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Abstract. A measurement of triple gauge boson couplings is presented, based on W-pair data recorded by
the OPAL detector at LEP during 1998 at a centre-of-mass energy of 189 GeV with an integrated luminosity
of 183 pb~!. After combining with our previous measurements at centre-of-mass energies of 161-183 GeV
we obtain x = 0.97732% g% = 0.99179-9%% and A\ = —0.11073:528 where the errors include both statistical
and systematic uncertainties and each coupling is determined by setting the other two couplings to their
Standard Model values. These results are consistent with the Standard Model expectations.

1 Introduction

W-pair production in ete™ annihilation involves, in addi-
tion to the t-channel v-exchange, the triple gauge boson
vertices WW+~ and WWZ which are present in the Stan-
dard Model due to its non-Abelian nature. Since the start
of LEP operation at and above the W-pair threshold sev-
eral measurements have been made of the triple gauge
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boson couplings (TGCs) involved with these vertices in
W-pair production [1-4], single W and single photon pro-
duction [5]. Limits on TGCs also exist from studies of di-
boson production at the Tevatron [6]. In this paper we
update our previous measurements [1-3] to include the
data collected during 1998 at a centre-of-mass energy of
189 GeV with an integrated luminosity of 183 pb~1!.

According to the most general Lorentz invariant La-
grangian [7-10] there can be seven independent couplings
describing each of the WW+y and WWZ vertices. This
large parameter space can be reduced by requiring the La-
grangian to satisfy electromagnetic gauge invariance and
charge conjugation as well as parity invariance. The num-
ber of parameters reduces to five, which can be taken as
97, Kz, Ky Az and A, [7,8]. These parameters are directly
related to the W electromagnetic and weak properties [8,
9]. In the Standard Model gi=k,=k,=1 and A,=\,=0.
Precision measurements on the Z° resonance and lower en-
ergy data, are consistent with the following SU(2)xU(1)
relations between the five couplings [7,9],

Ak, = — Ak tan? 0, + Ags,
A= Ay
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Here A indicates a deviation of the respective quantity
from its Standard Model value and 6,, is the weak mixing
angle. These two relations leave only three independent
couplings, Ak, Ag7 and A(=A,=)\,) which are not sig-
nificantly restricted [11,12] by existing LEP and SLC Z°
data.

Anomalous TGCs give different contributions to dif-
ferent helicity states of the outgoing W-bosons. Conse-
quently they affect the angular distributions of the pro-
duced W bosons and their decay products, as well as the
total W-pair cross-section. Ignoring the effects of the finite
W width and the initial state radiation (ISR), the pro-
duction and decay of W bosons is completely described
by five angles. Conventionally these are taken to be [7,9,
13]: the W~ production polar angle! 6y ; the polar and
azimuthal angles, 67 and ¢7, of the decay fermion from the
W~ in the W~ rest frame?; and the analogous angles for
the anti-fermion from the W* decay, 65 and ¢5. However
for W-pairs observed in the detector, the experimental ac-
cessibility of these angles and therefore the sensitivity to
the TGCs, is limited and depends strongly on the final
state produced when the W bosons decay.

In this study all final states are used, namely the fully
leptonic, szlug/, the semileptonic, qqfv,, and the fully
hadronic, qqqq final states, with branching fractions of
10.6%, 43.9% and 45.6% respectively. This study is di-
vided into two parts. In the first part the W-pair event
rate for each of the three final states is analysed in terms
of the TGCs. The second part is a study of the W-pair
event shape for each final state using optimal observables.

Most of the TGC results of this analysis are obtained
for each of the three couplings separately, setting the other
two couplings to their Standard Model values. These re-
sults will be presented in tables and log L curves®. We
also perform two-dimensional and three-dimensional fits,
where two or all three TGC parameters are allowed to vary
in the fits. The results of these fits will be presented by
contour plots.

The following section includes a short presentation of
the OPAL data and Monte Carlo samples and in Sect.3
the analysis of the W-pair event rate is described. Mov-
ing on to the event shape analysis, the first step, namely
the event reconstruction, is presented in Sect. 4. The TGC
extraction using the technique of optimal observables is
explained in Sect.5. Systematic errors are described in
Sect.6 and the combined TGC results are presented in
Sect. 7. Section 8 summarises the results of this study.

! The OPAL right-handed coordinate system is defined such
that the origin is at the geometric centre of the detector, the
z-axis is parallel to, and has positive sense, along the e~ beam
direction, 6 is the polar angle with respect to z and ¢ is the
azimuthal angle around z

2 The axes of the right-handed coordinate system in the W
rest-frame are defined such that z is along the parent W flight
direction and y is in the direction e~ X W where e is the
electron beam direction and W is the parent W flight direction

3 Throughout this paper, logL denotes negative log-
likelihood

2 Data and Monte Carlo models

The data were acquired during 1998 with the OPAL de-
tector which is described in detail elsewhere [14]. The in-
tegrated luminosity, evaluated using small angle Bhabha
scattering events observed in the silicon tungsten forward
calorimeter, is 183.05 & 0.40 pb~!. The luminosity-
weighted mean centre-of-mass energy for the data sam-
ple is 1/s=188.64+0.04 GeV][15].

In the analyses described below, a number of Monte
Carlo models are used to provide estimates of efficiencies
and backgrounds as well as the expected W-pair produc-
tion and decay angular distributions for different TGC val-
ues. The majority of the Monte Carlo samples were gen-
erated at /s = 189 GeV with My = 80.33 GeV/c?. All
Monte Carlo samples mentioned below were processed by
the full OPAL simulation program [16] and then subjected
to the same reconstruction procedure as the data.

The main Monte Carlo program used in this analy-
sis is the EXCALIBUR [17] generator. This program gener-
ates all four-fermion final states using the full set of elec-
troweak diagrams including the WT™W~ production dia-
grams (class* CC03) and other four-fermion graphs, such
aseTe™ = Wer,, ete™ — Z%te™ and ete™ — Z9Z°. Us-
ing this program, samples were generated with and with-
out anomalous TGCs. Each sample was generated with a
different set of TGC values. These samples are used to cal-
culate the TGC dependence of the expected event rate and
angular distributions. We also apply a reweighting tech-
nique based on the matrix element corresponding to all
the contributing four-fermion diagrams. In this way, the
angular distributions for any particular set of anomalous
couplings are obtained from Monte Carlo samples gener-
ated at a limited number of different TGC values.

For systematic studies we use Standard Model four-
fermion samples generated by the grcaf [18] and KORALW
[19] programs. KORALW uses the same matrix element as
grc4f but has the most complete simulation of ISR out
of all the four-fermion Monte Carlo programs used in this
analysis. The efficiency obtained from the KORALW sam-
ple is used to correct the expected event rate. To estimate
the hadronisation systematics, Monte Carlo samples were
produced by grcaf including the CCO03 diagrams only, and
the fragmentation stage was generated separately with ei-
ther JETSET [20] or HERwWIG [21]. To study final state
interaction effects in qqqq events we used Monte Carlo
samples with different implementations of Bose-Einstein
correlations and colour reconnection effects, as detailed in
Sect. 6.

There are other background sources not associated
with four-fermion processes. The main one, Z°/y — qq,
including higher order QCD diagrams, is simulated using
PyTHIA, with HERWIG used as an alternative to study
possible systematic effects. Other background processes
involving two fermions in the final state are studied using
KoraALz [22] for eTe™—puTp™, ete™ =777~ and ete™—

4 In this paper, the W pair production diagrams, i.e. t-
channel v, exchange and s-channel Z° /7 exchange, are referred
to as “CCO03”, following the notation of [7]
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Table 1. Expected and observed numbers of events in each W W™ final state for an integrated
luminosity of 183.05 4 0.40 pb™ ! at 188.64 4 0.04 GeV, assuming Mw = 80.42 + 0.07 GeV/c?
and Standard Model branching fractions. The efficiency values and the numbers of signal events
include cross contamination between the three final states. The errors on the combined numbers
account for correlations between the systematic errors for different final states

Selected as WIwW™— @ez/wl

WTwW™— qaqlv,

WTW™ = qqqq Combined

Efficiency [%] 82.3£1.2
Signal events 258+6
Background events:

4-fermion, TGC-dep. 17+£2
4-fermion, TGC-indep. 7.0£0.3
70 )y — ff 4.140.3
Two-photon 0.9£0.9
Total background 2943
Total expected 28747
Observed 276

87.7£0.9 86.5+0.8 86.6£0.6

1145£26 1175426 2578+55
2744 10+6 54+£7
3443 71£10 11149
4846 245+17 29717
3+3 0 4+4
112+9 325£21 466+24

1257427 1500£33 3044+£60
1246 1546 3068

vU, and BHWIDE [23] for ete™ —ete™. Backgrounds from
two-photon processes are evaluated using PYTHIA,
HERWIG, PHOJET [24] and the Vermaseren generator [25].
It is assumed that the centre-of-mass energy of 189 GeV
is below the threshold for Higgs boson production.

3 Event rate TGC analysis

The event rate analysis is based on the total WTW ™ pro-
duction cross-section measurement [26]. We use here the
same selection with the same efficiency and background
estimates. The difference is only in the physics interpre-
tation. To analyse the WTW ™~ event rate, all three final
states are used. Each final state corresponds to a different
selection algorithm. These algorithms are similar to those
used at lower centre-of-mass energies (see [3] and refer-
ences therein) and the differences are described in [26].
The results are summarised in Table 1. The efficiencies
refer to CCO3 WHW ™ events and, unlike [26], include cross
contamination between the three final states. To calculate
the expected numbers of events we use our total integrated
luminosity of 183.0540.40 pb~! and the total WTW~ pro-
duction cross-section value of 16.26 pb corresponding to
our centre-of-mass energy of 188.644+0.04 GeV and a W
mass of My =80.4240.07 GeV/c? measured at the Teva-
tron® [27]. The cross-section calculation is done using the
RACOONWW [28] and YFSWW3 [29] Monte Carlo pro-
grams which include the most complete O(«) radiative
corrections using the double pole approximation method.
The results obtained by these two independent programs
agree within 0.1% [30]. Furthermore the theoretical un-
certainty of 0.42% is improved compared with the 2% un-
certainty of the GENTLE [31] semi-analytic program which

® The LEP results for the W mass are not used for the TGC
measurement, since they have been obtained under the as-
sumption that W pairs are produced according to the Stan-
dard Model, whereas W production at the Tevatron does not
involve the triple gauge vertex

has been used in our previous publications. However, since
we have not yet been able to study the full effect of our se-
lection cuts with these recent Monte Carlo generators, we
prefer not to reduce our assumed theoretical uncertainty
of 2% which has only a negligible effect on our final re-
sults. Correspondingly, the errors on the expected number
of events listed in Table 1 are larger than those quoted in
[26].

The four-fermion background is split between final
states with and without contributions from diagrams con-
taining a triple gauge boson vertex. For each of the three
final states in our signal the TGC-dependent background is
calculated from the difference between the accepted four-
fermion cross-section (including all diagrams) and the ac-
cepted CCO3 cross-section. The background from other
final states® does not depend on the TGCs.

The errors listed in Table 1 are due to Monte Carlo
statistics, luminosity uncertainty of 0.2%, theoretical un-
certainty in the total cross-section (2%), centre-of-mass
energy and W mass uncertainties (0.04% of the total cross-
section each), data/MC differences, tracking losses, detec-
tor occupancy and fragmentation uncertainties. A detailed
description of all these sources can be found in [26].

The total number of expected events in each final state
is consistent with the corresponding number of observed
events. Therefore, there is no evidence for any significant
contribution from anomalous couplings. A quantitative
study of TGCs from the W-pair event yield is performed
by comparing the numbers of observed events in each of
the three event selection channels with the expected num-
bers which are parametrised as second-order polynomials
in the TGCs. This parametrisation is based on the lin-
ear dependence of the triple gauge vertex Lagrangian on
the TGCs, corresponding to a second-order polynomial de-
pendence of the cross-section. Consequently, the expected

6 A small contribution from the v.7.ff final states which are
partly produced by the W fusion diagram is included in the
TGC-dependent background
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number of events for each final state also has a second-
order polynomial dependence on the TGCs. The polyno-
mial coefficients are calculated from the expected num-
ber of events at different TGC values, as obtained from
the corresponding EXCALIBUR Monte Carlo samples. For
each final state, the corresponding expected cross section
is normalised to the Standard Model expectation (sum of
signal and TGC-dependent background) listed in Table 1.
The primary reason for this normalisation is the fact that
when calculating the numbers in Table 1, RACOONWW
and YFSWW3 are used for the cross-section and KORALW
for the efficiency. This is considered to be more complete
than EXC@;IBUR. The normalisation factor varies between
0.970 ({Ts€ vy selection) and 0.987 (qqqq selection).

The probability to observe the measured number of
candidates, given the expected value, is calculated using
a Poisson distribution. The product of the three probabil-
ity distributions corresponding to the three final states is
taken as the event rate likelihood function. The system-
atic uncertainties are incorporated into the TGC fit by
allowing the expected numbers of signal and background
events to vary in the fit and constraining them to have a
Gaussian distribution around their expected values with
their systematic errors taken as the width of the distri-
butions. The systematic uncertainties, excluding those on
efficiency and background, are assumed to be correlated
between the three different event selections.

Data from lower centre-of-mass energies are included,
assuming all systematic errors to be fully correlated be-
tween energies. The corresponding log I curves are used
in combination with the results of the event shape analy-
sis, which is described in the following sections. The full
set of results is then presented in Fig. 7, where the event
rate contributions are shown as dotted lines”.

4 Event reconstruction

Starting from the event sample used for the event-rate
analysis, a reconstruction is performed to extract the max-
imum possible information on the W production and de-
cay angles, which are then used to extract the couplings.
Events which cannot be well reconstructed are rejected
from the sample, as explained in the following subsections.

Three kinematic fits with different sets of requirements
are used in the event reconstruction:

A. requiring conservation of energy and momentum, ne-
glecting ISR;

" The log L curves are expected to be symmetric around the
event rate minimum position which, in most cases, is very
close to the Standard Model TGC value. However, for the
Ak~ parameter, the event rate acquires its minimum at pos-
itive Ak, value. The exact location of this minimum differs
between ZWZ/W/ qqfv, and qqqq events due to contributions
from non-CCO03 diagrams. Therefore, the overall log L(Ak~)
function summed over the three final states is no longer sym-
metric, unlike the corresponding functions for the other TGC
parameters

B. additionally constraining the reconstructed masses of
the two W-bosons to be equal;

C. additionally constraining each reconstructed W mass
to the average value measured at the Tevatron, Mw=
80.42 GeV/c? [27].

For qqqq events, where all four final state fermions are
measurable, fits A, B and C have 4, 5 and 6 constraints
respectively. For qqev, and qquv, events the number of
constraints is reduced by 3 due to the invisible neutrino.
For qqr7v, events there is at least one additional unob-
served neutrino from the 7 decay, but the momentum sum
of the track(s) assigned to the 7 can still be used as an
approximation to the 7 flight direction, relying on its high
boost. The 7 energy is left unknown, resulting in a further

loss of one constraint. Finally for @gzlw/ events, where
none of the leptons is a 7, there are two invisible neutri-
nos. Hence, six constraints are lost and requirement C is
needed.

In the following we discuss the reconstruction of each
final state separately.

4.1 Reconstruction of qqfv, final states

Candidate qge?, and qquv, events without a well recon-
structed lepton track, which were included in the sample
used for the event rate analysis, are removed from the
present sample. In this way, each of the events left in the
sample has one track that is identified as the most likely
lepton candidate. For the case of qq77, events, either one
track or a narrow jet consisting of three tracks is assigned
as the 7 decay product.

The electron direction is reconstructed by the track-
ing detectors and the energy is measured in the electro-
magnetic calorimeters. For muons the momentum is mea-
sured using the tracking detectors. As explained above,
the direction of 7 candidates can be directly reconstructed
whilst the energy can only be derived from a kinematic fit.

The remaining tracks and calorimeter clusters in the
event are grouped into two jets using the Durham &k, al-
gorithm [32]. The total energy and momentum of each
of the jets are calculated with the method described in
[33]. Kinematic fit A, requiring energy-momentum con-
servation, is then performed on the events. The qqev,
and qquv, events are accepted if this one-constraint fit
converges with a probability larger than 0.001. This cut
rejects about 2% of the signal events and 4% of the back-
ground.

To improve the resolution in the angular observables
used for the TGC analysis, kinematic fit C is performed
on qqeve and qquv, events. The W-mass constraint in
this fit allows for the finite W-width®. We demand that

8 The W mass distribution is treated as a Gaussian in the
kinematic fit. However, in order to simulate the expected Breit-
Wigner form of the W mass spectrum, the variance of the
Gaussian is updated at each iteration of the kinematic fit in
such a way that the probabilities of observing the current fit-
ted W mass are equal whether calculated using the Gaussian
distribution or using a Breit-Wigner



6 The OPAL Collaboration: Measurement of triple gauge boson couplings

the kinematic fit converges with a probability larger than
0.001. For the 4% of events which fail at this point we
revert to using the results of fit A.

For qqrv, events the kinematic fit B is performed
and required to converge with a probability larger than
0.025. This cut rejects 14% of the signal and 41% of the
background. Furthermore, this cut suppresses those qqr7.-
events which are correctly identified as belonging to this
decay channel but where the 7 decay products are not
identified correctly, leading to an incorrect estimate of the
7 flight direction or its charge. The fraction of such events
in the qqr7, sample is reduced from 18% to 12%.

Out of the original number of 1246 qqfv, candidates
used for the event rate analysis there are 1075 events left
(368 qqgeve, 387 qquv, and 320 qqr7.) after all these
cuts. Assuming Standard Model cross-sections for signal
and background processes, the remaining background frac-
tion is 4.6%. This does not include cross-migration be-
tween the three lepton channels. The background sources
are: four-fermion processes after subtracting the contribu-
tion from the CCO3 diagrams (2.4%), Z°/v — qq (2.4%),
WTW~ = qqqq and szlyg/ (0.2%) and two-photon reac-
tions (0.1%).

In the reconstruction of the qgfv, events we obtain
cos By by summing the kinematically fitted four-momenta
of the two jets. The decay angles of the leptonically decay-
ing W are obtained from the charged lepton four-momen-
tum, after boosting back to the parent W rest frame. For
the hadronically decaying W we are left with a two-fold
ambiguity in assigning the jets to the quark and antiquark.
This ambiguity is taken into account in the analyses de-
scribed below.

In Fig.1 we show the distributions of all the five an-
gles obtained from the combined qqfv, event sample, and
the expected distributions for Agy = £0.5 and 0. These
expected distributions are obtained from fully simulated
Monte Carlo event samples generated with EXCALIBUR,
normalised to the number of events observed in the data.
Sensitivity to TGCs is observed mainly for cosfw. The
contribution of cos®y, ¢;, cosf, and ¢, to the overall
sensitivity enters mainly through their correlations with
cos Oy .

4.2 Reconstruction of qqqq final states

Using the Durham k, algorithm [32], each selected qqqq
candidate is reconstructed as four jets, whose energies are
corrected for the double counting of charged track mo-
menta and calorimeter energies [34]. These four jets can be
paired into W-bosons in three possible ways. To improve
the resolution on the jet four-momentum we perform for
each possible jet pairing the five-constraint kinematic fit
B. We require at least one jet pairing with a successful fit
yielding a W-mass between 70 and 90 GeV. The W charge
is assigned by comparing the sum of the charges of the two
jets coming from the same W candidate. More details are
described in [3].

The correct di-jet pairing is identified by a likelihood
algorithm [35] which takes into account correlations be-
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Fig. la—e. Distributions of the kinematic variables cos 6w,
cosfy, cos Oy, ¢; and ¢, as obtained from the qGfv, events.
The solid points represent the data. The histograms show the
expectation of the Standard Model and when Ag7 = +0.5.
The shaded histogram shows the non-qq¢v, background. Notes:
1. In the case of WY —Zv decays the value of ¢} is shifted by
7 in order to overlay W' and W™ distributions in the same
plot. 2. The jet with 0 < ¢},, < 7 is chosen as the quark
(antiquark) jet from the decay of the W~ (W) according to
our convention

tween the input variables. We use as input to our likeli-
hood the W candidate mass as obtained from the kine-
matic fit B, the angles between the two jets coming from
each W candidate, the difference between the W candi-
date masses as obtained from the kinematic fit A and the
charge difference between the two W candidates. Accord-
ing to the WHrW~ EXCALIBUR Monte Carlo, the proba-
bility of selecting the correct di-jet combination is about
79%, and the probability of correct assignment of the W
charge, once the correct pairing has been chosen, is about
77%.

The fraction of events correctly reconstructed can be
increased by cutting on the value L of the jet pairing
likelihood. Its distribution is shown in Fig.2a. We cut at
L > 0.5, which minimises the expected total errors on the
measured TGCs.

After all cuts the probability of correct pairing in-
creases to 87% and the probability of correct determina-
tion of the W charge is about 82%. The selection effi-
ciency is reduced by these cuts from 86% to 54%, whereas
the background drops from 23% to 12%. In the data, 889
events survive all cuts out of the 1546 initially selected.
The distribution of the W charge separation is shown in
Fig. 2b. The distributions of the variables cos 6, cos 0,
and ¢, are shown in Fig. 3.

jet
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Fig. 2a,b. For the qqqq channel, a distribution of the output
of the jet-pairing likelihood corresponding to the most likely
combination for the data (points) and for the Excalibur four-
fermion Monte Carlo (histogram). The hatched area represents
the contribution of wrong pairing (assuming all four quark fi-
nal states compatible with W pair production are coming from
such events), the double hatched area represents the contri-
bution of the TGC-independent four-fermion background and
the dark area represents the contribution of the Z°/y — qq
background. The arrow indicates the cut value. b Distribution
of the charge separation between the two W candidates for
the data (points) and for the four-fermion Monte Carlo (his-
togram). The hatched area shows the contribution of correct
pairing and incorrect W charge, and the double hatched area
shows the contribution of wrong pairing. The dark area repre-
sents the contribution of the Z° /v — qq and TGC-independent
four-fermion background

4.3 Reconstruction of Zﬁﬂ’ugl final states

As explained above, the reconstruction of Wﬂlw/ final
states is possible only by using kinematic fit C for the case
of no 7-lepton in the final state. To reject events with 7-
leptons we use the lepton identification algorithm designed
for the W branching ratio measurement [26]. In addition,
events with only one reconstructed cone which were ac-
cepted for the event rate analysis are removed from the
sample. As a result of these two cuts, the number of data

events drops from 276 to 133. The efficiency for mZ’W
events with ¢ =e,u drops from 89% to 74%. The contam-
ination left in the sample from szlug/ final states with
a 7-lepton is 14% and the background from other final
states is only 0.5%.

Kinematic fit C has no constraints and turns into solv-
ing a quadratic equation. In the ideal case of no measure-
ment errors and satisfying the conditions where fit C is

- ~ c 250
5225 F & oo E
200 E AR
5] E 5] 200 E
i’ E 3175 E
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Fig. 3a—c. Distribution of the kinematic variables cos 6w,
cos B}, and ¢}, for qgqq events. The solid points represent the
data. The Monte Carlo predictions for the Standard Model and
for Agi=+0.5, —0.5 are shown respectively as solid, dashed
and dotted lines. The dark area represents the contribution of
the Z°/~v — qq background and the hatched area represents
the contribution of the TGC-independent four-fermion back-
ground. The jet with 0 <¢;,,< 7 is chosen as the quark (anti-
quark) jet from the decay of the W~ (W™) candidate according
to our convention

valid, namely no ISR and narrow W width, one expects
to obtain two real solutions corresponding to a two-fold
ambiguity in the angle set cosfOy,, ¢ and ¢5. There is
no ambiguity in the angles 67 and 65 which have a one-
to-one correspondence with the lepton momenta. In real-
istic conditions, however, including ISR, finite W width
and measurement errors, one might obtain no real solu-
tion, but a pair of complex conjugate solutions. In fact,
only 92 out of 133 events in the data have two real so-
lutions, in agreement with the Monte Carlo expectation
of 97.8 events. In the complex solution case, the nearest
real solution is taken by setting the imaginary parts of the
complex solutions to zero.

Figure 4 shows the reconstructed cos 6w distribution.
The data distribution agrees with the Standard Model ex-
pectation.

5 Event shape TGC analysis

The angular distributions from all final states are consis-
tent with the Standard Model expectation and no evidence
is seen for any significant contributions from anomalous
couplings. For a quantitative study we use the method of
optimal observables based on the following dependence of
the W-pair differential cross-section on the TGCs,
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All events enter with a total weight of one, but in the case of
events with two ambiguous solutions for cos 6w, each solution

enters with a weight of 0.5. The histograms show the expecta-
tions of the Standard Model and when A = +1

do(£2,0) = SO (2)
+Y i S @2) + > ey - SP(2),
i i.j
a; = Ak, Agf and A,

where (2 are the five phase-space variables, 2=(cos Oy,
cos 07,07 ,cos05,65). For this kind of dependence it has
been shown [36] that all information contained in the
phase-space variables (2 is retained in the whole set of nine

observables O\ = 51 (2)/50(2), 0¥ = 52 (2)/
0 @ _ »n® _ ¢® 0 L

g)( )(Q) and Oij = Oji = Si,j (Q)/S( )(Q) (i,5 = 1,2,
' The original idea [37-39] was to use only the mean

values of the first order observables, @(1). However, this
causes some ambiguities which can be resolved by inclu-
sion of the mean value of the second order observables,

A2 . .

(’)( ). For one-dimensional fits, where only one TGC pa-
rameter, «;, is allowed to vary and the others are set to
their Standard Model values, we use only the correspond-

ing first order, (’)Z(.l), and second order, 022), observables.
In three-dimensional fits, where all three TGC parameters
are allowed to vary, all nine observables are used”.

The analysis is done separately for the qqlv,, qqqq
and @gz/w/ final states. The nine optimal observables are
constructed for each event k with the set of phase-space
variables {2 using the analytic expression for the CC03
Born differential cross-section to calculate the values of
SO(2y), SM (), S (2) and S (2;), taking into
account the reconstruction ambiguities for that particular

9 Trying to use all the nine observables also for the one-
dimensional fits does not yield any gain in sensitivity, since
the optimal observables not related to the fitted parameter are
not expected to contribute further information
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Fig. 5a—d. qqfv, event distributions of the a first and b sec-
ond order optimal observables corresponding to Ax.,. The his-
tograms show the expectation of the Standard Model and when
Ak, = £0.5. The expected mean values of these observables
are plotted in ¢ (lower and upper plot respectively) as solid
curves. The measured mean values and their statistical er-
rors are indicated by the shaded horizontal bands. In figure d
the contributions of the first and second order optimal observ-
able to the log L function, disregarding the correlation between
them, are plotted by the dashed and dotted lines respectively.
The dash-dotted line is the contribution of the correlation be-
tween the two observables and the solid line is the overall log L
function which is the sum of the three contributions

final state. For the qqqq channel, the uncertainty in the
identity of the WT and the W~ is taken into account by
weighting each hypothesis with its probability, determined
from the Monte Carlo as a function of the charge difference
|Qw, — Qw,| between the two W candidates in the event.

The expected mean values of each observable as a func-
tion of the TGCs are calculated from four-fermion Monte
Carlo events generated according to the Standard Model
as well as samples generated with various TGC values. The
EXCALIBUR matrix element calculation is used to reweight
the Monte Carlo events to any TGC value required. The
contribution of background events is also taken into ac-
count in the calculation of the expected mean values using
corresponding Monte Carlo samples.

An illustrative example is shown in Fig. 5 for O(Algw and

(’)(A%Z7 using the qq¢v, final state. Figures 5a and 5b show
the distributions of these observables in the data com-
pared with the Monte Carlo expectations at the Standard
Model and at Ax,=20.5. The data agree with the Stan-
dard Model distributions. In Fig.5c the expected mean
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values E [O(Aln)w] and E [O(AQBW] as functions of Ak, are
shown along with the measured mean values 6(:; and
—(2
ol

A x? fit of the measured mean values O to the cor-
responding expectations E[O](a) is performed to extract
the couplings from the data. The covariance matrix for the
mean values is calculated from the Monte Carlo events. In
the calculation of the x? for the qqf7, channel, the contri-
bution of the qqr7, final state is calculated separately, in
order to account for the worse resolution of qqr7v, events
compared with qqev, and qquv,, final states. The log L
curve is obtained by subtracting from the x? function its
minimum value and dividing by two. For illustration, the
log L function corresponding to the one-dimensional fit to
obtain Ak, from the qqfv, data using (’)(Alm)7 and (’)(AZK)7 is
shown in Fig.5d. This log L function can be decomposed
into three contributions coming from (9937, (D(AQK)7 and the
correlation between them. The first two contributions are
defined disregarding the correlation. Each of them has two
minima at equal height. Therefore, using only one of the
two observables to calculate the log L function results in
an ambiguous two-fold solution, whereas using both ob-
servables leaves only one solution. Figure 5d also demon-
strates the importance of the correlation between the two
observables.

The method is tested with a large number of Monte
Carlo subsamples corresponding to the Standard Model
and to various TGCs. The size of each subsample corre-
sponds to the collected luminosity. Summing up the log L
curves from the different subsamples corresponding to the
same coupling gives results which are consistent with the
coupling value used in the Monte Carlo generation. Also
the distribution of the fit results is centred around the
expected value, but there are some non Gaussian tails.
Therefore, it is important to test the reliability of the er-
ror interval which is estimated in the usual way, to be the
region where the log L function has a value of no more than
0.5. This is done by calculating the fraction of subsamples
where the correct value is within the error interval. The
error estimate is considered to be reliable if the calculated
fraction is consistent with 68%, otherwise the log L func-
tions corresponding to the subsamples are scaled down
by the necessary factor to obtain 68% of the subsamples
within the error interval. The same scale factor is then ap-
plied also on the corresponding log L function of the data.
The values obtained for this scale factor are between 0.95
and 1.

Performing one-dimensional fits to the 189 GeV data,
we obtain the results quoted in Table 2. The expected sta-
tistical errors, which are the average fit errors of the Monte
Carlo subsamples, are also quoted in Table 2, demonstrat-
ing the different sensitivities for the various final states
and TGC parameters.

As a cross-check to the mean optimal observable
method, two other fit methods are applied to the qqfv,
events. The first one is the binned maximum likelihood
method which has been used to analyse our previous data
and is fully described in [1,2]. For the present data we

use a distribution in all five phase-space variables. This
method yields sensitivities comparable with those of our
main analysis.

The second cross-check fit for the qqfév, results uses an
unbinned maximum likelihood. The contribution of each
data event to the likelihood is the sum over all Monte
Carlo events of their weights, which are Gaussian func-
tions of the distance in phase-space to that data event. In
this way, most of the contribution comes from the Monte
Carlo events nearest in phase space to the data event. The
TGC dependence of the likelihood is obtained by using
Monte Carlo events at different TGC values. This anal-
ysis has been applied so far only in a three-dimensional
phase-space in cosfw, cosf; and ¢;, and the obtained
sensitivities are inferior to those of our main method.

For the qqqq events our fit method is cross-checked
with a binned maximum likelihood fit to the shape of the
cos By distribution as done in our previous analysis [3].
Since it uses only one phase-space variable, this method
yields worse sensitivities than our main analysis.

The results of all these cross-check analyses are com-
patible with those of our mean value optimal observable
method.

6 Study of systematics

The systematic uncertainties assigned to the event shape
TGC results are listed in Table 3. Statistical fluctuations
of the Monte Carlo samples are small and their contribu-
tions to the systematic errors are negligible. Other sources
considered are described below.

a) Our analysis relies on the predictions of the
EXCALIBUR Monte Carlo generator. The grc4f and
KORALW generators have a different calculation of the
matrix elements and a different treatment of ISR. The
associated systematic errors are assessed by applying
our analysis to event samples generated with these
Monte Carlo programs.

b) The Monte Carlo modelling of the efficiency depen-
dence on the event shape is checked by comparing data
and Monte Carlo distributions of kinematic variables
which might be affected by the selection cuts, such as
the lepton and jet polar angle and energy, as well as the
angle between the lepton in qqfv, events and the clos-
est jet. An agreement is found between data and Monte
Carlo within the statistical errors which are used to es-
timate the systematic uncertainty due to this source.

For the m?w final state the event statistics are not
sufficient to perform this check. The uncertainty for
these two charged lepton events is taken as twice the
uncertainty of the qqfv, events with one charged lep-
ton. This conservative estimate is based on the assump-
tion that the qqfv, uncertainty in the efficiency is en-
tirely related to the lepton identification.

¢) Uncertainties in estimating the background are deter-
mined by varying both its shape and normalisation.
The shape predicted by PyTHIA of the Z°/y — qq pro-
cess which is the main background source for the qqfv,
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Table 2. Measured values of the TGC parameters for each final state and the results
after combining all final states. For the individual final states we also list the results
before including the systematic errors and the expected statistical errors. We also list
the results after combining with our previous data and after combining with the event
rate information from all centre-of-mass energies. For the overall combined data we
list also the corresponding 95% C.L. limits. In the last row we present the results of
a 3-dimensional fit to the overall combined data where all three TGC parameters are

allowed to vary simultaneously

Ak Agi A
qatve
Without systematics —0.1279:28 —0.02913:574 —0.1291357
Expected stat. uncertainty +0.26 +0.068 +0.073
Including systematics —0.1179:39 —0.03419:077 —0.12519-072
Including 161-183 GeV data —0.1075-28 —0.03013:5¢8 —0.1337357
Including event rate —0.071925 —0.02815-067 —0.12519-96%

9999
Without systematics

0.3670:5%

0.08%5:15 0.05%03¢

Expected stat. uncertainty +0.57 +0.15 +0.19
Including systematics 0.3179:73 0.05701% 0.0679:30
Including 172-183 GeV data 0.43%9%3 0.125917 0.17453
Including event rate 0.8579-23 0.16791% 0.3079-2%
fﬁg?l/@/

Without systematics —0.1075:32 —0.0419-2 —0.1940.15
Expected stat. uncertainty +0.50 +0.27 +0.17
Including systematics —0.10%433 —0.047522 —-0.19 £0.15
Including 183 GeV data —0.17195% —0.171938 —0.20 +0.14
Including event rate —0.0875-30 —0.0975-2 —0.171513
All final states

Including systematics —0.0319:3% —0.01815-097 —0.118%595¢
Including previous data —0.00792% —0.00819-9%9 —0.11319-959
Overall combined results

(including event rate) —0.0319:39 —0.00915959 —0.11015932
95% C.L. limits [-0.32, 0.45]  [-0.12, 0.11]  [-0.22, 0.01]
3-D fit results 0.021539 0.1201957% —0.19015-987

and qqqq final states is replaced by that predicted by
HERWIG. The normalisation is varied within the back-
ground uncertainty as determined in the cross-section
analysis [26]. The contributions from two-photon pro-
cesses are much smaller and a conservative estimate of
their uncertainties is obtained by removing them from
the analysis.

The uncertainty due to jet and lepton reconstruction is
investigated by considering the effects of smearing and
shifting jet parameters in Monte Carlo events. The res-
olutions in jet energy, cos # and ¢ are varied by 10%, 5%
and 3% respectively. Jet and lepton energies are shifted
by 0.5% and jet cos 6 values are shifted by 0.0003. The
sizes of these variations have been obtained from ex-
tensive studies of back-to-back jets in Z° events col-
lected during calibration runs. The same reconstruc-
tion uncertainties are also assumed for the 7 jets in
qqrv, events. The momentum resolution of electrons

and muons and their charge misassignment probability
are modified by varying the resolution in ¢/p, by 10%.
Here ¢ and p; are the lepton charge and transverse
momentum with respect to the beam.

The uncertainty in the beam energy of 20 MeV and
the effect of our Monte Carlo samples being produced
at a centre-of-mass energy 360 MeV higher than the
data are investigated by applying our analysis to Monte
Carlo samples generated at different centre-of-mass en-
ergies then those used for reference samples. The effect
of the W-mass uncertainty is assessed in a similar way
using Monte Carlo samples generated with different W-
masses.

Possible dependences on fragmentation models are
studied by comparing the results of the analysis when
applied to a Monte Carlo sample generated with grc4f
using either JETSET or HERWIG for the fragmentation
phase. The main effect is on the qqqq final state, where
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HERWIG predicts a higher probability of correct jet
pairing and correct W charge assignment than JETSET.
This effect is partially due to the average charged mul-
tiplicity for u,d,s,c quarks being lower in our tuned ver-
sion of HERWIG than in JETSET. Since the data are in
agreement with JETSET, we weight the HERWIG Monte
Carlo events so as to reproduce the same mean charged
multiplicity as JETSET. The effect of this weighting is
a reduction of the systematic error by about 25-30%
for all couplings.

g) Bose-Einstein correlations (BEC) in qqqq events might
affect the measured W charge distribution. We investi-
gate this effect with a Monte Carlo program simulating
BEC via re-shuffling of final state momenta [40].

h) The jet reconstruction and the measured W charge dis-
tribution might also be affected by colour reconnection.
This effect is investigated with several Monte Carlo
samples generated according to the ARIADNE [41] and
Sjostrand-Khoze [42] models. The largest effect is ob-
served in the ARIADNE 2 and ARIADNE 3 models. How-
ever, these models have been disfavoured by studies of
three jet events in LEP Z° data [43]. For this reason the
current ARIADNE implementation of colour reconnec-
tion is not used to assign a systematic uncertainty. Of
the remaining models considered, the Sjostrand-Khoze
model I produces the largest bias.

The dominant contributions to the systematic errors
in different final states come from different sources, and
therefore we neglect any possible correlations between the
systematic errors from different final states.

The systematic uncertainties from all sources are com-
bined in quadrature. The values in Table 3 are not directly
used in the analysis. Instead we use the systematic uncer-
tainties in the expected mean optimal observables. Corre-
lations between the systematic errors of different observ-
ables are also taken into account and the full systematic
covariance matrix is added to the statistical covariance
matrix. The combined covariance matrix is used in the x?2
fits to obtain the TGCs. In this way, the TGC errors ob-
tained from the fit are already the combined (statistical
and systematic) errors. The results of these fits are listed
in Table 2.

7 Combined TGC results

The log L functions obtained from the TGC event shape
analyses including the systematic errors are combined with
the curves obtained from our previous analysis at lower
centre-of-mass energies [1-3]. The systematic errors from
the results of the different centre-of-mass energies are as-
sumed to be uncorrelated. This assumption does not affect
the final results, since the small contribution of the sys-
tematic uncertainties to the total errors of the previous
data (see Tables 8, 10 and 12 in [3]) becomes completely
negligible after combining with the present results.

Table 2 lists the event shape results for each final state
after combining with the previous data. The correspond-
ing log L functions are added to those obtained from the
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Fig. 6. Negative log-likelihood curves obtained from the differ-
ent final states: qq¢v, (dashed lines), qqqq (dotted lines) and
el vy (dash-dotted lines). Each curve is obtained by com-
bining the results from the event shapes and the event rates
and setting the other two TGC parameters to their Standard
Model values. Systematic errors are included. The solid line is
obtained by combining the three final states

event rate. The correlation between the systematic errors
of the event rate and event shape, mainly due to the un-
certainty in the background level, is neglected, as it affects
the results by less than 1% of their statistical errors. The
resulting log L curves are shown in Fig.6 and the corre-
sponding TGC results are listed in Table 2.

Finally the results of the three final states are com-
bined. This is done by first combining separately the three
log L functions from the event shapes and those from the
event rate. In the next step the event shape and event
rate log L functions are combined into the overall result.
In combining the event shape information from the three
channels, the correlations between the systematic errors
are neglected as already explained in Sect. 6. On the other
hand, the correlations in the event rate data are not ne-
glected, as already mentioned in Sect.3. The log L curves
obtained after combining the three final states are shown
in Fig.7, separately for the event rate and event shape
information and their sum. In Table 2 we list the TGC
results obtained from the combination over the three final
states of the event shape data and those after including
the event rate information. The overall combined results
are shown also in terms of 95% C.L. intervals.

To study correlations between the three TGC parame-
ters we also extract a log L as a function of all three vari-
ables, Ak, Agf and A. Figure 8 shows the 95% C.L. con-
tour plots obtained from two-dimensional fits, where the
third parameter is fixed at its Standard Model value. We
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Table 3. Contributions to the systematic uncertainties in the determination of the TGC
parameters from the 189 GeV event shape data for different final states

Source qqlre qqaq szlyy
Ak, Agi A Ak, Agi A Ak, Agi A
a)  MC generator 0.008 0.012 0.006 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.03 0.02
b) Efficiency 0.038 0.010 0.012 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.02
c¢) Background 0.030 0.002 0.007 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02
d) Reconstruction 0.040 0.005 0.014 0.01 0.01 - 0.01 — —
e)  FEpeam and Mw 0.021 0.006 0.014 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01
f)  Fragmentation 0.020 0.001 0.007 0.17 0.06 0.08 - - -
g) BEC - - 0.04 0.02 0.03 - - -
h)  Colour reconnection - - 0.01 0.01 0.03 - - -
Combined 0.070 0.018 0.026 0.20 0.07 0.10 0.14 0.05 0.04
OPAL OPAL
o 3T T4 3 Py '\5'0-4_% T T T ™ <05 T T T T
a5k (3825 3 < i ]
P : E 02F 1 oazsfF .
< ap 1% 2f 3 z ; r
15 | 15 F — oF 1 of
1F 1f E f 1 i
; : ] -02F 4 -02sfF
0.5 o 0.5 o E E E E ]
E 1. Eol a1 T N P P . T T T P T
0 -1 0 -05 -025 0 025 0.5Z 04 -Il -C;.5 (I) O!5 2II. 05 -Il -C;.5 E) 0!5 ZII.
Ag; AK JAUS
v v
o 3pT IR AE <05 )
2,6 F | ] angular 3 1 2Dfit o ——
o2 ] distributions ---------- -
g 3 3 0.25- 7
] ] event rate : ] 3Dfit o e
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i ] 0250 b SM *
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0 05702 0 025 05 0 )
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Fig. 7. Negative log-likelihood curves obtained using different
sources of information on the TGCs. The curves for each TGC
parameter are obtained setting the other two parameters to
their Standard Model values. The dashed lines are obtained
from the event shapes and the dotted lines from the event
rates. The systematic errors are included. The solid lines are
obtained by combining both sources of information

also perform a three-dimensional fit, where all three cou-
plings are allowed to vary simultaneously. These fit results
are listed in the last row of Table 2 and the corresponding
two-dimensional projections are plotted as dashed con-
tour lines in Fig.8. As can be seen, the allowed range for
each parameter is extended when the constraints on the
other two parameters are removed. The different minima
locations for the two- and three-dimensional fits in some
of these plots, as well as their non-elliptic shape, emerge
from the presence of local minima in the three-dimensional
log L function [13].

S04 02 0 02 04

Fig. 8. The two-dimensional correlation contours correspond-
ing to Alog L = 2.995 for different pairs of TGC parameters,
as obtained in two and three parameter fits. The value 2.995
is chosen because in two dimensions it corresponds to a 95%
C.L. interval. For the two parameter fit (solid curve), the third
parameter is fixed at zero. In the case of the three parameter
fit, the third parameter is not restricted and the dashed curve
is a projection onto the two-dimensional plane of the envelope
of the three dimensional Alog L = 2.995 surface. The solid
(open) points indicate the best two (three) parameter fit val-
ues and the stars indicate the Standard Model expectations.
These results are obtained from all event rate data as well as
event shapes of all qqfv, data, 183-189 GeV qqqq data and
189 GeV (vl vy data

8 Summary

Using a sample of 3068 WTW~ candidates collected at
LEP at a centre-of-mass energy of 189 GeV, we measure
the TGC parameters. For this measurement we use the
event rates and event shapes of W pairs decaying into all
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final states. After combining our results with those ob-
tained from the 161-183 GeV data we obtain:

Ry = 09702
z 0.060
91 = 0-991t0.0577
_ +0.058
A= —-0.110"g 25,

where each parameter is determined when the other two
parameters are set to their Standard Model values. These
results supersede those from our previous publications [1—-
3]. They are all consistent with the Standard Model.

Acknowledgements. We particularly wish to thank the SL Di-
vision for the efficient operation of the LEP accelerator at all
energies and for their continuing close cooperation with our ex-
perimental group. We thank our colleagues from CEA, DAP-
NIA/SPP, CE-Saclay for their efforts over the years on the
time-of-flight and trigger systems which we continue to use.
In addition to the support staff at our own institutions we
are pleased to acknowledge the Department of Energy, USA,
National Science Foundation, USA, Particle Physics and As-
tronomy Research Council, UK, Natural Sciences and Engi-
neering Research Council, Canada, Israel Science Foundation,
administered by the Israel Academy of Science and Humani-
ties, Minerva Gesellschaft, Benoziyo Center for High Energy
Physics, Japanese Ministry of Education, Science and Culture
(the Monbusho) and a grant under the Monbusho International
Science Research Program, Japanese Society for the Promotion
of Science (JSPS), German Israeli Bi-national Science Foun-
dation (GIF), Bundesministerium fiir Bildung und Forschung,
Germany, National Research Council of Canada, Research Cor-
poration, USA, Hungarian Foundation for Scientific Research,
OTKA T-029328, T023793 and OTKA F-023259.

References

1. OPAL Collaboration, K. Ackerstaff et al., Phys. Lett.
B397 (1997) 147

2. OPAL Collaboration, K. Ackerstaff et al., Eur. Phys. J.
C2 (1998) 597

3. OPAL Collaboration, G. Abbiendi et al., Eur. Phys. J.
C8 (1999) 191

4. DELPHI Collaboration, P. Abreu et al., Phys. Lett B397
(1997) 158; L3 Collaboration, M. Acciarri et al., Phys.
Lett. B398 (1997) 223; L3 Collaboration, M. Acciarri et
al., Phys. Lett. B413 (1997) 176; DELPHI Collaboration,
P. Abreu et al., Phys. Lett. B423 (1998) 194; ALEPH
Collaboration, R. Barate et al., Phys. Lett. B422 (1998)
369; DELPHI Collaboration, P. Abreu et al., Phys. Lett.
B459 (1999) 382; L3 Collaboration, M. Acciarri et al.,
Phys. Lett. B467 (1999) 171

5. L3 Collaboration, M. Acciarri et al., Phys. Lett. B403
(1997) 168; L3 Collaboration, M. Acciarri et al., Phys.
Lett. B436 (1998) 417; ALEPH Collaboration, R. Barate
et al., Phys. Lett. B445 (1998) 239; ALEPH Collabora-
tion, R. Barate et al., Phys. Lett. B462 (1999) 389; L3
Collaboration, M. Acciarri et al., Phys. Lett. B487 (2000)
229

6. CDF Collaboration, F. Abe et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 78
(1997) 4536; DO Collaboration, B. Abbott et al., Phys.
Rev. D60 (1999) 072002

7. Physics at LEP2, edited by G. Altarelli, T. Sjostrand, F.
Zwirner, CERN 96-01 Vol. 1, 525

8. K. Hagiwara, R.D. Peccei, D. Zeppenfeld, K. Hikasa, Nucl.
Phys. B282 (1987) 253

9. M. Bilenky, J.L. Kneur, F.M. Renard, D. Schildknecht,
Nucl. Phys. B409 (1993) 22; Nucl. Phys. B419 (1994)
240

10. K. Gaemers, G. Gounaris, Z. Phys. C1 (1979) 259

11. A. De Rujula, M.B. Gavela, P. Hernandez, E. Masso, Nucl.
Phys. B384 (1992) 3

12. K. Hagiwara, S. Ishihara, R. Szalapski, D. Zeppenfeld,
Phys. Lett. B283 (1992) 353; Phys. Rev. D48 (1993) 2182

13. R.L. Sekulin, Phys. Lett. B338 (1994) 369

14. OPAL Collaboration, K. Ahmet et al., Nucl. Instr. Meth.
A305 (1991) 275; M. Arignon et al., Nucl. Instr. Meth.
A313 (1992) 103; D.G Charlton, F. Meijers, T.J. Smith,
P.S. Wells, Nucl. Instr. Meth. A325 (1993) 129; M. Baines
et al., Nucl. Instr. Meth. A325 (1993) 271; M. Arignon et
al., Nucl. Instr. Meth. A333 (1993) 320; B.E. Anderson
et al., IEEE Transactions on Nuclear Science, 41 (1994)
845; S. Anderson et al., Nucl. Instr. Meth. A403 (1998)
326; G. Aguillion et al., Nucl. Instr. Meth. A417 (1998)
266

15. LEP Energy Working Group, private communication;
LEP Energy Working Group, A. Blondel et al., Eur. Phys.
J. C11 (1999) 573

16. J. Allison et al., Nucl. Instr. Meth. A317 (1992) 47

17. F.A. Berends, R.Pittau, R. Kleiss, Comp. Phys. Comm.
85 (1995) 437; F.A. Berends, A.I. van Sighem, Nucl. Phys.
B454 (1995) 467

18. J. Fujimoto et al., Comp. Phys. Comm. 100 (1997) 128

19. M. Skrzypek et al., Comp. Phys. Comm. 94 (1996) 216; M.
Skrzypek et al., Phys. Lett. B372 (1996) 289; S. Jadach
et al., Comp. Phys. Comm. 119 (1999) 272

20. T. Sjostrand, Comp. Phys. Comm. 82 (1994) 74

21. G. Marchesini et al., Comp. Phys. Comm. 67 (1992) 465

22. S. Jadach et al., Comp. Phys. Comm. 79 (1994) 503

23. S. Jadach, W. Placzek, B.F.L. Ward, Phys. Lett. B390
(1997) 298

24. R. Engel, Z. Phys. C66 (1995) 203; R. Engel, J. Ranft,
Phys. Rev. D54 (1996) 4244

25. J.A.M. Vermaseren, Nucl. Phys. B229 (1983) 347

26. OPAL Collaboration, G. Abbiendi et al., Phys. Lett.
B493 (2000) 249

27. DO Collaboration, B. Abbott et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 84
(2000) 222; CDF Collaboration, F. Abe et al., Phys. Rev.
Lett. 75 (1995) 11

28. A. Denner et al., Phys. Lett. B475 (2000) 127; A. Denner
et al., Nucl. Phys. B587 (2000) 67

29. S. Jadach et al., Phys. Rev. D61 (2000) 113010;
S. Jadach et al., “Precision predictions for (un)stable
WTW™ pair production at and beyond LEP2 ener-
gies”, http://arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0007012, UTHEP-
00-0101, Jan. 2000, submitted to Phys. Lett. B

30. M. Griinewald et al., “Four-fermion production in
electron-positron collisions”, The LEP-2 Monte Carlo
Workshop 1999/2000,
http://arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0005309

31. D. Bardin et al., Nucl. Phys. B, Proc. Suppl. 37B (1994)
148; D. Bardin et al., Comp. Phys. Comm. 104 (1997)
161

32. N. Brown, W.J. Stirling, Phys. Lett. B252 (1990) 657;
S. Catani et al., Phys. Lett. B269 (1991) 432; S. Bethke,



14

33.

34.

35.

36.

The OPAL Collaboration: Measurement of triple gauge boson couplings

Z. Kunszt, D. Soper and W.J. Stirling, Nucl. Phys. B370
(1992) 310; N. Brown, W.J. Stirling, Z. Phys. C53 (1992)
629

OPAL Collaboration, M.Z. Akrawy et al., Phys. Lett.
B253 (1991) 511

OPAL Collaboration, K. Ackerstaff et al., Eur. Phys. J.
C2 (1998) 213

D. Karlen, Computers in Physics 12
http://arXiv.org/abs/physics/9805018
G.K. Fanourakis, D. Fassouliotis, S.E. Tzamarias, Nucl.
Instr. Meth. A412 (1998) 465; Nucl. Instr. Meth. A414
(1998) 399

(1998) 380,

37

38.
39.

40.
41.
42.

43.

M. Davier, L. Duflot, F. LeDiberder, A. Rougé, Phys.
Lett. B306 (1993) 411

M. Diehl, O. Nachtmann, Z. Phys. C62 (1994) 397

G.K. Fanourakis et al., Nucl. Instr. Meth. A430 (1999)
455; Nucl. Instr. Meth. A430 (1999) 474

L. Lonnblad, T. Sjéstrand, Eur. Phys. J. C2 (1998) 165
L. Lonnblad, Comp. Phys. Comm. 71 (1992) 15

T. Sjostrand, V.A. Khoze, Z. Phys. C62 (1994) 281; Phys.
Rev. Lett. 72 (1994) 28

OPAL Collaboration, G. Abbiendi et al., Eur. Phys. J.
C11 (1999) 217



