.41 0.41
0.2770 0.3000 0.2877 1.78 0.07 0.41 0.42
0.3000 0.3200 0.3094 1.21 0.07 0.37 0.38
0.3200 0.3500 0.3335 0.75 0.07 0.35 0.35
0.3500 0.3800 0.3636 0.47 0.13 0.34 0.36

The systematic uncertainties related to the sources above are calculated by the offset method. 
In this method, the nominal value of a certain parameter in the analysis chain is varied ac-
cording to the assigned uncertainty. The shift in bin i for systematic uncertainty source k, 
δk(i) = dσk(i)/dt −dσnominal(i)/dt is recorded, keeping track of the sign and thereby accounting 
for correlations across the t -spectrum. In total 24 systematic shifts are considered and numerical 
tables with the shifts can be found in HepData [44]. Systematic shifts are included in the fit used 
to determine the total cross section, as outlined in Section 12. The most important t -dependent 
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Fig. 17. Relative systematic shifts in the differential elastic cross section as a function of t for selected uncertainty sources. 
Shown are the uncertainties related to the beam optics (kQ5Q6 and Qscan), to the modelling of the detector resolution 
in the simulation (MC resolution), to the crossing angle, and to the beam energy. Here kQ5Q6 refers to changing the 
strength of Q5 and Q6 by −2� and Qscan refers to changing the strength of Q2, Q4, Q5, Q6 by ±1�.

shifts are shown in Fig. 17 for the entire range of the t -spectrum; the range used to fit σtot is from 
t = −0.01 GeV2 to t = −0.1 GeV2.

12. The total cross section

The total cross section and the slope parameter B are obtained from a fit of the theoretical 
spectrum (Eq. (14)), including the Coulomb–nuclear interference term, to the measured differ-
ential cross section. The electric form factor G(t), the Coulomb phase φ(t) and the ρ-parameter 
are fixed to the nominal values as discussed in Section 4. Both the statistical and systematic un-
certainties as well as their correlations are taken into account in the fit. The statistical correlations 
are included in the covariance matrix calculated in the unfolding procedure. The correlations of 
systematic uncertainties are taken into account by using a profile minimization procedure [45], 
where nuisance parameters corresponding to all 24 systematic shifts are included, and the χ2 is 
given by:

χ2 =
∑
i,j

[(
D(i) −

(
1 +

2∑
l=1

αl

)
× T (i) −

22∑
k=1

βk × δk(i)

)
× V −1(i, j)

×
(

D(j) −
(

1 +
2∑

l=1

αl

)
× T (j) −

22∑
k=1

βk × δk(j)

)]
+

22∑
k=1

β2
k +

2∑
l=1

α2
l

ε2
l

, (17)

where D(i) is the measured value of the elastic cross section in bin i, T (i) the theoretical predic-
tion and V (i, j) the statistical covariance matrix. For each systematic uncertainty which changes 
the shape of the t -spectrum, a nuisance parameter βk multiplying the corresponding shift δk

is fitted as a free parameter and a penalty term 
∑

k β2
k is added to the χ2. Two scale parame-

ters, αl , are used to describe the rescaling of the normalization of the theoretical prediction due 
to t -independent uncertainties in the luminosity and the reconstruction efficiency. The sum in 
quadrature of these two scale factors divided by their uncertainties results in a second penalty 
term, 

∑
l (α

2
l /ε

2
l ). Some nuisance parameters in the fit comprise a group of parameter varia-

tions. For example, 256 variations of ALFA data constraints by one standard deviation and 256 
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Fig. 18. A fit of the theoretical prediction with σtot and B as free parameters to the differential elastic cross section 
reconstructed with the subtraction method. In the lower panel the points represent the normalized difference between fit 
and data, the yellow area represents the total experimental uncertainty and the hatched area the statistical component. 
The red line indicates the fit range, the fit result is extrapolated in the lower panel outside the fit range. (For interpretation 
of the references to color in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

quadrupole field variations by ±1� are performed as part of the beam optics uncertainty esti-
mate and are each merged into a single nuisance parameter.

The differential cross section and the fitted theoretical prediction are shown in Fig. 18. The 
fit range is chosen from t = −0.01 GeV2 to t = −0.1 GeV2. The lower t value is chosen to be 
as close as possible to t = 0 to reduce the extrapolation uncertainty while having an acceptance 
above 10%. The choice of the upper limit is motivated by theoretical considerations not to extend 
the fit into the region where deviations from the single exponential function are expected [46]. 
The fit yields:

σtot = 95.35 ± 1.30 mb, B = 19.73 ± 0.24 GeV−2,

where the errors include all statistical and experimental systematic contributions. Systematic 
uncertainties associated with theoretical parameters and the extrapolation |t | → 0 are discussed 
below. The best fit χ2 is found to be 7.4 for 16 degrees of freedom. Important contributions to 
the χ2 are related to the alignment, the beam optics and the nominal beam energy. The results 
obtained for all t -reconstruction methods are compiled in Table 7 for σtot and in Table 8 for B .

12.1. Systematic uncertainties

The fit to the t -spectrum accounts for the statistical errors in data and Monte Carlo simulation 
combined with 24 systematic shifts. The statistical component of the errors given in Table 7 for 
the total cross section and in Table 8 for B is estimated using pseudo-experiments. The main 
contributions to the experimental systematic error for the total cross section are the luminosity, 
nominal beam energy and reconstruction efficiency uncertainties. For B the experimental sys-
tematic uncertainty is dominated by the beam energy uncertainty, whereas other experimental 
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Table 7
The total cross section and uncertainties for four different t -reconstruction methods.

σtot [mb]

Subtraction Local angle Lattice Local subtraction

Total cross section 95.35 95.57 95.03 94.98
Statistical error 0.38 0.38 0.33 0.31
Experimental error 1.25 1.36 1.30 1.30
Extrapolation error 0.37 0.27 0.50 0.33

Total error 1.36 1.44 1.43 1.38

Table 8
The nuclear slope and uncertainties for four different t -reconstruction methods.

B [GeV−2]

Subtraction Local angle Lattice Local subtraction

Nuclear slope 19.73 19.67 19.48 19.48
Statistical error 0.14 0.15 0.14 0.15
Experimental error 0.19 0.26 0.22 0.21
Extrapolation error 0.17 0.17 0.26 0.18

Total error 0.29 0.35 0.37 0.31

errors such as the luminosity uncertainty change only the normalization and have no impact on 
the slope.

Additional uncertainties arise from the extrapolation |t | → 0. These are estimated from a 
variation of the upper end of the fit range from −t = 0.1 GeV2 to −t = 0.15 GeV2. The upper 
end at −t = 0.15 GeV2 is chosen in order to remain in a range where a simple exponential 
is still a reasonable assumption [46]. The upper fit-range edge is also decreased by the same 
number of bins (six) to |t | = 0.059 GeV2 and the symmetrized change is adopted as a systematic 
uncertainty of approximately 0.4 mb for σtot and 0.17 GeV−2 for B . The fit-range dependence 
is the dominant source of uncertainty in the extrapolation. As a stability check, the lower end 
of the fit range is varied, leading to a smaller change of the total cross section, which is not 
included in the systematic error. Other extrapolation errors are determined from: the variation of 
the ρ-parameter by ±0.008, the replacement of the dipole by a double dipole parameterization 
for the electric form factor and the replacement of the Coulomb phase from West and Yennie 
[24] by parameterizations from Refs. [25,31]. All these contributions are small compared to the 
fit-range variation. The total extrapolation uncertainty is about 0.4 mb for σtot and 0.2 GeV−2

for B . The total errors given in Table 7 for all t -reconstruction methods are very similar and 
amount to 1.5% of the cross-section value.

Several stability tests were carried out to substantiate the nominal result and its associated 
uncertainty.

• A fit with only the statistical covariance matrix but ignoring all nuisance parameter contri-
butions was performed. The resulting values are given in Table 9. Because the fit ignores 
systematic errors the χ2 is larger.

• The independent samples in each detector arm were corrected and analyzed independently.
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Table 9
Fitted values of the total cross section and nuclear slope when only statistical errors are included.

Subtraction Local angle Lattice Local subtraction

σtot [mb] 95.31 ± 0.12 94.96 ± 0.12 95.06 ± 0.12 95.03 ± 0.11
B [GeV−2] 19.62 ± 0.05 19.44 ± 0.05 19.50 ± 0.05 19.49 ± 0.05
χ2/Ndof 2.8 1.07 1.2 1.4

• An alternative procedure was performed where all t -dependent corrections and migration 
effects are applied to the theoretical prediction, which is then fit to the measured raw data.

• The data are split into several sub-samples ordered by time to investigate a potential time 
dependence of the results.

None of the checks have shown a significant deviation from the nominal results.

12.2. Total inelastic and elastic cross sections

The total elastic cross section is derived from the nuclear scattering term under the assumption 
that the slope B remains constant over the full t -range. The Coulomb and interference terms are 
not taken into account. With this approximation the differential elastic cross section is reduced 
to the exponential form:

dσel

dt
= dσel

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

exp
(−B|t |) with

dσel

dt

∣∣∣∣
t=0

= σ 2
tot

1 + ρ2

16π(h̄c)2
. (18)

The differential cross section at the optical point, |t | → 0, derived from the total cross-section 
fit, is: dσel/dt |t→0 = 474 ± 4 (stat.) ± 13 (syst.) mb/GeV2, where the systematic uncertainty 
includes all experimental and extrapolation uncertainties. Integrating the parameterized form of 
the differential cross section over the full t -range yields the total elastic cross section:

σel = 24.00 ± 0.19 (stat.) ± 0.57 (syst.) mb,

where the correlation between σtot and B , determined from the fit to be approximately 40%, 
is taken into account in the error calculation. The measured integrated elastic cross section in 
the fiducial range from −t = 0.0025 GeV2 to −t = 0.38 GeV2 corresponds to 90% of the total 
elastic cross section:

σ observed
el = 21.66 ± 0.02 (stat.) ± 0.58 (syst.) mb.

The total elastic cross section is used to determine the total inelastic cross section by subtraction 
from the total cross section. The resulting value is:

σinel = 71.34 ± 0.36 (stat.) ± 0.83 (syst.) mb.

A summary of the derived quantities with uncertainties is given in Table 10.

12.3. Model dependence of the nuclear amplitude

Traditionally, the nuclear amplitude at small t is parameterized by a single exponential func-
tion. This is the canonical form of the t -evolution of the nuclear amplitude and was used by 
several previous experiments [8–10] to extract the total cross section. At larger t , approaching 
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Table 10
Measured values of the optical point, extrapolated elastic cross section, inelastic cross section, and observed elastic cross 
section within fiducial cuts.

Optical point [mb/GeV2] σel [mb] σinel [mb] σ observed
el [mb]

Result 474 24.00 71.34 21.66
Statistical error 4 0.19 0.36 0.02
Experimental error 12 0.57 0.72 0.58
Extrapolation error 4 0.03 0.40 –

Total error 13 0.60 0.90 0.58

Table 11
Fit results for the total cross section for different parameterizations of 
the t -dependence described in the text. The errors comprise all experi-
mental uncertainties but no theoretical or extrapolation uncertainties.

σtot [mb] Reference

Nominal 95.35 ± 1.30 Eq. (14)
Ct2 95.49 ± 1.27 Refs. [24,49]
c
√−t 96.03 ± 1.31 Ref. [50]

SVM 94.90 ± 1.23 Ref. [31]
BP 95.49 ± 1.54 Refs. [51,52]
BSW 95.53 ± 1.38 Ref. [53]

the dip around −t = 0.5 GeV2 [47], deviations from the exponential form are expected. In order 
to assess the impact of using a simple exponential for the nuclear amplitude, several alternative 
forms are investigated. One of the simplest extensions providing a t -dependent slope was used by 
previous experiments [48] and discussed in Refs. [24,49], and consists of an additional term Ct2

in the exponential. Another parameterization was recently proposed [50], which considers hadron 
spin non-flip amplitudes contributing to a non-exponential form through an additional term scal-
ing with 

√−t in the exponential. The stochastic vacuum model (SVM) [31], which provides an 
expression for the Coulomb phase, also proposes a parametric form for the differential elastic 
cross section, assuming constant but possibly different slopes for the real and imaginary ampli-
tudes. While the three forms above are to be used in conjunction with the Coulomb amplitude, 
other parameterizations exist with even more model-independent parametric forms, partially ab-
sorbing Coulomb effects in the parameterization with the use of more free parameters. One of 
these forms (BP) was proposed in Ref. [51] and more recently modified [52] for the analysis of 
LHC data, where in total five free parameters are fit. Another model-independent parameteriza-
tion (BSW) with six free parameters, which allow for normalization, offset and slopes separately 
for real and imaginary amplitudes, was suggested in Ref. [53].

Since the deviations from the exponential form are expected to increase at larger t , the upper 
limit of the fit range is increased to −t = 0.3 GeV2 when fitting the alternative forms. Only 
parametric models have been chosen in order to apply the same fit techniques as for the standard 
analysis.

All alternative forms have at least one more free parameter which improves the quality of the 
fits at larger t , where best sensitivity for additional parameters is obtained. The various fit results 
using alternative parameterizations are summarized in Table 11. The profile fit (17) including 
all systematic errors was used to evaluate the total cross sections. The RMS of the values is in 
good agreement with the value of 0.4 mb assigned to the extrapolation uncertainty obtained with 
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Fig. 19. Comparison of total and elastic cross-section measurements presented here with other published measure-
ments [11,29,55–58] and model predictions as function of the centre-of-mass energy.

the simple exponential form as described in Section 12.1. Similar results are obtained for all 
t -reconstruction methods.

13. Discussion

The result for the total hadronic cross section presented here, σtot = 95.35 ± 1.36 mb, can 
be compared to the most precise value measured by TOTEM, in the same LHC fill using a 
luminosity-dependent analysis, σtot = 98.6 ± 2.2 mb [11]. Assuming the uncertainties are uncor-
related, the difference between the ATLAS and TOTEM values corresponds to 1.3σ . The uncer-
tainty on the TOTEM result is dominated by the luminosity uncertainty of ±4%, giving a ±2 mb 
contribution to σtot through the square root dependence of σtot on luminosity. The measure-
ment reported here profits from a smaller luminosity uncertainty of only ±2.3%. In subsequent 
publications [16,54] TOTEM has used the same data to perform a luminosity-independent mea-
surement of the total cross section using a simultaneous determination of elastic and inelastic 
event yields. In addition, TOTEM made a ρ-independent measurement without using the optical 
theorem by summing directly the elastic and inelastic cross sections [16]. The three TOTEM 
results are consistent with one another.

The results presented here are compared in Fig. 19 to the result of TOTEM and are also com-
pared with results of experiments at lower energy [29] and with cosmic ray experiments [55–58]. 
The measured total cross section is furthermore compared to the best fit to the energy evolution of 
the total cross section from the COMPETE Collaboration [26] assuming an energy dependence 
of ln2 s. The elastic measurement is in turn compared to a second order polynomial fit in lns of 
the elastic cross sections. The value of σtot reported here is two standard deviations below the 
COMPETE parameterization. Some other models prefer a somewhat slower increase of the total 
cross section with energy, predicting values below 95 mb, and thus agree slightly better with the 
result reported here [59–61].

The value of the nuclear slope parameter B = 19.73 ± 0.29 GeV−2 reported here is in good 
agreement with the TOTEM measurement of 19.89 ± 0.27 GeV−2 [11]. These large values of 
the B-parameter confirm that elastically scattered protons continue to be confined to a gradually 
narrowing cone as the energy increases as can be seen from Fig. 20. The B-parameter is related to 
the proton radius and as for the total cross section an increase can be expected at higher energies. 
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Fig. 20. Comparison of the measurement of the nuclear slope B presented here with other published measurements at the 
ISR [63–66], at the Spp̄S [67–69], at RHIC [70], at the Tevatron [9,71,72] and with the measurement from TOTEM [11]
at the LHC. The red line shows the calculation from Ref. [62], which contains a linear and quadratic term in ln s.

As outlined in Ref. [62], the evolution of B from ISR to LHC energies is more compatible with 
a quadratic than a linear dependence in ln s.

The elastic cross section is measured to be 24.0 ± 0.6 mb. This is in agreement with the 
TOTEM result of 25.4 ± 1.1 mb within 1.1σ . The ratio of the elastic cross section to the total 
cross section is often taken as a measure of the opacity of the proton. Measurements shed light 
on whether the black disc limit of a ratio of 0.5 is being approached. It is interesting to note 
that although there are some small differences between ATLAS and TOTEM for the total and 
elastic cross sections, the ratio σel/σtot is very similar. The TOTEM value is σel/σtot = 0.257 ±
0.005 [16,54], while the measurement reported here gives σel/σtot = 0.252 ± 0.004. All derived 
measurements depend on σtot and B and are therefore highly correlated.

Finally, various total inelastic cross-section measurements, either using only elastic data as 
in the present analysis and in the corresponding analysis of TOTEM [11], or using elastic and 
inelastic data in the luminosity-independent method [16], are compared in Fig. 21 to direct mea-
surements by TOTEM [54], ALICE [73] and an ATLAS [14] result based upon an analysis of 
minimum bias events. In general, the direct measurements have a larger uncertainty because of 
the model dependence when extrapolating to the unobservable cross section at low diffractive 
masses. A measurement from CMS [74] was not extrapolated to the total inelastic cross section 
and is therefore not included in Fig. 21. The measurement of σinel = 71.34 ± 0.90 mb reported 
here improves considerably the previous measurement of ATLAS: σinel = 69.4 ± 7.3 mb [14].

As mentioned above, the previous ATLAS result for the inelastic cross section has a large 
uncertainty because of the uncertainty in the extrapolation to low diffractive masses outside the 
fiducial region. The fiducial region covers only dissociative processes with the diffractive invari-
ant mass, MX , larger than 15.7 GeV. However, the precision of the measurement in the fiducial 
region is good, with an uncertainty on the fiducial cross section roughly three times smaller than 
on the extrapolated inelastic cross section. Thus by taking the difference of the present measure-
ment of the total inelastic cross section and the previous measurement by ATLAS in the fiducial 
region the size of the cross section for invariant masses below 15.7 GeV can be estimated and 
compared with existing models. The cross section measured by ATLAS corresponding to masses 
above 15.7 GeV is 60.3 ± 2.1 mb [14]. Thus the cross section in which the dissociative sys-
tems have an invariant mass MX less than 15.7 GeV is estimated to be 11.0 ± 2.3 mb. Both 
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Fig. 21. Comparison of the inelastic cross section presented here with the earlier ATLAS measurement [14] and published 
data from ALICE [73] and TOTEM [11,16,54].

PYTHIA and PHOJET [75,76] predict significantly lower contributions to the inelastic cross 
section in this range of invariant masses, approximately 6 mb and 3 mb respectively. The model 
of Ref. [60] gives a better description of the data with values in the range 11–14 mb (see discus-
sion in Ref. [77]).

14. Summary

In this paper a measurement of the elastic pp cross section and the determination of the total 
cross section using the optical theorem at 

√
s = 7 TeV by the ATLAS experiment at the LHC 

with the ALFA sub-detector is presented. The data were recorded in 2011 during a special run 
with high-β� optics, where an integrated luminosity of 80 µb−1 was accumulated. The analysis 
uses data-driven methods to determine relevant beam optics parameters, event reconstruction ef-
ficiency and to tune the simulation. A key element of this analysis is the determination of the 
effective beam optics, which takes into account measurements from ALFA that are sensitive 
to ratios of transport matrix elements and calibration uncertainties of the quadrupoles. A de-
tailed evaluation of the associated systematic uncertainties includes the comparison of different 
t -reconstruction methods that are sensitive to different transport matrix elements. A dedicated 
effort was made to determine the absolute luminosity for this run while taking into account the 
special conditions with a very low number of interactions per bunch crossing. From a fit to the 
differential elastic cross section, using the optical theorem, the total cross section is determined 
to be:

σtot(pp → X) = 95.35 ± 0.38 (stat.) ± 1.25 (exp.) ± 0.37 (extr.) mb,

where the first error is statistical, the second accounts for all experimental systematic uncertain-
ties and the last is related to uncertainties on the extrapolation to |t | → 0. The experimental 
systematic uncertainty is dominated by the uncertainty on the luminosity and on the nominal 
beam energy. Further experimental uncertainties including those associated with beam optics 
and detector modelling contribute less. Alternative models for the nuclear amplitude parameter-
ization with non-exponential contributions were investigated using an extended fit range and the 
resulting values of the total cross section range from 94.9 mb to 96.0 mb.

In addition the slope of the elastic differential cross section at small t was determined to be:
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B = 19.73 ± 0.14 (stat.) ± 0.26 (syst.) GeV−2.

From the fitted parameterization of the elastic cross section the total elastic cross section is ex-
tracted:

σel(pp → pp) = 24.00 ± 0.19 (stat.) ± 0.57 (syst.) mb,

and by subtraction from the total cross section the inelastic cross section is determined to be:

σinel = 71.34 ± 0.36 (stat.) ± 0.83 (syst.) mb,

which is significantly more precise than the previous direct ATLAS measurement.

Acknowledgements

We thank CERN for the very successful operation of the LHC, as well as the support staff 
from our institutions without whom ATLAS could not be operated efficiently. We are indebted 
to the beam optics development team, led by H. Burkhardt, for the design, commissioning and 
thorough operation of the high-β� optics in dedicated LHC fills.

We acknowledge the support of ANPCyT, Argentina; YerPhI, Armenia; ARC, Australia; 
BMWFW and FWF, Austria; ANAS, Azerbaijan; SSTC, Belarus; CNPq and FAPESP, Brazil; 
NSERC, NRC and CFI, Canada; CERN; CONICYT, Chile; CAS, MOST and NSFC, China; 
COLCIENCIAS, Colombia; MSMT CR, MPO CR and VSC CR, Czech Republic; DNRF, 
DNSRC and Lundbeck Foundation, Denmark; EPLANET, ERC and NSRF, European Union; 
IN2P3-CNRS, CEA-DSM/IRFU, France; GNSF, Georgia; BMBF, DFG, HGF, MPG and AvH 
Foundation, Germany; GSRT and NSRF, Greece; ISF, MINERVA, GIF, I-CORE and Benoziyo 
Center, Israel; INFN, Italy; MEXT and JSPS, Japan; CNRST, Morocco; FOM and NWO, 
Netherlands; BRF and RCN, Norway; MNiSW and NCN, Poland; GRICES and FCT, Portugal; 
MNE/IFA, Romania; MES of Russia and ROSATOM, Russian Federation; JINR; MSTD, Serbia; 
MSSR, Slovakia; ARRS and MIZŠ, Slovenia; DST/NRF, South Africa; MINECO, Spain; SRC 
and Wallenberg Foundation, Sweden; SER, SNSF and Cantons of Bern and Geneva, Switzerland; 
NSC, Taiwan; TAEK, Turkey; STFC, the Royal Society and Leverhulme Trust, United Kingdom; 
DOE and NSF, United States of America.

The crucial computing support from all WLCG partners is acknowledged gratefully, in par-
ticular from CERN and the ATLAS Tier-1 facilities at TRIUMF (Canada), NDGF (Denmark, 
Norway, Sweden), CC-IN2P3 (France), KIT/GridKA (Germany), INFN-CNAF (Italy), NL-T1 
(Netherlands), PIC (Spain), ASGC (Taiwan), RAL (UK) and BNL (USA) and in the Tier-2 facil-
ities worldwide.

References

[1] M. Froissart, Phys. Rev. 123 (1961) 1053.
[2] A. Martin, Nuovo Cimento A 10 (42) (1966) 930.
[3] S.R. Amendolia, et al., Phys. Lett. B 44 (1973) 119.
[4] U. Amaldi, et al., Phys. Lett. B 44 (1973) 112.
[5] M. Bozzo, et al., UA4 Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 147 (1984) 392.
[6] C. Augier, et al., UA4/2 Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 344 (1995) 451.
[7] N.A. Amos, et al., E710 Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 243 (1990) 158.
[8] C. Avila, et al., E811 Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 445 (1999) 419.
[9] F. Abe, et al., CDF Collaboration, Phys. Rev. D 50 (1994) 5518.

[10] G. Antchev, et al., TOTEM Collaboration, Europhys. Lett. 96 (2011) 21002, arXiv:1110.1395.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib66726F697373617274s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib6D617274696E31s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib50697331s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib416D616C646932s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib554134s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib55413432s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4537313041s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib45383131s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib434446s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib544F54454D5F6669727374s1


524 ATLAS Collaboration / Nuclear Physics B 889 (2014) 486–548
[11] G. Antchev, et al., TOTEM Collaboration, Europhys. Lett. 101 (2013) 21002.
[12] ATLAS Collaboration, J. Instrum. 3 (2008) S08003.
[13] S. van der Meer, ISR-PO-68-31, http://cds.cern.ch/record/296752, 1968.
[14] ATLAS Collaboration, Nat. Commun. 2 (2011) 463, arXiv:1104.0326.
[15] G. Antchev, et al., TOTEM Collaboration, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111 (2013) 012001, arXiv:1308.6722.
[16] G. Antchev, et al., TOTEM Collaboration, Europhys. Lett. 101 (2013) 21004.
[17] F. Anghinolfi, et al., J. Instrum. 2 (2007) P07004, arXiv:0706.3316.
[18] S. Ask, et al., Nucl. Instrum. Methods Phys. Res., Sect. A, Accel. Spectrom. Detect. Assoc. Equip. 568 (2006) 588, 

arXiv:physics/0605127.
[19] P. Barrillon, et al., Nucl. Instrum. Methods Phys. Res., Sect. A, Accel. Spectrom. Detect. Assoc. Equip. 623 (2010) 

463.
[20] S. Blin, P. Barrillon, C. de La Taille, IEEE Nucl. Sci. Symp. Conf. Rec. 2010 (2010) 1690–1693.
[21] H. Burkhardt, et al., Conf. Proc. C 1205201 (2012) 130.
[22] H. Burkhardt, S. Cavalier, P. Puzo, A. Peskov, Conf. Proc. C 110904 (2011) 1798.
[23] H.A. Bethe, Ann. Phys. 3 (1958) 190.
[24] G.B. West, D.R. Yennie, Phys. Rev. 172 (1968) 1413.
[25] R.N. Cahn, Z. Phys. C 15 (1982) 253.
[26] J. Cudell, et al., COMPETE Collaboration, Phys. Rev. Lett. 89 (2002) 201801, arXiv:hep-ph/0206172.
[27] W.M. Yao, et al., Particle Data Group, J. Phys. G 33 (2006) 1.
[28] A. Alkin, J.R. Cudell, E. Martinov, Few-Body Syst. 53 (2012) 87, arXiv:1109.1306.
[29] J. Beringer, et al., Particle Data Group, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 010001.
[30] M.J. Menon, P.V.R.G. Silva, J. Phys. G 40 (2013) 125001, arXiv:1305.2947;

M.J. Menon, P.V.R.G. Silva, J. Phys. G 41 (2014) 019501 (Erratum).
[31] A.K. Kohara, E. Ferreira, T. Kodama, Eur. Phys. J. C 73 (2013) 2326, arXiv:1212.3652.
[32] G.G. Simon, C. Schmitt, F. Borkowski, V.H. Walther, Nucl. Phys. A 333 (1980) 381.
[33] J.C. Bernauer, et al., A1 Collaboration, Phys. Rev. C 90 (2014) 015206, arXiv:1307.6227.
[34] T. Sjöstrand, S. Mrenna, P. Skands, Comput. Phys. Commun. 178 (2008) 852, arXiv:0710.3820.
[35] T. Sjöstrand, S. Mrenna, P. Skands, J. High Energy Phys. 05 (2006) 026, arXiv:hep-ph/0603175.
[36] CERN Accelerator Beam Physics Group, MAD – methodical accelerator design, http://mad.web.cern.ch/mad/, 

2014.
[37] J. Allison, et al., IEEE Trans. Nucl. Sci. 53 (2006) 270.
[38] S. Agostinelli, et al., GEANT4, Nucl. Instrum. Methods Phys. Res., Sect. A, Accel. Spectrom. Detect. Assoc. Equip. 

506 (2003) 250.
[39] G. Baud, et al., CERN-ACC-2013-0308, http://cds.cern.ch/record/1638354, 2013.
[40] B. Malaescu, CERN-PH-EP-2011-111, http://cds.cern.ch/record/1365693, arXiv:1106.3107, 2011.
[41] A. Höcker, V.G. Kartvelishvili, Nucl. Instrum. Methods Phys. Res., Sect. A, Accel. Spectrom. Detect. Assoc. Equip. 

372 (1996) 469, arXiv:hep-ph/9509307.
[42] ATLAS Collaboration, Eur. Phys. J. C 73 (2013) 2518, arXiv:1302.4393.
[43] J. Wenninger, Energy calibration of the LHC beams at 4 TeV, CERN-ATS-2013-040, http://cds.cern.ch/record/

1546734, 2013.
[44] The Durham HepData Project, http://hepdata.cedar.ac.uk/, 2014.
[45] V. Blobel, eConf C 030908 (2003), MOET002, http://www.slac.stanford.edu/econf/C030908/proceedings.html.
[46] V.A. Khoze, A.D. Martin, M.G. Ryskin, Eur. Phys. J. C 18 (2000) 167, arXiv:hep-ph/0007359.
[47] G. Antchev, et al., TOTEM Collaboration, Europhys. Lett. 95 (2011) 41001, arXiv:1110.1385.
[48] N.A. Amos, et al., E710 Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 247 (1990) 127.
[49] M.M. Block, R.N. Cahn, Czechoslov. J. Phys. 40 (1990) 164.
[50] O.V. Selyugin, Nucl. Phys. A 922 (2014) 180, arXiv:1312.1271.
[51] R.J.N. Phillips, V.D. Barger, Phys. Lett. B 46 (1973) 412.
[52] D.A. Fagundes, et al., Phys. Rev. D 88 (2013) 094019, arXiv:1306.0452.
[53] C. Bourrely, J. Soffer, T.T. Wu, Eur. Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1601, arXiv:1011.1756.
[54] G. Antchev, et al., TOTEM Collaboration, Europhys. Lett. 101 (2013) 21003.
[55] P. Abreu, et al., Pierre Auger Collaboration, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109 (2012) 062002, arXiv:1208.1520.
[56] G. Aielli, et al., ARGO-YBJ Collaboration, Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 092004, arXiv:0904.4198.
[57] M. Honda, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 70 (1993) 525.
[58] R.M. Baltrusaitis, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 52 (1984) 1380.
[59] M.M. Block, F. Halzen, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 051504, arXiv:1208.4086.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib544F54454D5F7365636F6E64s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib61746C617331s1
http://cds.cern.ch/record/296752
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib41544C41535F696E656Cs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib746F74656D31s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib544F54454D5F6C756D696E646570s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib746573746265616D31s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib746573746265616D32s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib746573746265616D32s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4D41524F4331s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4D41524F4331s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4D41524F4332s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4E6F746539306Ds1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib48424C756D696461793131s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4265746865s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib57657374416E6459656E6E6965s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4361686Es1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib636F6D70657465s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib5044475F32303035s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib637564656C6C5F64697370657273696F6Es1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib5044475F32303132s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib6D656E6F6E5F73696C7661s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib6D656E6F6E5F73696C7661s2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4B464Bs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib53696D6F6E5F4646s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4131s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib505954484941s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib50595448494136s1
http://mad.web.cern.ch/mad/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4745414E543431s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4745414E543432s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4745414E543432s1
http://cds.cern.ch/record/1638354
http://cds.cern.ch/record/1365693
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib535644s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib535644s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4C756D69506170657232303131s1
http://cds.cern.ch/record/1546734
http://cds.cern.ch/record/1546734
http://hepdata.cedar.ac.uk/
http://www.slac.stanford.edu/econf/C030908/proceedings.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib7065725F7468656F7279s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib544F54454D5F6C6172676574s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib45373130s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib426C6F636B5F616E645F4361686E5F637572766174757265s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib53656C797567696Es1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib5068696C6C697073416E64426172676572s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib466167756E646573s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib426F757272656C79416E64536F66666572s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib544F54454D5F696E656Cs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4175676572s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4152474F2D59424As1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib414B454E4Fs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib466C7973457965s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib426C6F636B48616C7A656Es1


ATLAS Collaboration / Nuclear Physics B 889 (2014) 486–548 525
[60] M.G. Ryskin, A.D. Martin, V.A. Khoze, Eur. Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1617, arXiv:1102.2844.
[61] J. Soffer, AIP Conf. Proc. 1523 (2013) 115, arXiv:1302.5045.
[62] V.A. Schegelsky, M.G. Ryskin, Phys. Rev. D 85 (2012) 094024, arXiv:1112.3243.
[63] U. Amaldi, et al., CERN–Pisa–Rome–Stony Brook Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 62 (1976) 460.
[64] G. Barbiellini, et al., Phys. Lett. B 39 (1972) 663.
[65] N.A. Amos, et al., Nucl. Phys. B 262 (1985) 689.
[66] M. Ambrosio, et al., CERN–Naples–Pisa–Stony Brook Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 115 (1982) 495.
[67] M. Bozzo, et al., UA4 Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 147 (1984) 385.
[68] G. Arnison, et al., UA1 Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 128 (1983) 336.
[69] C. Augier, et al., UA4/2 Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 316 (1993) 448.
[70] S.L. Bueltmann, et al., PP2PP Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 579 (2004) 245, arXiv:nucl-ex/0305012.
[71] N.A. Amos, et al., E710 Collaboration, Phys. Rev. Lett. 68 (1992) 2433.
[72] V.M. Abazov, et al., D0 Collaboration, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 012009.
[73] B. Abelev, et al., ALICE Collaboration, Eur. Phys. J. C 73 (2013) 2456, arXiv:1208.4968.
[74] CMS Collaboration, Phys. Lett. B 722 (2013) 5, arXiv:1210.6718.
[75] R. Engel, Z. Phys. C 66 (1995) 203.
[76] F.W. Bopp, R. Engel, J. Ranft, Conf. Proc. LISHEP98 (1998) 729, arXiv:hep-ph/9803437.
[77] ATLAS Collaboration, Eur. Phys. J. C 72 (2012) 1926, arXiv:1201.2808.

ATLAS Collaboration

G. Aad 84, B. Abbott 112, J. Abdallah 152, S. Abdel Khalek 116, 
O. Abdinov 11, R. Aben 106, B. Abi 113, M. Abolins 89, O.S. AbouZeid 159, 
H. Abramowicz 154, H. Abreu 153, R. Abreu 30, Y. Abulaiti 147a,147b, 
B.S. Acharya 165a,165b,a, L. Adamczyk 38a, D.L. Adams 25, J. Adelman 177, 
S. Adomeit 99, T. Adye 130, T. Agatonovic-Jovin 13a, 
J.A. Aguilar-Saavedra 125a,125f, M. Agustoni 17, S.P. Ahlen 22, 
F. Ahmadov 64,b, G. Aielli 134a,134b, H. Akerstedt 147a,147b, T.P.A. Åkesson 80, 
G. Akimoto 156, A.V. Akimov 95, G.L. Alberghi 20a,20b, J. Albert 170, 
S. Albrand 55, M.J. Alconada Verzini 70, M. Aleksa 30, I.N. Aleksandrov 64, 
C. Alexa 26a, G. Alexander 154, G. Alexandre 49, T. Alexopoulos 10, 
M. Alhroob 165a,165c, G. Alimonti 90a, L. Alio 84, J. Alison 31, 
B.M.M. Allbrooke 18, L.J. Allison 71, P.P. Allport 73, J. Almond 83, 
A. Aloisio 103a,103b, A. Alonso 36, F. Alonso 70, C. Alpigiani 75, 
A. Altheimer 35, B. Alvarez Gonzalez 89, M.G. Alviggi 103a,103b, 
K. Amako 65, Y. Amaral Coutinho 24a, C. Amelung 23, D. Amidei 88, 
S.P. Amor Dos Santos 125a,125c, A. Amorim 125a,125b, S. Amoroso 48, 
N. Amram 154, G. Amundsen 23, C. Anastopoulos 140, L.S. Ancu 49, 
N. Andari 30, T. Andeen 35, C.F. Anders 58b, G. Anders 30, K.J. Anderson 31, 
A. Andreazza 90a,90b, V. Andrei 58a, X.S. Anduaga 70, S. Angelidakis 9, 
I. Angelozzi 106, P. Anger 44, A. Angerami 35, F. Anghinolfi 30, 
A.V. Anisenkov 108,c, N. Anjos 125a, A. Annovi 47, A. Antonaki 9, 
M. Antonelli 47, A. Antonov 97, J. Antos 145b, F. Anulli 133a, M. Aoki 65, 
L. Aperio Bella 18, R. Apolle 119,d, G. Arabidze 89, I. Aracena 144, Y. Arai 65, 
J.P. Araque 125a, A.T.H. Arce 45, J-F. Arguin 94, S. Argyropoulos 42, 

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4B4D5231s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib536F66666572s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib5363686567s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4953525F43525F42s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4953525F41434847545F42s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4953525F525F3231315F42s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4953525F525F323130s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib5541345F42s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib5541315F42s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib5541342F325F42s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib5050325050s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib453731305F42s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib4430s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib414C4943455F696E656Cs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib434D535F696E656Cs1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib50484F4A455431s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib50484F4A455432s1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0550-3213(14)00325-3/bib526170676170s1


526 ATLAS Collaboration / Nuclear Physics B 889 (2014) 486–548
M. Arik 19a, A.J. Armbruster 30, O. Arnaez 30, V. Arnal 81, H. Arnold 48, 
M. Arratia 28, O. Arslan 21, A. Artamonov 96, G. Artoni 23, S. Asai 156, 
N. Asbah 42, A. Ashkenazi 154, B. Åsman 147a,147b, L. Asquith 6, 
K. Assamagan 25, R. Astalos 145a, M. Atkinson 166, N.B. Atlay 142, 
B. Auerbach 6, K. Augsten 127, M. Aurousseau 146b, G. Avolio 30, 
G. Azuelos 94,e, Y. Azuma 156, M.A. Baak 30, A.E. Baas 58a, 
C. Bacci 135a,135b, H. Bachacou 137, K. Bachas 155, M. Backes 30, 
M. Backhaus 30, J. Backus Mayes 144, E. Badescu 26a, P. Bagiacchi 133a,133b, 
P. Bagnaia 133a,133b, Y. Bai 33a, T. Bain 35, J.T. Baines 130, O.K. Baker 177, 
P. Balek 128, F. Balli 137, E. Banas 39, Sw. Banerjee 174, A.A.E. Bannoura 176, 
V. Bansal 170, H.S. Bansil 18, L. Barak 173, S.P. Baranov 95, E.L. Barberio 87, 
D. Barberis 50a,50b, M. Barbero 84, T. Barillari 100, M. Barisonzi 176, 
T. Barklow 144, N. Barlow 28, B.M. Barnett 130, R.M. Barnett 15, 
Z. Barnovska 5, A. Baroncelli 135a, G. Barone 49, A.J. Barr 119, 
F. Barreiro 81, J. Barreiro Guimarães da Costa 57, R. Bartoldus 144, 
A.E. Barton 71, P. Bartos 145a, V. Bartsch 150, A. Bassalat 116, A. Basye 166, 
R.L. Bates 53, J.R. Batley 28, M. Battaglia 138, M. Battistin 30, F. Bauer 137, 
H.S. Bawa 144,f , M.D. Beattie 71, T. Beau 79, P.H. Beauchemin 162, 
R. Beccherle 123a,123b, P. Bechtle 21, H.P. Beck 17,g, K. Becker 176, 
S. Becker 99, M. Beckingham 171, C. Becot 116, A.J. Beddall 19c, 
A. Beddall 19c, S. Bedikian 177, V.A. Bednyakov 64, C.P. Bee 149, 
L.J. Beemster 106, T.A. Beermann 176, M. Begel 25, K. Behr 119, 
C. Belanger-Champagne 86, P.J. Bell 49, W.H. Bell 49, G. Bella 154, 
L. Bellagamba 20a, A. Bellerive 29, M. Bellomo 85, K. Belotskiy 97, 
O. Beltramello 30, O. Benary 154, D. Benchekroun 136a, K. Bendtz 147a,147b, 
N. Benekos 166, Y. Benhammou 154, E. Benhar Noccioli 49, 
J.A. Benitez Garcia 160b, D.P. Benjamin 45, J.R. Bensinger 23, 
K. Benslama 131, S. Bentvelsen 106, D. Berge 106, 
E. Bergeaas Kuutmann 167, N. Berger 5, F. Berghaus 170, J. Beringer 15, 
C. Bernard 22, P. Bernat 77, C. Bernius 78, F.U. Bernlochner 170, T. Berry 76, 
P. Berta 128, C. Bertella 84, G. Bertoli 147a,147b, F. Bertolucci 123a,123b, 
C. Bertsche 112, D. Bertsche 112, M.I. Besana 90a, G.J. Besjes 105, 
O. Bessidskaia 147a,147b, M. Bessner 42, N. Besson 137, C. Betancourt 48, 
S. Bethke 100, W. Bhimji 46, R.M. Bianchi 124, L. Bianchini 23, 
M. Bianco 30, O. Biebel 99, S.P. Bieniek 77, K. Bierwagen 54, J. Biesiada 15, 
M. Biglietti 135a, J. Bilbao De Mendizabal 49, H. Bilokon 47, M. Bindi 54, 
S. Binet 116, A. Bingul 19c, C. Bini 133a,133b, C.W. Black 151, J.E. Black 144, 



ATLAS Collaboration / Nuclear Physics B 889 (2014) 486–548 527
K.M. Black 22, D. Blackburn 139, R.E. Blair 6, J.-B. Blanchard 137, 
T. Blazek 145a, I. Bloch 42, C. Blocker 23, W. Blum 82,∗, U. Blumenschein 54, 
G.J. Bobbink 106, V.S. Bobrovnikov 108,c, S.S. Bocchetta 80, A. Bocci 45, 
C. Bock 99, C.R. Boddy 119, M. Boehler 48, T.T. Boek 176, J.A. Bogaerts 30, 
A.G. Bogdanchikov 108, A. Bogouch 91,∗, C. Bohm 147a, J. Bohm 126, 
V. Boisvert 76, T. Bold 38a, V. Boldea 26a, A.S. Boldyrev 98, M. Bomben 79, 
M. Bona 75, M. Boonekamp 137, A. Borisov 129, G. Borissov 71, M. Borri 83, 
S. Borroni 42, J. Bortfeldt 99, V. Bortolotto 135a,135b, K. Bos 106, 
D. Boscherini 20a, M. Bosman 12, H. Boterenbrood 106, J. Boudreau 124, 
J. Bouffard 2, E.V. Bouhova-Thacker 71, D. Boumediene 34, 
C. Bourdarios 116, N. Bousson 113, S. Boutouil 136d, A. Boveia 31, J. Boyd 30, 
I.R. Boyko 64, I. Bozic 13a, J. Bracinik 18, A. Brandt 8, G. Brandt 15, 
O. Brandt 58a, U. Bratzler 157, B. Brau 85, J.E. Brau 115, H.M. Braun 176,∗, 
S.F. Brazzale 165a,165c, B. Brelier 159, K. Brendlinger 121, A.J. Brennan 87, 
R. Brenner 167, S. Bressler 173, K. Bristow 146c, T.M. Bristow 46, 
D. Britton 53, F.M. Brochu 28, I. Brock 21, R. Brock 89, C. Bromberg 89, 
J. Bronner 100, G. Brooijmans 35, T. Brooks 76, W.K. Brooks 32b, 
J. Brosamer 15, E. Brost 115, J. Brown 55, P.A. Bruckman de Renstrom 39, 
D. Bruncko 145b, R. Bruneliere 48, S. Brunet 60, A. Bruni 20a, G. Bruni 20a, 
M. Bruschi 20a, L. Bryngemark 80, T. Buanes 14, Q. Buat 143, F. Bucci 49, 
P. Buchholz 142, R.M. Buckingham 119, A.G. Buckley 53, S.I. Buda 26a, 
I.A. Budagov 64, F. Buehrer 48, L. Bugge 118, M.K. Bugge 118, 
O. Bulekov 97, A.C. Bundock 73, H. Burckhart 30, S. Burdin 73, 
B. Burghgrave 107, S. Burke 130, I. Burmeister 43, E. Busato 34, 
D. Büscher 48, V. Büscher 82, P. Bussey 53, C.P. Buszello 167, B. Butler 57, 
J.M. Butler 22, A.I. Butt 3, C.M. Buttar 53, J.M. Butterworth 77, P. Butti 106, 
W. Buttinger 28, A. Buzatu 53, M. Byszewski 10, S. Cabrera Urbán 168, 
D. Caforio 20a,20b, O. Cakir 4a, P. Calafiura 15, A. Calandri 137, 
G. Calderini 79, P. Calfayan 99, R. Calkins 107, L.P. Caloba 24a, D. Calvet 34, 
S. Calvet 34, R. Camacho Toro 49, S. Camarda 42, D. Cameron 118, 
L.M. Caminada 15, R. Caminal Armadans 12, S. Campana 30, 
M. Campanelli 77, A. Campoverde 149, V. Canale 103a,103b, A. Canepa 160a, 
M. Cano Bret 75, J. Cantero 81, R. Cantrill 125a, T. Cao 40, 
M.D.M. Capeans Garrido 30, I. Caprini 26a, M. Caprini 26a, M. Capua 37a,37b, 
R. Caputo 82, R. Cardarelli 134a, T. Carli 30, G. Carlino 103a, 
L. Carminati 90a,90b, S. Caron 105, E. Carquin 32a, 
G.D. Carrillo-Montoya 146c, J.R. Carter 28, J. Carvalho 125a,125c, 



528 ATLAS Collaboration / Nuclear Physics B 889 (2014) 486–548
D. Casadei 77, M.P. Casado 12, M. Casolino 12, E. Castaneda-Miranda 146b, 
A. Castelli 106, V. Castillo Gimenez 168, N.F. Castro 125a, P. Catastini 57, 
A. Catinaccio 30, J.R. Catmore 118, A. Cattai 30, G. Cattani 134a,134b, 
J. Caudron 82, V. Cavaliere 166, D. Cavalli 90a, M. Cavalli-Sforza 12, 
V. Cavasinni 123a,123b, F. Ceradini 135a,135b, B.C. Cerio 45, K. Cerny 128, 
A.S. Cerqueira 24b, A. Cerri 150, L. Cerrito 75, F. Cerutti 15, M. Cerv 30, 
A. Cervelli 17, S.A. Cetin 19b, A. Chafaq 136a, D. Chakraborty 107, 
I. Chalupkova 128, S. Chance 116, P. Chang 166, B. Chapleau 86, 
J.D. Chapman 28, D. Charfeddine 116, D.G. Charlton 18, C.C. Chau 159, 
C.A. Chavez Barajas 150, S. Cheatham 153, A. Chegwidden 89, 
S. Chekanov 6, S.V. Chekulaev 160a, G.A. Chelkov 64,h, 
M.A. Chelstowska 88, C. Chen 63, H. Chen 25, K. Chen 149, L. Chen 33d,i, 
S. Chen 33c, X. Chen 146c, Y. Chen 66, Y. Chen 35, H.C. Cheng 88, 
Y. Cheng 31, A. Cheplakov 64, R. Cherkaoui El Moursli 136e, 
V. Chernyatin 25,∗, E. Cheu 7, L. Chevalier 137, V. Chiarella 47, 
G. Chiefari 103a,103b, J.T. Childers 6, A. Chilingarov 71, G. Chiodini 72a, 
A.S. Chisholm 18, R.T. Chislett 77, A. Chitan 26a, M.V. Chizhov 64, 
S. Chouridou 9, B.K.B. Chow 99, D. Chromek-Burckhart 30, M.L. Chu 152, 
J. Chudoba 126, J.J. Chwastowski 39, L. Chytka 114, G. Ciapetti 133a,133b, 
A.K. Ciftci 4a, R. Ciftci 4a, D. Cinca 53, V. Cindro 74, A. Ciocio 15, 
P. Cirkovic 13b, Z.H. Citron 173, M. Citterio 90a, M. Ciubancan 26a, 
A. Clark 49, P.J. Clark 46, R.N. Clarke 15, W. Cleland 124, J.C. Clemens 84, 
C. Clement 147a,147b, Y. Coadou 84, M. Cobal 165a,165c, A. Coccaro 139, 
J. Cochran 63, L. Coffey 23, J.G. Cogan 144, J. Coggeshall 166, B. Cole 35, 
S. Cole 107, A.P. Colijn 106, J. Collot 55, T. Colombo 58c, G. Colon 85, 
G. Compostella 100, P. Conde Muiño 125a,125b, E. Coniavitis 48, 
M.C. Conidi 12, S.H. Connell 146b, I.A. Connelly 76, S.M. Consonni 90a,90b, 
V. Consorti 48, S. Constantinescu 26a, C. Conta 120a,120b, G. Conti 57, 
F. Conventi 103a,j, M. Cooke 15, B.D. Cooper 77, A.M. Cooper-Sarkar 119, 
N.J. Cooper-Smith 76, K. Copic 15, T. Cornelissen 176, M. Corradi 20a, 
F. Corriveau 86,k, A. Corso-Radu 164, A. Cortes-Gonzalez 12, 
G. Cortiana 100, G. Costa 90a, M.J. Costa 168, D. Costanzo 140, D. Côté 8, 
G. Cottin 28, G. Cowan 76, B.E. Cox 83, K. Cranmer 109, G. Cree 29, 
S. Crépé-Renaudin 55, F. Crescioli 79, W.A. Cribbs 147a,147b, 
M. Crispin Ortuzar 119, M. Cristinziani 21, V. Croft 105, G. Crosetti 37a,37b, 
C.-M. Cuciuc 26a, T. Cuhadar Donszelmann 140, J. Cummings 177, 
M. Curatolo 47, C. Cuthbert 151, H. Czirr 142, P. Czodrowski 3, 



ATLAS Collaboration / Nuclear Physics B 889 (2014) 486–548 529
Z. Czyczula 177, S. D’Auria 53, M. D’Onofrio 73, 
M.J. Da Cunha Sargedas De Sousa 125a,125b, C. Da Via 83, 
W. Dabrowski 38a, A. Dafinca 119, T. Dai 88, O. Dale 14, F. Dallaire 94, 
C. Dallapiccola 85, M. Dam 36, A.C. Daniells 18, M. Dano Hoffmann 137, 
V. Dao 48, G. Darbo 50a, S. Darmora 8, J. Dassoulas 42, A. Dattagupta 60, 
W. Davey 21, C. David 170, T. Davidek 128, E. Davies 119,d, M. Davies 154, 
O. Davignon 79, A.R. Davison 77, P. Davison 77, Y. Davygora 58a, 
E. Dawe 143, I. Dawson 140, R.K. Daya-Ishmukhametova 85, K. De 8, 
R. de Asmundis 103a, S. De Castro 20a,20b, S. De Cecco 79, N. De Groot 105, 
P. de Jong 106, H. De la Torre 81, F. De Lorenzi 63, L. De Nooij 106, 
D. De Pedis 133a, A. De Salvo 133a, U. De Sanctis 150, A. De Santo 150, 
J.B. De Vivie De Regie 116, W.J. Dearnaley 71, R. Debbe 25, 
C. Debenedetti 138, B. Dechenaux 55, D.V. Dedovich 64, I. Deigaard 106, 
J. Del Peso 81, T. Del Prete 123a,123b, F. Deliot 137, C.M. Delitzsch 49, 
M. Deliyergiyev 74, A. Dell’Acqua 30, L. Dell’Asta 22, 
M. Dell’Orso 123a,123b, M. Della Pietra 103a,j, D. della Volpe 49, 
M. Delmastro 5, P.A. Delsart 55, C. Deluca 106, S. Demers 177, 
M. Demichev 64, A. Demilly 79, S.P. Denisov 129, D. Derendarz 39, 
J.E. Derkaoui 136d, F. Derue 79, P. Dervan 73, K. Desch 21, C. Deterre 42, 
P.O. Deviveiros 106, A. Dewhurst 130, S. Dhaliwal 106, A. Di Ciaccio 134a,134b, 
L. Di Ciaccio 5, A. Di Domenico 133a,133b, C. Di Donato 103a,103b, 
A. Di Girolamo 30, B. Di Girolamo 30, A. Di Mattia 153, 
B. Di Micco 135a,135b, R. Di Nardo 47, A. Di Simone 48, R. Di Sipio 20a,20b, 
D. Di Valentino 29, F.A. Dias 46, M.A. Diaz 32a, E.B. Diehl 88, J. Dietrich 42, 
T.A. Dietzsch 58a, S. Diglio 84, A. Dimitrievska 13a, J. Dingfelder 21, 
C. Dionisi 133a,133b, P. Dita 26a, S. Dita 26a, F. Dittus 30, F. Djama 84, 
T. Djobava 51b, J.I. Djuvsland 58a, M.A.B. do Vale 24c, 
A. Do Valle Wemans 125a,125g, D. Dobos 30, C. Doglioni 49, T. Doherty 53, 
T. Dohmae 156, J. Dolejsi 128, Z. Dolezal 128, B.A. Dolgoshein 97,∗, 
M. Donadelli 24d, S. Donati 123a,123b, P. Dondero 120a,120b, J. Donini 34, 
J. Dopke 130, A. Doria 103a, M.T. Dova 70, A.T. Doyle 53, M. Dris 10, 
J. Dubbert 88, S. Dube 15, E. Dubreuil 34, E. Duchovni 173, G. Duckeck 99, 
O.A. Ducu 26a, D. Duda 176, A. Dudarev 30, F. Dudziak 63, L. Duflot 116, 
L. Duguid 76, M. Dührssen 30, M. Dunford 58a, H. Duran Yildiz 4a, 
M. Düren 52, A. Durglishvili 51b, M. Dwuznik 38a, M. Dyndal 38a, J. Ebke 99, 
W. Edson 2, N.C. Edwards 46, W. Ehrenfeld 21, T. Eifert 144, G. Eigen 14, 
K. Einsweiler 15, T. Ekelof 167, M. El Kacimi 136c, M. Ellert 167, S. Elles 5, 



530 ATLAS Collaboration / Nuclear Physics B 889 (2014) 486–548
F. Ellinghaus 82, N. Ellis 30, J. Elmsheuser 99, M. Elsing 30, 
D. Emeliyanov 130, Y. Enari 156, O.C. Endner 82, M. Endo 117, 
R. Engelmann 149, J. Erdmann 177, A. Ereditato 17, D. Eriksson 147a, 
G. Ernis 176, J. Ernst 2, M. Ernst 25, J. Ernwein 137, D. Errede 166, 
S. Errede 166, E. Ertel 82, M. Escalier 116, H. Esch 43, C. Escobar 124, 
B. Esposito 47, A.I. Etienvre 137, E. Etzion 154, H. Evans 60, A. Ezhilov 122, 
L. Fabbri 20a,20b, G. Facini 31, R.M. Fakhrutdinov 129, S. Falciano 133a, 
R.J. Falla 77, J. Faltova 128, Y. Fang 33a, M. Fanti 90a,90b, A. Farbin 8, 
A. Farilla 135a, T. Farooque 12, S. Farrell 15, S.M. Farrington 171, 
P. Farthouat 30, F. Fassi 136e, P. Fassnacht 30, D. Fassouliotis 9, 
A. Favareto 50a,50b, L. Fayard 116, P. Federic 145a, O.L. Fedin 122,l, 
W. Fedorko 169, M. Fehling-Kaschek 48, S. Feigl 30, L. Feligioni 84, 
C. Feng 33d, E.J. Feng 6, H. Feng 88, A.B. Fenyuk 129, S. Fernandez Perez 30, 
S. Ferrag 53, J. Ferrando 53, A. Ferrari 167, P. Ferrari 106, R. Ferrari 120a, 
D.E. Ferreira de Lima 53, A. Ferrer 168, D. Ferrere 49, C. Ferretti 88, 
A. Ferretto Parodi 50a,50b, M. Fiascaris 31, F. Fiedler 82, A. Filipčič 74, 
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