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The latest development in ATLAS MC generator tunings using LHC data will be discussed.
Pythia 6 generator have been tuned with a variety of PDFs. Pythia 8 tunes have been
constructed for six different PDFs, and are primarily aimed at an optimal description of
minimum bias, for use in pile-up simulation. Also tunes of Herwig+JIMMY were performed
for the final time inside ATLAS. Interesting effects were observed in MPI simulation when
using MC-adapted PDFs.

1 Introduction

This article describes the effort within ATLAS to provide Monte Carlo (MC) generator param-
eter sets – “tunes” – which provide an optimal description of this ATLAS data for use in future
LHC physics studies. These tunes have been constructed for the Pythia6 [1], Pythia 8 [2] and
Herwig/Jimmy [3, 4] event generators, making maximal use of the available published data
from ATLAS as well as the Tevatron and LEP experiments, for a variety of parton density
functions (PDFs).

The effect of PDFs on MC tunes has gained a lot of attention recently. LHC experiments
are more and more using NLO parton shower Monte-Carlos for many of the processes, but
historically LO PDFs has been used for the LO parton shower Monte Carlo generation. MC-
adapted PDFs [5–7] are a relatively new concept which provide PDFs especially designed for
LO generators. The idea is to obtain the behavior of a LO PDF – in particular the LO gluon
distribution – in the phase space relevant for the soft QCD models, while at the same time
modifying the high-x PDFs such that the predictions of the LO MC generator for hard processes
closely resemble the full NLO predictions, i.e. using NLO PDFs in NLO MC calculations.
ATLAS was the first experiment to use these “mLO” PDFs in MC production campaigns. It
has been shown by comparison to Tevatron data [8] that there is no final answer yet as to which
PDFs give the best results. PDF effects on MC model predictions are difficult to obtain unless
the PDF-dependent model parameters are tuned to the data. This note presents comparisons
of full tunes to a variety of MC-adapted, NLO and LO PDFs to LHC data to further check this
approach to PDF construction.

The tuning strategy [9–11] employed was to tune only to published ATLAS
√
s = 7 TeV

and
√
s = 900 GeV minimum bias (MB) [12] and leading track and cluster underlying event

(UE) [13, 14] data, and also to CDF leading jet and Drell-Yan UE [15] and MB [16] data at√
s = 1.96 TeV. Since it was seen that tuning to LHC and Tevatron data with three different

center-of-mass energies is very challenging, more weight was put on ATLAS 7 TeV distributions,
and for Pythia 8 CDF data was not included in the tuning. For Herwig/Jimmy, due to the
limitation of the energy extrapolation model, the tuning input came from 7 TeV and ∼ 2 TeV
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PDF type PDF set Used in tuning

Leading order (LO)
CTEQ6L1 [20] Herwig/Jimmy, Pythia 6, Pythia 8
MSTW08LO [21] Herwig/Jimmy, Pythia 6, Pythia 8

Modified leading order (mLO)
MRSTMCal (LO∗∗) [6] Herwig/Jimmy, Pythia 6, Pythia 8
CT09MC2 [22] Herwig/Jimmy, Pythia 6
MRST2007 (LO∗) [5] Pythia 6, Pythia 8

Next-to leading order (NLO)

CTEQ6.6 [23] Herwig/Jimmy, Pythia 6, Pythia 8
CT10 [24] Herwig/Jimmy, Pythia 6, Pythia 8
MSTW08NLO [21] Herwig/Jimmy
HERAPDF1.0 [25] Herwig/Jimmy
HERAdis [26] Herwig/Jimmy
NNPDF2.1 [27] Herwig/Jimmy, Pythia 6

Table 1: PDF sets used for tuning with corresponding MC generator

data only. The set of Herwig/Jimmy and Pythia 6 tunes were named AMBT2 and AUET2
depending on whether minimum bias or underlying event data was used in the MPI stage of the
tuning. The tunes were performed using the stand-alone AGILe event generator interface [17]
(except for C++ Pythia 8) to steer parameters and switches and to feed events to the Rivet [18]
analysis package. The parameter optimization was done using the Professor [19] tool.

PDFs from different PDF groups such as CTEQ, MSTW and, for the first time, also HERA
and NNPDF2.1 were used and shown in Table 1, along with which generator-tunes used which
set.

2 Herwig/Jimmy

The Herwig event generator is a general-purpose shower and hadronisation generator similar to
Pythia6 but with an angular-ordered (rather than p⊥-ordered) parton showers, and a cluster-
based rather than string-based hadronisation model. Notably, Herwig itself does not have an
MPI model: this feature is added by the Jimmy add-on generator, and this combination in this
article is referred to as Herwig/Jimmy. The MPI parameters are tuned [9].

Since the Jimmy MPI model is by design not valid for multiple scattering where the signal
process is itself a soft scatter, minimum bias data cannot be used for tuning of this generator. As
the underlying event data from ATLAS and CDF represent a smooth transition from minimum
bias to UE-type processes, the softest parts of these observables must also be excluded from fits.
In the ATLAS UE data, and that from the CDF 2001 UE study, the events are considered to
be closer to minimum bias than hard QCD, and so Jimmy is instructed to generate the softest
possible scatters by setting its UE mode to 0, via JMUEO = 0 and setting the lower phase space
cut in pT in hadronic jet production, PTMIN, to the value of the MPI cut-off, PTJIM. The cut-off
for multiple parton interactions modeled with Jimmy is a single parameter, PTJIM, without any
dependence on

√
s. In order to make the model fit to data for various collider energies, we

apply the following energy dependence of PTJIM which is inspired by the “pomeron” energy
evolution of the similar cut-off in the Pythia 6 model:

PTJIM(
√
s) = PTJIM 0 ·

( √
s

1800 GeV

) EXP

, (1)
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where the tuning parameter PTJIM 0 is the value for PTJIM (
√
s) at the reference energy

1800 GeV. The energy exponent tuning parameter, EXP, was manually set at 0.274 in the
MC08 Jimmy tune, and was kept fixed at this value for all PDFs). The final MPI parameter
for tuning is the hadronic form factor radius: although Jimmy allows the proton and anti-proton
radius to be set separately (JMRAD(73), JMRAD(93)), we use the same variable, PRRAD, for both.

Equivalently-weighted tunes were performed for a total of ten PDFs. We found that the
data distributions can be described to a similar degree for all PDFs. The Figures 1. show these
tunes, compared with ATLAS 7 TeV UE data. Left-hand plot shows the comparison of data to
the AUET2 tunes for the LO and mLO PDFs, as well as the AUET1 tune for the mLO LO∗
PDF; the right-hand plot is a comparison of data with all the AUET2 tunes for NLO PDFs.

The Jimmy/Herwig model does not have as many parameters as in Pythia 6, where a
“color reconnection” mechanism can be used to level out the differences between the two classes
of observable, and so one will always be described better than the other. This is particularly
obvious in the observables featuring 〈p⊥〉. The regions governed by soft physics are not described
due to the missing soft physics in Jimmy/Herwig. It can generally be said that the PDF effect
can be “tuned away” with the available parameters, meaning that very similar agreement can
be reached for all PDFs studied. However some differences are visible, e.g. the 〈p⊥〉 vs. Nch

observables are a bit better described by the mLO PDFs than by the LO and NLO PDFs.
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Figure 1: Comparison plots of the new Herwig/Jimmy AUET2 tunes to 7 TeV ATLAS track-
based UE data. Left column: LO and mLO PDFs. Right column: NLO PDFs. The track p⊥
cut for all observables is 500 MeV.
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3 Pythia 6

The Pythia 6 MC generator is used as the main general-purpose event generator in ATLAS,
including in connection with the higher-order matrix element generators. It is based, as are
all general-purpose showering/hadronisation generators, on (leading-order) partonic matrix ele-
ments augmented with QCD radiation resummation via initial- and final-state parton showers,
a non-perturbative model for the combination of the resultant partons into physical hadrons,
a standard treatment of the decays of these hadrons, and – importantly for this note – a phe-
nomenological modeling of the bulk interactions of the colliding protons via the formalism of
multiple partonic interactions (MPI). We will focus on the MPI tuning part in this article,
for the details of hadronisation and final state shower setup, and shower tune, one can refer
to [10, 11]. We use a five-parameter tuning space and numerically optimize the description of
MPI-sensitive data from ATLAS and CDF, with weighted emphasis on the ATLAS observables.
We just list briefly the parameters used in this tuning:

• The p⊥ cut-off/regularize value used to avoid soft divergences in the model, set for a
reference scale of

√
s = 1800 GeV, and the exponent used in its energy evolution to other

beam energies are given by PARP(82) and PARP(90) respectively.

• The hadronic matter distribution is modeled by a double-Gaussian distribution, parame-
terized by PARP(83) and PARP(84): as these parameters are strongly correlated, we fixed
PARP(83) to its AMBT1 value of 0.356 and only tuned PARP(84).

• The final parameters are PARP(77) and PARP(78), which control the probabilities of color
reconnection occurring for fast-moving (high-p⊥) and general color strings.

The tunes were constructed with equal fitting weights for several PDFs. As there is neither
theoretical nor practical motivation for use of NLO PDFs in description of minimum bias
observables, and mLO PDFs were observed in the previous tuning to introduce strong and
untuneable deviations from data in minimum bias, we only attempt to describe underlying
event (UE) observables here: in other words we extend the PDF coverage of the AUET2B tune
series, but not the AMBT2B one. The behaviors of the resulting tunes in ATLAS underlying
event observables are shown in Figures 2.

4 MPI@LHC 2011

Deepak Kar

60 MPI@LHC 2011



b

b

b

b

b

b

b

b
b
b
b
b b

b b
b b b b b b b b b b b

b
b

b

b

b
b b

b

ATLAS datab

AUET2B (CTEQ6L1)
AUET2B (MSTW2008LO)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

Transverse Nchg density vs. ptrk1
⊥ ,

√
s = 7 TeV

〈d
2
N
ch

g
/
d

η
d

φ
〉

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

p⊥ (leading track) [GeV]

M
C
/
d
a
ta

b

b

b

b

b

b

b

b
b
b
b
b b

b b
b b b b b b b b b b b b b

b

b

b
b b

b

ATLAS datab

AUET2B (CT10)
AUET2B (CTEQ 6.6)
AUET2B (NNPDF 2.1)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2
Transverse Nchg density vs. ptrk1

⊥ ,
√
s = 7 TeV

〈d
2
N
ch

g
/
d

η
d

φ
〉

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
0.8

0.85
0.9

0.95
1.0

1.05
1.1

1.15

p⊥ (leading track) [GeV]
M
C
/
d
a
ta

b

b

b

b

b

b

b

b
b
b
b
b b

b b
b b b b b b b b b b b b b

b

b

b
b b

b

ATLAS datab

AUET2B (LO**)
AUET2B (CT09MC2)
AUET2B (LO*)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2
Transverse Nchg density vs. p

trk1
⊥ ,

√
s = 7 TeV

〈d
2
N
ch
g
/
d

η
d

φ
〉

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

p⊥ (leading track) [GeV]

M
C
/
d
a
ta

b

b

b

b

b

b

b

b
b
b
b
b
b
b b

b b
b

b b b b b
b b b

b
b b

b
b

b b

b

ATLAS datab

AUET2B (CTEQ6L1)
AUET2B (MSTW2008LO)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

Transverse ∑ p⊥ density vs. ptrk1
⊥ ,

√
s = 7 TeV

〈d
2

∑
p
⊥
/
d

η
d

φ
〉[

G
eV

]

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

p⊥ (leading track) [GeV]

M
C
/
d
a
ta

b

b

b

b

b

b

b

b
b
b
b
b
b
b b

b b b
b b b b b b b b

b
b b

b
b b b

b

ATLAS datab

AUET2B (CT10)
AUET2B (CTEQ 6.6)
AUET2B (NNPDF 2.1)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

Transverse ∑ p⊥ density vs. ptrk1
⊥ ,

√
s = 7 TeV

〈d
2

∑
p
⊥
/
d

η
d

φ
〉[

G
eV

]

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
0.8

0.85
0.9

0.95
1.0

1.05
1.1

1.15

p⊥ (leading track) [GeV]

M
C
/
d
a
ta

b

b

b

b

b

b

b

b
b
b
b
b
b
b b

b b b
b b b b b b b b

b
b b

b
b

b b

b

ATLAS datab

AUET2B (LO**)
AUET2B (CT09MC2)
AUET2B (LO*)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

Transverse ∑ p⊥ density vs. ptrk1⊥ ,
√
s = 7 TeV

〈d
2

∑
p
⊥
/
d

η
d

φ
〉[
G
eV
]

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

p⊥ (leading track) [GeV]

M
C
/
d
a
ta

b
b

b
b

b
b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b

b
b

b

ATLAS datab

AUET2B (CTEQ6L1)
AUET2B (MSTW2008LO)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

Transverse 〈p⊥〉 vs. Nchg,
√
s = 7 TeV

〈p
⊥
〉[

G
eV

]

5 10 15 20 25 30

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

Nchg

M
C
/
d
a
ta

b
b

b
b

b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b
b

b
b

ATLAS datab

AUET2B (CT10)
AUET2B (CTEQ 6.6)
AUET2B (NNPDF 2.1)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

Transverse 〈p⊥〉 vs. Nchg,
√
s = 7 TeV

〈p
⊥
〉[

G
eV

]

5 10 15 20 25 30
0.9

0.95

1.0

1.05

Nchg

M
C
/
d
a
ta

b
b

b
b

b
b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b b

b
b

b

ATLAS datab

AUET2B (LO**)
AUET2B (CT09MC2)
AUET2B (LO*)

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

Transverse 〈p⊥〉 vs. Nchg,
√
s = 7 TeV
〈p

⊥
〉[
G
eV
]

5 10 15 20 25 30

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

Nchg

M
C
/
d
a
ta

Figure 2: Comparison plots of the new Pythia 6 tunes to ATLAS underlying event data at
7 TeV [13, 14]. The tunes corresponding to LO, NLO and mLO PDFs are shown respectively
in the left, center and right columns. The yellow shaded areas represent data uncertainty.

4 Pythia 8

The use of the C++ Pythia 8 generator is gaining more popularity, partly because this is the
version being supported and developed by the authors, and partly because it has better diffrac-
tive modeling than Pythia 6. Pythia 8 tunes have been performed using a newly introduced
feature in version 8.153, where the width of the transverse matter distribution varies depending
on the momentum fraction of the interacting partons. The parameters tuned are MultipleIn-
teractions:ecmPow (subsequently referred to as ecmPow), MultipleInteractions:pT0Ref (subse-
quently refereed to as pT0Ref), BeamRemnants:reconnectRange (subsequently referred to as
reconnectRange) and MultipleInteractions:a1 (subsequently referred to as a1). The MultipleIn-
teractions:a1 parameter represents the constant in the Gaussian matter distribution width and
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the rest are described with the corresponding Pythia6 parameters for easy reference in Table 2.
The other parameters are same from tune 4C [28], except that SpaceShower:rapidityOrder is
turned off, as there are some indications from multi-jet matching results that the shower gets
closer to the matrix-element results when it is switched off.

MPI parameter Equivalent Pythia 6 parameter

MultipleInteractions:pT0Ref PARP(82)
MultipleInteractions:ecmPow PARP(90)
BeamRemnants:reconnectRange PARP(77), PARP(78)
MultipleInteractions:bProfile MSTP(82)

If MultipleInteractions:bProfile = 2 (double-Gaussian matter dbn.)
MultipleInteractions:coreFraction PARP(83)
MultipleInteractions:coreRadius PARP(84)

If MultipleInteractions:bProfile = 3 (exp/Gaussian overlap dbn.)
MultipleInteractions:expPow PARP(83)

Table 2: Pythia 8 MPI parameters

The tuning was done separately for six different PDFs. It was found that with the LO
PDFs, a common tune (named A2) for minimum bias and underlying event could be obtained.
However, for higher order PDFs, this was not the case, and underlying event (AU2) tunes were
performed. Figure 3 shows the new LO MB tunes (and tune 4C and 4Cx [29]), compared with
ATLAS minimum bias data at

√
s = 7 TeV. Figure 4 shows the tunes for all PDFs compared

with ATLAS underlying event data at
√
s = 7 TeV.
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Figure 3: Comparison plots of the new Pythia 8 tunes to ATLAS minimum-bias event data [12]
at 7 TeV. The yellow shaded areas represent data uncertainty.
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Figure 4: Comparison plots of the new Pythia 8 tunes to ATLAS underlying event data at
7 TeV [13, 14]. The tunes corresponding to LO, NLO and mLO PDFs are shown respectively
in the left, center and right columns. The yellow shaded areas represent data uncertainty.

5 Effect of PDFs

We observed that for Herwig/Jimmy tunes the cut-off parameter PTJIM group according to
the PDF type with the mLO PDFs yielding the highest values, followed by the LO and the
NLO PDFs, seen in Figure 5. Since a high cut-off values means that less activity is required
by the parton shower to match the data this result is in agreement with the expectation that
the mLO PDFs create more activity from the beginning.

The tunings presented in this note, for both the Pythia 6 and Pythia 8 generators, have
indicated a significant connection between the PDF being used and both the parameter values
obtained and some qualitative features of MPI-influenced observables. For Pythia 6 results
show a strong differentiation between the tunes to LO and mLO PDFs. The LO∗∗ PDF arguably
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Figure 5: Observed grouping of tuning results of PTJIM by PDF type.

has the worst behavior for minimum bias observables, with a very substantial overshoot in
the description of charged multiplicity from Nch & 40 for a track p⊥ cut of 500 MeV. All
the mLO PDFs display a factor-of-2 overshoot in the minimum bias p⊥ spectra for much of
the available range, an observable well described for both LO PDFs. The underlying event
observables are also in general described better by the LO PDFs, with the two MRST mLO
PDFS (LO∗ and LO∗∗) undershooting the turn-over region. NLO PDFs seem to prefer lower
values of the PARP(82) and PARP(90) MPI parameters that are typically favored by LO and
mLO PDFs. Similarly for Pythia 8, we saw that the different PDFs prefer particular values of
the tuning parameters. The tunes corresponding to two LO PDFs need very different set of
tune values, although they behave very similarly in MB and UE plots. The behavior of tunes
corresponding to mLO PDFs (LO∗ and LO∗∗) are very similar, however they almost reduce
back to the single Gaussian matter distribution. This is in fact a common feature for all the
tunes, with very low a1 values. The tunes corresponding to NLO PDFs seem to demand a
stronger color reconnection strength than the others, but somewhat lower MPI pT cut-off and
energy exponent. Respectively these parameter shifts mean that NLO PDF tunes have less MPI
cross-section screening (i.e. more activity) at Tevatron energies than LO/MLO equivalents, and
the increase in screening scale with center-of-mass energy is slower than for lo/mLO PDF tunes.

6 Conclusions

In this article we have presented latest tunes of the Herwig/Jimmy, Pythia 6 and Pythia 8
event generators, with different PDFs. The effect of PDFs on the tunes has been studied, and
this represents an ongoing effort to decide which PDF and tune combinations will give the best
description of the available data.

References
[1] T. Sjostrand, S. Mrenna, and P. Skands, ”PYTHIA 6.4 physics and manual”, JHEP 05 (2006) 026

(arXiv:0603175 [hep-ph]).

[2] T. Sjostrand, S. Mrenna, and P. Skands, ”A brief introduction to Pythia 8.1”, Comput. Phys. Commun.
178 (2008) 852–867 (arXiv:0710.3820 [hep-ph]).

[3] G. Corcella et al., ”HERWIG 6.5 release note”, arXiv:0210213 [hep-ph].

[4] J. M. Butterworth, J. R. Forshaw, and M. H. Seymour, ”Multiparton interactions in photoproduction at
HERA”, Z. Phys. C72 (1996) 637–646 (arXiv:9601371 [hep-ph])

8 MPI@LHC 2011

Deepak Kar

64 MPI@LHC 2011



[5] A. Sherstnev and R. S. Thorne, ”Parton distributions for LO generators”, Eur. Phys. J. C55 (2008)
553–575 (arXiv:0711.2473 [hep-ph]).

[6] A. Sherstnev and R. Thorne, ”Different PDF approximations useful for LO Monte Carlo generators”,
arXiv:0807.2132 [hep-ph].

[7] H.-L. Lai, J. Huston, S. Mrenna, P. Nadolsky, D. Stump, W.-K. Tung, and C.-P. Yuan, ”Parton distributions
for event generators”, arXiv:0910.4183 [hep-ph].

[8] T. Kasemets and T. Sjostrand, ”A comparison of new MC-adapted parton densities”, Eur.Phys.J C69
(2010) 019 (arXiv:1007.0897 [hep-ph]).

[9] The ATLAS Collaboration, ”New ATLAS event generator tunes to 2010 data”, 2011.
https://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1345343. ATL-PHYS-PUB-2011-008.

[10] The ATLAS Collaboration, ”ATLAS tunes of PYTHIA 6 and PYTHIA 8 for MC11”, 2011.
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1363300. ATL-PHYS-PUB-2011-009.

[11] The ATLAS Collaboration, ”Further ATLAS tunes of PYTHIA 6 and PYTHIA 8 for MC11”, 2011.
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1400677. ATL-PHYS-PUB-2011-014.

[12] The ATLAS Collaboration, ”Charged-particle multiplicities in pp interactions measured with the ATLAS
detector at the LHC”, New J. Phys. 13 (2011) 053033 (arXiv:1012.5104 [hep-ex]).

[13] The ATLAS Collaboration, ”Measurement of underlying event characteristics using charged particles in
pp collisions at

√
s = 900 GeV and 7 TeV with the ATLAS detector”, Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 112001

(arXiv:1012.0791 [hep-ex]).

[14] The ATLAS Collaboration, ”Measurements of underlying-event properties using neutral and charged par-
ticles in pp collisions at 900 GeV and 7 TeV with the ATLAS detector at the LHC”, Eur. Phys. J. C71
(2011) 1636 (arXiv:1103.1816 [hep-ex]).

[15] The CDF Collaboration, et al., ”Studying the Underlying Event in Drell-Yan and High Transverse Mo-
mentum Jet Production at the Tevatron”, arXiv:1003.3146 [hep-ex].

[16] The CDF Collaboration, T. Aaltonen et al., ”Measurement of Particle Production and Inclusive Differential
Cross Sections in pp̄ Collisions at

√
s = 1.96 TeV”, Phys. Rev. D79 (2009) 112005 (arXiv:0904.1098 [hep-

ex]).

[17] A. Buckley, ”CEDAR: tools for event generator tuning”, PoS ACAT2007 (2007) 050 (arXiv:0708.2655
[hep-ph]).

[18] A. Buckley, J. Butterworth, L. Lonnblad, H. Hoeth, J. Monk, et al., ”Rivet user manual”, arXiv:1003.0694
[hep-ph].

[19] A. Buckley, H. Hoeth, H. Lacker, H. Schulz, and J. E. von Seggern, ”Systematic event generator tuning for
the LHC”, arXiv:0907.2973 [hep-ph].

[20] Pumplin, J. and others, ”New generation of parton distributions with uncertainties from global QCD
analysis”, JHEP 07 (2002) 012 (arXiv:0201195 [hep-ph]).

[21] A. D. Martin, W. J. Stirling, R. S. Thorne, and G. Watt, ”Parton distributions for the LHC”, Eur. Phys.
J. C63 (2009) 189–285 (arXiv:0901.0002 [hep-ph]).

[22] H.-L. Lai et al., ”Parton Distributions for Event Generators”, JHEP 04 (2010) 035 (arXiv:0910.4183
[hep-ph]).

[23] P. M. Nadolsky et al., ”Implications of CTEQ global analysis for collider observables”, Phys. Rev. D78
(2008) 013004 (arXiv:0802.0007 [hep-ph]).

[24] H.-L. Lai et al., ”New parton distributions for collider physics”, Phys. Rev. D82 (2010) 074024
(arXiv:1007.2241 [hep-ph]).

[25] H1 and ZEUS Collaboration, F. D. Aaron et al., ”Combined Measurement and QCD Analysis of the
Inclusive ep Scattering Cross Sections at HERA”, JHEP 01 (2010) 109 (arXiv:0911.0884 [hep-ex]).

[26] Aharrouche et al., ”Double differential Z,W cross sections and their ratios in the electron channels”, Tech.
Rep. ATL-COM-PHYS-2010-325, CERN, Geneva, Jun, 2010. http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1269075/.

[27] R. D. Ball et al., ”Impact of Heavy Quark Masses on Parton Distributions and LHC Phenomenology”,
arXiv:1101.1300 [hep-ph].

[28] R. Corke and T. Sjostrand, ”Interleaved parton showers and tuning prospects”, JHEP 03 (2011) 032
(arXiv:1011.1759 [hep-ph]).

[29] R. Corke and T. Sjostrand, ”Multiparton Interactions with an x-dependent Proton Size”, JHEP 05 (2011)
009 (arXiv:1101.5953 [hep-ph]).

MPI@LHC 2011 9

ATLAS MPI tunes with various PDFs

MPI@LHC 2011 65


