
15 March 2001

Physics Letters B 502 (2001) 9–23
www.elsevier.nl/locate/npe

Measurement of trilinear gauge boson couplingsWWV ,
(V ≡ Z,γ ) in e+e− collisions at 189 GeV

DELPHI Collaboration

P. Abreuu, W. Adamax, T. Adyeaj, P. Adzick, Z. Albrechtq, T. Alderweireldb,
G.D. Alekseevp, R. Alemanyi, T. Allmendingerq, P.P. Allportv, S. Almehedx,
U. Amaldiab, N. Amapaneas, S. Amatoau, E. Anashkinai, E.G. Anassontzisc,

P. Anderssonar, A. Andreazzaaa, S. Andringau, N. Anjosu, P. Antilogusy, W.-D. Apelq,
Y. Arnoudn, B. Åsmanar, J.-E. Augustinw, A. Augustinusi, P. Bailloni,

A. Ballestreroas, P. Bambadei,s, F. Baraou, G. Barbielliniat, R. Barbiery, D.Y. Bardinp,
G. Barkerq, A. Baroncellial, M. Battagliao, M. Baubillierw, K.-H. Becksaz, M. Begallif,

A. Behrmannaz, Yu. Belokopytovi, K. Belousap, N.C. Benekosae, A.C. Benvenutie,
C. Beratn, M. Berggrenw, L. Berntzonar, D. Bertrandb, M. Besanconam, N. Bessonam,
M.S. Bilenkyp, D. Blochj, H.M. Blomad, L. Bol q, M. Bonesiniab, M. Boonekampam,
P.S.L. Boothv, G. Borisovs, C. Bosioao, O. Botnerav, E. Boudinovad, B. Bouquets,
T.J.V. Bowcockv, I. Boykop, I. Bozovick, M. Bozzom, M. Brackoaq, P. Branchinial,

R.A. Brennerav, P. Bruckmani, J.-M. Bruneth, L. Buggeaf, P. Buschmannaz,
M. Cacciaaa, M. Calvi ab, T. Camporesii, V. Canaleak, F. Carenai, L. Carrollv,
C. Casom, M.V. Castillo Gimenezaw, A. Cattaii, F.R. Cavalloe, M. Chapkinap,

Ph. Charpentieri, P. Checchiaai, G.A. Chelkovp, R. Chiericias, P. Chliapnikovi,ap,
P. Chochulag, V. Chorowiczy, J. Chudobaac, K. Cieslikr, P. Collinsi, R. Contrim,
E. Cortinaaw, G. Cosmes, F. Cossuttii , M. Costaaw, H.B. Crawleya, D. Crennellaj,

J. Croixj, G. Crosettim, J. Cuevas Maestroag, S. Czellaro, J. D’Hondtb, J. Dalmauar,
M. Davenporti, W. Da Silvaw, G. Della Riccaat, P. Delpierrez, N. Demariaas,
A. De Angelisat, W. De Boerq, C. De Clercqb, B. De Lottoat, A. De Min i,

L. De Paulaau, H. Dijkstrai, L. Di Ciaccioak, K. Dorobaay, M. Dracosj, J. Dreesaz,
M. Dris ae, G. Eigend, T. Ekelofav, M. Ellert av, M. Elsingi, J.-P. Engelj,

M. Espirito Santoi, G. Fanourakisk, D. Fassouliotisk, M. Feindtq, J. Fernandezan,
A. Ferreraw, E. Ferrer-Ribass, F. Ferrom, A. Firestonea, U. Flagmeyeraz, H. Foethi,

E. Fokitisae, F. Fontanellim, B. Franekaj, A.G. Frodesend, R. Fruhwirthax,
F. Fulda-Quenzers, J. Fusteraw, A. Galloniv, D. Gambaas, S. Gamblins,

M. Gandelmanau, C. Garciaaw, C. Gaspari, M. Gasparau, U. Gaspariniai, Ph. Gavilleti,
E.N. Gazisae, D. Gelej, T. Geralisk, N. Ghodbaney, I. Gil aw, F. Glegeaz, R. Gokielii,ay,

0370-2693/01/$ – see front matter 2001 Published by Elsevier Science B.V.
PII: S0370-2693(01)00135-6



10 DELPHI Collaboration / Physics Letters B 502 (2001) 9–23

B. Golobi,aq, G. Gomez-Ceballosan, P. Goncalvesu, I. Gonzalez Caballeroan,
G. Gopalaj, L. Gorna, Yu. Gouzap, V. Graccom, J. Grahla, E. Grazianial,

G. Grosdidiers, K. Grzelakay, J. Guyaj, C. Haagq, F. Hahni, S. Hahnaz, S. Haideri,
A. Hallgrenav, K. Hamacheraz, J. Hansenaf, F.J. Harrisah, S. Haugaf, F. Haulerq,
V. Hedbergi,x, S. Heisingq, J.J. Hernandezaw, P. Herquetb, H. Herri, O. Hertzq,

E. Higonaw, S.-O. Holmgrenar, P.J. Holtah, S. Hoorelbekeb, M. Houldenv, J. Hrubecax,
G.J. Hughesv, K. Hultqvisti,ar, J.N. Jacksonv, R. Jacobssoni, P. Jalochar, Ch. Jarlskogx,

G. Jarlskogx, P. Jarryam, B. Jean-Maries, D. Jeansah, E.K. Johanssonar, P. Jonssony,
C. Jorami, P. Juillotj, L. Jungermannq, F. Kapustaw, K. Karafasoulisk, S. Katsanevasy,

E.C. Katsoufisae, R. Keranenq, G. Kernelaq, B.P. Kersevanaq, Yu. Khokhlovap,
B.A. Khomenkop, N.N. Khovanskip, A. Kiiskineno, B. Kingv, A. Kinvig v, N.J. Kjaeri,

O. Klappaz, P. Kluit ad, P. Kokkiniask, V. Kostioukhineap, C. Kourkoumelisc,
O. Kouznetsovp, M. Krammerax, E. Kriznicaq, Z. Krumsteinp, P. Kubinecg,

M. Kucharczykr, J. Kurowskaay, J.W. Lamsaa, J.-P. Laugieram, G. Lederax, F. Ledroitn,
L. Leinonenar, A. Leisosk, R. Leitnerac, G. Lenzenaz, V. Lepeltiers, T. Lesiakr,
M. Lethuillier y, J. Libbyah, W. Liebigaz, D. Liko i, A. Lipniackaar, I. Lippi ai,
J.G. Lokenah, J.H. Lopesau, J.M. Lopezan, R. Lopez-Fernandezn, D. Loukask,
P. Lutzam, L. Lyonsah, J. MacNaughtonax, J.R. Mahonf, A. Maiou, A. Malekaz,

S. Maltezosae, V. Malychevp, F. Mandlax, J. Marcoan, R. Marcoan, B. Marechalau,
M. Margoniai, J.-C. Marini, C. Mariottii, A. Markouk, C. Martinez-Riveroi,

S. Marti i Garciai, J. Masikl, N. Mastroyiannopoulosk, F. Matorrasan, C. Matteuzziab,
G. Matthiaeak, F. Mazzucatoai, M. Mazzucatoai, M. Mc Cubbinv, R. Mc Kaya,

R. Mc Nultyv, G. Mc Phersonv, E. Merlen, C. Meroniaa, W.T. Meyera, E. Migliorei,
L. Mirabito y, W.A. Mitaroff ax, U. Mjoernmarkx, T. Moaar, M. Mochq, K. Moenigi,1,

M.R. Mongem, J. Montenegroad, D. Moraesau, P. Morettinim, G. Mortonah,
U. Muelleraz, K. Muenichaz, M. Muldersad, L.M. Mundimf, W.J. Murrayaj, B. Murynr,
G. Myattah, T. Myklebustaf, M. Nassiakouk, F.L. Navarriae, K. Nawrockiay, P. Negriab,

S. Nemecekl, N. Neufeldax, R. Nicolaidouam, P. Niezurawskiay, M. Nikolenkoj,p,
V. Nomokonovo, A. Nygrenx, V. Obraztsovap, A.G. Olshevskip, A. Onofreu,

R. Oravao, K. Osterbergi, A. Ouraouam, A. Oyangurenaw, M. Paganoniab, S. Paianoe,
R. Painw, R. Paivau, J. Palaciosah, H. Palkar, Th.D. Papadopoulouae, L. Papei,

C. Parkesi, F. Parodim, U. Parzefallv, A. Passerial, O. Passonaz, T. Pavelx,
M. Pegoraroai, L. Peraltau, V. Perepelitsaaw, M. Pernickaax, A. Perrottae, C. Petridouat,

A. Petrolinim, H.T. Phillipsaj, F. Pierream, M. Pimentau, E. Piottoaa, T. Podobnikaq,
V. Poireauam, M.E. Polf, G. Polokr, P. Poropatat, V. Pozdniakovp, P. Priviteraak,

N. Pukhaevap, A. Pulliaab, D. Radojicicah, S. Ragazziab, H. Rahmaniae, P.N. Ratofft,
A.L. Readaf, P. Rebecchii, N.G. Redaelliab, M. Reglerax, J. Rehnq, D. Reidad,

R. Reinhardtaz, P.B. Rentonah, L.K. Resvanisc, F. Richards, J. Ridkyl, G. Rinaudoas,



DELPHI Collaboration / Physics Letters B 502 (2001) 9–23 11

I. Ripp-Baudotj, A. Romeroas, P. Roncheseai, E.I. Rosenberga, P. Rosinskyg,
P. Roudeaus, T. Rovellie, V. Ruhlmann-Kleideram, A. Ruizan, H. Saarikkoo,

Y. Sacquinam, A. Sadovskyp, G. Sajotn, L. Salmio, J. Saltaw, D. Sampsonidisk,
M. Sanninom, A. Savoy-Navarrow, C. Schwandaax, Ph. Schwemlingw, B. Schweringaz,

U. Schwickerathq, F. Scuriat, P. Seagert, Y. Sedykhp, A.M. Segarah, R. Sekulinaj,
R.C. Shellardf, M. Siebelaz, L. Simardam, F. Simonettoai, A.N. Sisakianp, G. Smadjay,

N. Smirnovap, O. Smirnovax, G.R. Smithaj, O. Solovianovap, A. Sopczakq,
R. Sosnowskiay, T. Spassovi, E. Spiritial, S. Squarciam, C. Stanescual, M. Stanitzkiq,
K. Stevensonah, A. Stocchis, J. Straussax, R. Strubj, B. Stugud, M. Szczekowskiay,

M. Szeptyckaay, T. Tabarelliab, A. Taffardv, O. Tchikilevap, F. Tegenfeldtav,
F. Terranovaab, J. Timmermansad, N. Tinti e, L.G. Tkatchevp, M. Tobinv, S. Todorovai,

B. Tomeu, A. Tonazzoi, L. Tortoraal, P. Tortosaaw, D. Treillei, G. Tristramh,
M. Trochimczukay, C. Tronconaa, M.-L. Turlueram, I.A. Tyapkinp, P. Tyapkinx,

S. Tzamariask, O. Ullalandi, V. Uvarovap, G. Valentii,e, E. Vallazzaat, P. Van Damad,
W. Van den Boeckb, W.K. Van Doninckb, J. Van Eldiki,ad, A. Van Lysebettenb,

N. van Remortelb, I. Van Vulpenad, G. Vegniaa, L. Venturaai, W. Venusaj,i ,
F. Verbeureb, P. Verdiery, M. Verlatoai, L.S. Vertogradovp, V. Verzi aa, D. Vilanovaam,
L. Vitale at, E. Vlasovap, A.S. Vodopyanovp, G. Voulgarisc, V. Vrbal, H. Wahlenaz,

A.J. Washbrookv, C. Weiseri, D. Wickei, J.H. Wickensb, G.R. Wilkinsonah,
M. Winterj, M. Witekr, G. Wolf i, J. Yi a, O. Yushchenkoap, A. Zalewskar,

P. Zalewskiay, D. Zavrtanikaq, E. Zevgolatakosk, N.I. Zimin p,x, A. Zintchenkop,
Ph. Zollerj, G. Zumerleai, M. Zupank

a Department of Physics and Astronomy, Iowa State University, Ames, IA 50011-3160, USA
b Physics Department, Univ. Instelling Antwerpen, Universiteitsplein 1, B-2610 Antwerpen,

and IIHE, ULB-VUB, Pleinlaan 2, B-1050 Brussels,
and Faculté des Sciences, Univ. de l’Etat Mons, Av. Maistriau 19, B-7000 Mons, Belgium
c Physics Laboratory, University of Athens, Solonos Str. 104, GR-10680 Athens, Greece
d Department of Physics, University of Bergen, Allégaten 55, NO-5007 Bergen, Norway

e Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Bologna and INFN, Via Irnerio 46, IT-40126 Bologna, Italy
f Centro Brasileiro de Pesquisas Físicas, rua Xavier Sigaud 150, BR-22290 Rio de Janeiro,

and Depto. de Física, Pont. Univ. Católica, C.P. 38071 BR-22453 Rio de Janeiro,
and Inst. de Física, Univ. Estadual do Rio de Janeiro, rua São Francisco Xavier 524, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

g Comenius University, Faculty of Mathematics and Physics, Mlynska Dolina, SK-84215 Bratislava, Slovakia
h Collège de France, Lab. de Physique Corpusculaire, IN2P3-CNRS, FR-75231 Paris Cedex 05, France

i CERN, CH-1211 Geneva 23, Switzerland
j Institut de Recherches Subatomiques, IN2P3-CNRS/ULP-BP20, FR-67037 Strasbourg Cedex, France

k Institute of Nuclear Physics, N.C.S.R. Demokritos, P.O. Box 60228, GR-15310 Athens, Greece
l FZU, Inst. of Phys. of the C.A.S. High Energy Physics Division, Na Slovance 2, CZ-180 40, Praha 8, Czech Republic

m Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Genova and INFN, Via Dodecaneso 33, IT-16146 Genova, Italy
n Institut des Sciences Nucléaires, IN2P3-CNRS, Université de Grenoble 1, FR-38026 Grenoble Cedex, France

o Helsinki Institute of Physics, HIP, P.O. Box 9, FI-00014 Helsinki, Finland
p Joint Institute for Nuclear Research, Dubna, Head Post Office, P.O. Box 79, RU-101 000 Moscow, Russian Federation

q Institut für Experimentelle Kernphysik, Universität Karlsruhe, Postfach 6980, DE-76128 Karlsruhe, Germany
r Institute of Nuclear Physics and University of Mining and Metalurgy, Ul. Kawiory 26a, PL-30055 Krakow, Poland
s Université de Paris-Sud, Lab. de l’Accélérateur Linéaire, IN2P3-CNRS, Bât. 200, FR-91405 Orsay Cedex, France

t School of Physics and Chemistry, University of Lancaster, Lancaster LA1 4YB, UK



12 DELPHI Collaboration / Physics Letters B 502 (2001) 9–23

u LIP, IST, FCUL - Av. Elias Garcia, 14-1o, PT-1000 Lisboa Codex, Portugal
v Department of Physics, University of Liverpool, P.O. Box 147, Liverpool L69 3BX, UK

w LPNHE, IN2P3-CNRS, Univ. Paris VI et VII, Tour 33 (RdC), 4 place Jussieu, FR-75252 Paris Cedex 05, France
x Department of Physics, University of Lund, Sölvegatan 14, SE-223 63 Lund, Sweden

y Université Claude Bernard de Lyon, IPNL, IN2P3-CNRS, FR-69622 Villeurbanne Cedex, France
z Univ. d’Aix-Marseille II-CPP, IN2P3-CNRS, FR-13288 Marseille Cedex 09, France

aaDipartimento di Fisica, Università di Milano and INFN-MILANO, Via Celoria 16, IT-20133 Milan, Italy
ab Dipartimento di Fisica, Univ. di Milano-Bicocca and INFN-MILANO, Piazza delle Scienze 2, IT-20126 Milan, Italy

ac IPNP of MFF, Charles Univ., Areal MFF, V Holesovickach 2, CZ-180 00, Praha 8, Czech Republic
ad NIKHEF, Postbus 41882, NL-1009 DB Amsterdam, The Netherlands

aeNational Technical University, Physics Department, Zografou Campus, GR-15773 Athens, Greece
af Physics Department, University of Oslo, Blindern, NO-1000 Oslo 3, Norway
ag Dpto. Fisica, Univ. Oviedo, Avda. Calvo Sotelo s/n, ES-33007 Oviedo, Spain

ah Department of Physics, University of Oxford, Keble Road, Oxford OX1 3RH, UK
ai Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Padova and INFN, Via Marzolo 8, IT-35131 Padua, Italy

aj Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, Chilton, Didcot OX11 OQX, UK
ak Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Roma II and INFN, Tor Vergata, IT-00173 Rome, Italy

al Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Roma III and INFN, Via della Vasca Navale 84, IT-00146 Rome, Italy
am DAPNIA/Service de Physique des Particules, CEA-Saclay, FR-91191 Gif-sur-Yvette Cedex, France

an Instituto de Fisica de Cantabria (CSIC-UC), Avda. los Castros s/n, ES-39006 Santander, Spain
ao Dipartimento di Fisica, Università degli Studi di Roma La Sapienza, Piazzale Aldo Moro 2, IT-00185 Rome, Italy

ap Inst. for High Energy Physics, Serpukov P.O. Box 35, Protvino (Moscow Region), Russian Federation
aq J. Stefan Institute, Jamova 39, SI-1000 Ljubljana,

and Laboratory for Astroparticle Physics, Nova Gorica Polytechnic, Kostanjeviska 16a, SI-5000 Nova Gorica,
and Department of Physics, University of Ljubljana, SI-1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia

ar Fysikum, Stockholm University, Box 6730, SE-113 85 Stockholm, Sweden
asDipartimento di Fisica Sperimentale, Università di Torino and INFN, Via P. Giuria 1, IT-10125 Turin, Italy

at Dipartimento di Fisica, Università di Trieste and INFN, Via A. Valerio 2, IT-34127 Trieste,
and Istituto di Fisica, Università di Udine, IT-33100 Udine, Italy

au Univ. Federal do Rio de Janeiro, C.P. 68528 Cidade Univ., Ilha do Fundão BR-21945-970 Rio de Janeiro, Brazil
av Department of Radiation Sciences, University of Uppsala, P.O. Box 535, SE-751 21 Uppsala, Sweden

aw IFIC, Valencia-CSIC, and D.F.A.M.N., U. de Valencia, Avda. Dr. Moliner 50, ES-46100 Burjassot (Valencia), Spain
ax Institut für Hochenergiephysik, Österr. Akad. d. Wissensch., Nikolsdorfergasse 18, AT-1050 Vienna, Austria

ay Inst. Nuclear Studies and University of Warsaw, Ul. Hoza 69, PL-00681 Warsaw, Poland
az Fachbereich Physik, University of Wuppertal, Postfach 100 127, DE-42097 Wuppertal, Germany

Received 8 January 2001; accepted 15 January 2001
Editor: L. Montanet

Abstract

Measurements of the trilinear gauge boson couplingsWWγ andWWZ are presented using the data taken by DELPHI in
1998 at a centre-of-mass energy of 189 GeV and combined with DELPHI data at 183 GeV. Values are determined for�gZ1
and�κγ , the differences of theWWZ charge coupling and of theWWγ dipole coupling from their Standard Model values,
and forλγ , theWWγ quadrupole coupling. A measurement of the magnetic dipole and electric quadrupole moment of the
W is extracted from the results for�κγ andλγ . The study uses data from the final statesjj�ν, jjjj , �X, jjX and γX,
wherej represents a quark jet,� an identified lepton andX missing four-momentum. The observations are consistent with the
predictions of the Standard Model. 2001 Published by Elsevier Science B.V.
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1. Introduction

The properties of the final state in the reactions
e+e− → W+W−, Weν and ννγ are sensitive to
trilinear gauge boson couplings [1,2]. This study uses
data from the final statesjj�ν, jjjj , �X, jjX andγX
(wherej represents a quark jet,� an identified lepton
andXmissing four-momentum) taken by the DELPHI
detector at LEP in 1998 at a centre-of-mass energy of
189 GeV. The data are used to determine values of
three coupling parameters at theWWV vertex (with
V ≡ γ,Z): �gZ1 , the difference between the value of
the overallWWZ coupling strength and its Standard
Model prediction;�κγ , the difference between the
value of the dipole coupling,κγ , and its Standard
Model value; andλγ , theWWγ quadrupole coupling
parameter [3].

In the evaluation of the couplings, a model has been
assumed [4] in which contributions to the effective
WWV Lagrangian from operators describing possible
new physics beyond the Standard Model are restricted
to those which areCP -conserving, are of lowest di-
mension (� 6), satisfySU(2)× U(1) invariance, and
have not been excluded by previous measurements.
This leads to possible contributions from three oper-
ators,LWφ , LBφ andLW , and hence to relations be-
tween the permitted values of theWWγ andWWZ

couplings:�κZ =�gZ1 − s2w
c2w
�κγ andλZ = λγ , where

sw andcw are the sine and cosine of the electroweak
mixing angle. The parameters we determine are re-
lated to possible contributionsαWφ , αBφ andαW from
the three operators given above by:�gZ1 = αWφ/c2

w ,
�κγ = αWφ + αBφ , andλγ = αW .

The WWV coupling arises inWW production
through the diagrams involvings-channel exchange of
Z or γ , shown in Fig. 1(a). We study this reaction in
the final statesjj�ν, where oneW decays into quarks
and the other into leptons, andjjjj , where bothWs
decay into quarks.

In singleW production, the dominant amplitude
involving a trilinear gauge coupling arises from the
radiation of a virtual photon from the incident electron
or positron, interacting with a virtualW radiated from
the other incident particle (Fig. 1(b)). This process,
involving aWWγ coupling, contributes significantly
in the kinematic region where a final state electron or
positron is emitted at small angle to the beam and is

thus likely to remain undetected in the beam pipe. The
decay modes of theW give rise to two final states:
that with two jets and missing energy (jjX), and that
containing only a single visible lepton coming from
the interaction point and no other track in the detector
(�X).

The trilinearWWγ vertex also occurs in the reac-
tion e+e− → ννγ in the diagram in which the incom-
ing electron and positron each radiate a virtualW at an
eνW vertex and these two fuse to produce an outgo-
ing photon (Fig. 1(c)). In this process, which leads to
a final state,γX, consisting of a single detected pho-
ton, theWWγ coupling is studied completely inde-
pendently of theWWZ coupling, as noWWZ vertex
is involved.

The next section of this Letter describes the selec-
tion of events from the data and the simulation of the
various channels involved in the analysis. Section 3
describes the methods used in the determination of
coupling parameters. In Section 4 the results from dif-
ferent channels are presented and combined with pre-
viously published DELPHI results [2] to give over-
all values for the coupling parameters. A summary is
given in Section 5.

2. Event simulation and selection

In 1998 DELPHI recorded a total integrated lumi-
nosity of 155 pb−1 at an average centre-of-mass en-
ergy of 188.63± 0.04 GeV. We characterise here the
main features of the selection of events in the final
state topologiesjj�ν, jjjj , �X, jjX andγX, defined
in the previous section. A detailed description of the
DELPHI detector may be found in [5], which includes
descriptions of the main components of the detector
used in this study, namely, the trigger system, the lu-
minosity monitor, the tracking system in the barrel and
forward regions, the muon detectors, the electromag-
netic calorimeters and the hermeticity counters. The
definition of the criteria imposed for track selection
and lepton identification and a description of the lumi-
nosity measurement are given in [6].

2.1. Event simulation

Various Monte Carlo models were used in the cal-
culation of cross-sections as a function of coupling
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Fig. 1. Diagrams with trilinear gauge boson couplings contributing to the processes studied in this Letter: (a)e+e− → W+W−,
(b) e+e− →Weν, (c) e+e− → ννγ .

parameters in the different final states analysed. In
the study of thejj�ν and jjjj channels, the four-
fermion generators EXCALIBUR [7] and ERATO [8]
were used; the studies of the�X andjjX final states
used calculations based on the program DELTGC [9],
cross-checked with GRC4F [10]; DELTGC and
NUNUGPV [11] were used to calculate the signals
expected in theγX topology. The EXCALIBUR
and GRC4F models were interfaced to the JETSET
hadronization model [12] tuned toZ data [13]. The
study of backgrounds due toqq̄(γ ) production was
made using events from the PYTHIA model [14],
while EXCALIBUR was used to study theqq̄νν̄ con-
tribution to the jjX topology, and KORALZ [15],
BHWIDE [16] and TEEG [17] were used in the calcu-
lation of backgrounds in the�X final state. PYTHIA
and EXCALIBUR were used in the simulation of
events fromZZ production. Two-photon backgrounds
were studied using the generators of Berends, Dav-
erveldt and Kleiss [18] and the TWOGAM genera-
tor [19]. All of these generators were interfaced to the
full DELPHI simulation program [5] except DELTGC
and ERATO, which were used only to calculate event
weights as a function of the trilinear gauge coupling
parameter values (see Section 3).

2.2. Selection of events in thejj�ν topology

Events in thejj�ν topology are characterised by
two hadronic jets, a lepton and missing momentum
resulting from the neutrino. The lepton may be an
electron or muon (coming either fromW decay or
from the cascade decay of theW through aτ lepton)
or, in the case ofτ decays, theτ might give rise to

a low multiplicity jet. The major backgrounds come
from qq̄(γ ) production and from four-fermion final
states containing two quarks and two leptons of the
same flavour.

Events with several hadrons were selected by re-
quiring 5 or more charged particles and a total energy
of charged particles recorded in the detector exceed-
ing 15% of the centre-of-mass energy. In the selection
of jjµν and jjeν events, the candidate lepton was
assumed to be the most energetic charged particle in
the event; forjjτν events, the lepton candidates were
constructed by looking for an isolatede or µ or a low
multiplicity jet.

The selection procedure was identical to that used
in our analysis of data at 183 GeV [2], except that,
in the selection of electron candidates, the component
of the missing momentum transverse to the beam axis
was required to be greater than 15 GeV/c and the
angle between the electron candidate and the missing
momentum was required to exceed 60◦.

The efficiency for the selection ofjj�ν events was
evaluated using fully simulated events to be (79.3 ±
0.2)%, (59.4 ± 0.3)% and(31.7 ± 0.3)% for muon,
electron and tau events, respectively. Using data taken
only when all essential components of the detector
were operational, corresponding to an integrated lu-
minosity of 149 pb−1, 263 muon, 212 electron and
146 tau candidate events were selected. A background
contamination of(0.226±0.016)pb was estimated, of
which 58% came from theqq̄(γ ) final state, 22% from
Ze+e−, 13% fromZZ andZγ ∗ production and small
contributions from non-semileptonicWW events and
other sources. The errors on the efficiencies and back-
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ground contributions (where given) are statistical er-
rors, resulting from the quantity of simulated data
available. The systematic uncertainty resulting from
these statistical errors is included in the results shown
in Section 4.

2.3. Selection of events in thejjjj topology

The selection of events in the fully hadronic topol-
ogy followed closely that used in our analysis of data
at 183 GeV [2], with only small changes in the values
of kinematic cuts.

All detected particles were first clustered into jets
using LUCLUS [12] withdjoin = 5.5 GeV/c. Events
were accepted if they had at least four jets, with at least
four particles per jet. Background fromZ(γ ) events
was suppressed by imposing the condition

√
s′ >

130 GeV, where
√
s′ is an estimate of the effective col-

lision energy in the (background)qq̄(γ ) final state af-
ter initial state radiation [20]. Events were then forced
into a 4-jet configuration and a 4-constraint fit was
performed, requiring conservation of four-momentum.
Then, in order to suppress the dominant background,
which arises from theqq̄(γ ) final state, the condi-
tion D > 0.0055 GeV−1 was imposed, withD =
Emin
Emax

θmin/(Emax−Emin); Emin andEmax are the ener-
gies of the reconstructed jets with minimum and max-
imum energy andθmin is the minimum interjet angle
in radians. A further fit was then performed on sur-
viving events, imposing four-momentum conservation
and requiring the masses of the two reconstructedWs
to be equal. The fit was applied to all three possible
pairings of the four jets into twoWs. Fits with re-
constructedW mass outside the range 74< mrec

W <

88 GeV/c2 were rejected and, of the remaining fits,
the one with minimumχ2 was accepted.

The efficiency of the selection procedure was evalu-
ated from fully simulated events to be(75.7± 0.2)%.
A total of 1130 events was selected from data corre-
sponding to an integrated luminosity of 154.4 pb−1.
Background contributions of(1.26 ± 0.02) pb and
(0.187± 0.007) pb were estimated fromqq̄(γ ) and
jj�ν production, respectively. The method used in
the analysis of the data to assign the reconstructed
jets toW pairs was applied to a sample of simulated
events generated with PYTHIA, with only the three
doubly resonant CC03 [21] diagrams forWW pro-
duction present in the production amplitude; in this

model the efficiency of the procedure was estimated
to be about 74%.

An additional problem in the analysis of thejjjj
state is to distinguish the pair of jets constituting
the W+ decay products from that from theW−.
This ambiguity can be partly resolved by computing
jet charges from the momentum-weighted charge of
each particle belonging to the jet,Qjet = ∑

i qi |p|0.5i /∑
i |p|0.5i (where qi and pi are the charge and the

momentum of the particle and the exponent is chosen
empirically), and defining theW± charges,QW+ and
QW− , as the sums of the charges of the two daughter
jets. Following the method of [22], the distribution of
the difference�Q =QW− −QW+ was then used to
construct an estimatorPW−(�Q) of the probability
that the pair with the more negative value ofQW is
aW−.

An estimate of the efficiency of this procedure was
made (for the same sample of simulatedWW events
as was used to estimate the jet pairing efficiency)
by flagging the jet pairs with�Q < 0 asW− and
comparing with the generated information. In order to
separate this estimate from that for the efficiency ofW

pair assignment, only events with correct jet pairing
were included in the comparison, leading to a value of
77% for theW charge tagging efficiency.

2.4. Selection of events in the�X topology

In the selection of candidates for the�X final state,
events were required to have only one charged par-
ticle, clearly identified as a muon from the signals
recorded in the barrel or forward muon chambers or
as an electron from the signals in the barrel or forward
electromagnetic calorimeters. The corresponding se-
lection criteria are described in detail in [6]. In addi-
tion, the normal track selections were tightened: the
track was required to pass within 1 mm of the interac-
tion point in thexy plane (perpendicular to the beam)
and within 4 cm inz. Lepton candidates were also
required to have momentum below 75 GeV/c, with
a component transverse to the beam above 20 GeV/c.
Events were rejected if there was an energy deposition
of more than 5 GeV in the barrel or forward electro-
magnetic calorimeters which was not associated with
the charged particle track, or if there was any signal
in the hermeticity detectors. In the selection of elec-
tron candidates, the ratio of the energy measured in



16 DELPHI Collaboration / Physics Letters B 502 (2001) 9–23

the electromagnetic calorimeter to the magnitude of
the measured momentum was required to exceed 0.7.

Imposing these criteria, 10 events were selected in
data in theeX channel, and an efficiency of(31.2 ±
3.8)% was obtained foreeνν production. In theµX
channel, 11 events were selected with a calculated
efficiency of (51.2 ± 6.3)% for eµνν production. In
both cases, the efficiency was evaluated in the phase
space region defined by the following cuts: one (and
only one) lepton was emitted at more than 10.3◦, with
an energy between 20 GeV and 75 GeV.

For Standard Model values of the couplings,
8.3 ± 1.0 single electron events were expected, com-
prising 4.5 events fromeeνν production, 0.3 events
from eµνν, 0.5 events fromeτνν with the τ decay
products unseen, 0.2 events from the same final state
but with an electron or positron from theτ decay ob-
served in the detector, and 2.8 events from the reaction
e+e− → e+e−γ (γ ) with one electron (or positron)
and the final state photon(s) unobserved. In the sin-
gle muon channel, 10.1 ± 1.7 events were expected
for Standard Model values of the couplings, compris-
ing 4.2 events fromeµνν production, 2.4 events from
eeµµ production (coming mainly from two-photon
interactions), 0.3 events fromeτνν, 0.6 events from
µµνν, 0.4 events fromµτνν, 2.1 events fromµµγ ,
and a negligible contribution fromττγ production.

All the contributing channels except the Bhabha and
Compton backgrounds in theeX final state and the
µµγ and ττγ backgrounds and two-photon interac-
tions in theµX channel have a dependence on trilin-
ear gauge boson couplings in their production, and this
was taken into account in the subsequent analysis.

2.5. Selection of events in thejjX topology

Events were selected as candidates for thejjX
topology if they had total measured transverse mo-
mentum greater than 20 GeV/c and invariant mass
of detected particles between 45 and 90 GeV/c2.
The detected particles were clustered into jets using
LUCLUS with djoin = 6.5 GeV/c, and events were
accepted if they had two or three reconstructed jets.
Surviving events were then forced into a 2-jet config-
uration.

Events from theWW final state with oneW
decaying leptonically were suppressed by rejecting
events with identified final state leptons (e or µ) of

energy exceeding 12 GeV. In order to suppress the
contribution from theqq̄(γ ) final state, events were
rejected if the acoplanarity was greater than 160◦,
where acoplanarity is defined as the angle between
the projections of the jet momenta on to the plane
perpendicular to the beam. In addition, events were
rejected if the polar angle of either reconstructed jet
was below 20◦, if any charged or neutral particle
of momentum exceeding 1 GeV/c was reconstructed
within a cone of angle 30◦ about the direction of the
missing momentum, or if there was a signal in the
hermeticity detectors in a cone of angle 50◦ about the
direction of the missing momentum.

Applying these criteria to fully simulated events,
an efficiency of(43.7 ± 1.5)% was calculated; in the
data 64 events were selected. As in the�X topology,
the efficiency is quoted with respect to a reduced
phase space: the electron had to be emitted at less
than 10.3◦, the angle between the missing momentum
vector (calculated as the negative of the vector sum
of the q and q̄ momenta) and the beampipe had to
be larger than 25◦, the visible transverse momentum
had to be at least 15 GeV/c and the visible energy had
to be less than 160 GeV. Both momentum and energy
here are taken from the four-momenta of the final state
q andq̄. For theqq̄ pair, acollinearity and acoplanarity
had to be less than 170◦, and the polar angle of bothq
andq̄ had to exceed 20◦.

For Standard Model values of the couplings, a total
of 60.3 ± 0.8 events are expected, comprising 17.0
events from theqq̄eν final state with the electron
or positron lost in the beam pipe, 5.1 events from
qq̄eν with the electron or positron elsewhere in the
detector, 22.0 events fromqq̄τν, 8.1 events from
qq̄µν, 3.9 events fromqq̄νν, 4.0 events fromqq̄(γ )
production, and 0.2 events fromγ γ interactions.
All the processes contributing to the selected sample
exceptqq̄(γ ) production and two-photon interactions
include diagrams with trilinear gauge couplings, and
this was taken into account in the subsequent analysis.

2.6. Selection of events in theγX topology

The production of the single photon final state,γX,
via aWWγ vertex proceeds through the fusion dia-
gram shown in Fig. 1(c), while the dominant process
giving rise to this final state,e+e− → Zγ with Z→
νν̄, involves bremsstrahlung diagrams. The sensitiv-
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ity of the γX final states to anomalousWWγ cou-
plings is therefore greatest when the photon is emitted
at high polar angle. Events were selected if they had
a single shower in the barrel electromagnetic calorime-
ter with 45◦ < θγ < 135◦ andEγ > 6 GeV, where
θγ andEγ are the polar angle and energy, respec-
tively, of the reconstructed photon. It was also required
that no electromagnetic showers were present in the
forward electromagnetic calorimeters, and a second
shower in the barrel calorimeter was accepted only if it
was within 20◦ of the first one. Cosmic ray events were
suppressed by requiring any signal in the hadronic
calorimeter to be in the same angular region as the sig-
nal in the electromagnetic calorimeter and the electro-
magnetic shower to point towards the beam collision
point [23]. Using these criteria, 145 events were se-
lected from data corresponding to an integrated lumi-
nosity of 155 pb−1. The Standard Model expectation
is 157.7 ± 3.7 events. Values for the triple gauge bo-
son couplings were fitted in the regionEγ > 50 GeV,
which contained 59% of the events. In this region,
an overall selection efficiency of(54± 4)% was es-
timated [23], with negligible background contamina-
tion.

3. Methods used to determine the couplings

The analysis procedures applied are similar to those
used in our previously reported analysis of data at
183 GeV [2], though somewhat different applications
of the method of Optimal Observables were used in
the analyses of thejj�ν andjjjj final states.

3.1. Optimal Observable analysis ofjj�ν andjjjj
channels

Data in both thejj�ν and jjjj channels were
analyzed using methods based on that of Optimal
Observables [24]. The methods exploit the fact that the
differential cross-section,dσ/d �V , where �V represents
the phase space variables, is quadratic in the trilinear
gauge coupling parameters:

dσ( �V , �λ)
d �V = c0( �V )+

∑

i

ci1(
�V ) · λi

(1)+
∑

i�j
c
ij

2 (
�V ) · λi · λj ,

where the sums ini, j are over the set�λ= {λ1, . . . , λn}
of parameters under consideration. It has been shown
that the “Optimal Variables”ci1( �V )/c0( �V ) andcij2 ( �V )/
c0( �V ), approximated for real data by using the recon-
structed phase space variables�Ω as arguments of the
ci1 andcij2 , have the same estimating efficiency as can
be obtained in unbinned likelihood fits of parameters
λi to the data [25].

In the determination of a single parameterλ, the
joint distribution of the quantitiesc1( �Ω)/c0( �Ω) and
c2( �Ω)/c0( �Ω) was compared with the expected dis-
tribution, computed from events generated with EX-
CALIBUR and passed through JETSET and the full
detector simulation. An extended maximum likelihood
fit, combining the information coming from the shape
of the Optimal Variables and from the cross-section,
has been carried out. At each stage the simulated
data, which had been generated at a few values of the
couplings, have been reweighted [26] to the required
value ofλ using the matrix element calculation of the
ERATO generator [8]. In the case of events in the
jj�ν topology, the binning in these two variables was
made using a multidimensional clustering technique,
described in detail in [27]. This is an economical bin-
ning method in which thend real data points are used
as seeds to divide the phase space into an equal num-
ber of multidimensional bins. Each simulated event
is associated with the closest real event, resulting in
an equiprobable division of the space of the Optimal
Variables in which it is assumed that the best available
knowledge of the probability density function is that
of the real data points themselves.

The use of such a technique becomes of particular
importance when simultaneous fits to two coupling
parameters are performed. The number of Optimal
Variables then increases to five:c1

1/c0, c2
1/c0, c11

2 /c0,
c22

2 /c0 andc12
2 /c0, and the use of equal sized bins in a

space of this number of dimensions is impractical. For
events in thejj�ν topology, an extended maximum
likelihood fit was performed over thend bins for each
pair of coupling parameters (λ1, λ2) using this method.

A somewhat different technique was used in 2-para-
meter fits to data in thejjjj topology. In this case,
extended maximum likelihood fits were made to the
binned joint distribution of only the first order terms
c1

1/c0 andc2
1/c0 in (1), but an iterative procedure was

used, at each stage expanding the expression for the
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differential distribution of the phase space variables
�V about the values(λ̃1, λ̃2) obtained in the previous
iteration:

dσ( �V ,λ1, λ2)

d �V
= c0

(
λ̃1, λ̃2, �V ) + c1

1

(
λ̃1, λ̃2, �V )(

λ1 − λ̃1
)

(2)+ c2
1

(
λ̃1, λ̃2, �V )(

λ2 − λ̃2
) + · · · .

It has been shown in Ref. [25] that when this itera-
tive procedure has converged sufficiently, the first or-
der terms retain the whole sensitivity of the Optimal
Variables to the coupling parameters�λ, the contribu-
tion from the higher order terms becoming negligible.
In practice, this was achieved after about three or four
iterations. As an example, Fig. 2 shows the distribu-

tion of c
�gZ1
1 ( �Ω)/c0( �Ω) for data and for the results of

the fit described in the next section.

3.2. Cross-check analysis ofjj�ν andjjjj channels

In both thejj�ν and jjjj channels, an additional
analysis was performed using more directly measured
kinematic variables in order to corroborate results
obtained from the methods described above.

In thejj�ν topology, a binned maximum likelihood
fit was made to the joint distribution in cosθW , the
W− production angle, and cosθ�, the polar angle of
the produced lepton with respect to the incominge±
of the same sign. In this study, somewhat looser crite-
ria were imposed in the selection of the events, giving
a total sample of 743 semileptonic events, with esti-
mated efficiencies of(79.1 ± 0.3)%, (67.3 ± 0.4)%
and(40.4± 0.5)% for muon, electron and tau events,
respectively, and an estimated background contamina-
tion of 0.49 pb. A 4-constraint kinematic fit was then
applied to the events, requiring conservation of four-
momentum, and the variables cosθW and cosθ� com-
puted from the fitted four-vectors. The expected num-
ber of events in each bin was estimated using events
generated with PYTHIA corresponding to the reaction
e+e− →W+W− and passed through the full detector
simulation procedure. Again, a reweighting technique
was used to determine the expected number of events
for given values of the coupling parameters. The dis-
tributions of cosθW and cosθl for real and simulated
data are shown in Fig. 3.

Fig. 2. Distribution of the optimal variablec
�gZ1
1 ( �Ω)/c0( �Ω) (de-

fined in the text) for the coupling�gZ1 in the jjjj channel from
DELPHI data at 189 GeV. The points represent the data and the his-
togram shows the distribution expected for the fitted value of�gZ1
(see Table 1). The shaded area is the estimated background contri-
bution.

Fig. 3. Distributions in cosθW and cosθ� for jj�ν events
(�≡ e,µ, τ ) for DELPHI data, shown as dots, at 189 GeV. The his-
togram shows the distribution expected for the fitted value of�gZ1
(see Table 1). The shaded area is the estimated background contri-
bution.
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In the jjjj topology, the second analysis involved
a binned extended maximum likelihood fit to the pro-
duction angular distribution. Events were selected by
constructing a probability function from the distribu-
tions of eleven kinematic variables, namely: the value
of djoin in the LUCLUS algorithm when four rather
than three natural jets are reconstructed; the spheric-
ity; the angle between the two most energetic jets;
the minimal multiplicity in a jet; the second Fox–
Wolfram moment; theD variable (defined above);
s′ (defined above); the fittedW masses; the product
of the energy ratios of the two jets in the two re-
constructed dijets; the minimal transverse momentum
with respect to the beam axis of the 15 most ener-
getic particles in the event; the transverse momentum
of the jet pair obtained by forcing the reconstruction
of exactly two jets. Using this procedure, a sample of
1331 events was selected with estimated efficiency of
(86.6± 0.2)% and purity of(74.4± 0.4)%. As in the
case of the optimal observable analysis of this chan-
nel described above, momentum-weighted jet charges
were then calculated to try to distinguish theW+ de-
cay products from those of theW−. An angular vari-
ablexg = cosθW (PW−(�Q)− PW+(�Q)), was con-
structed from the cosine of theW production angle
and the difference in probability of a dijet to come
from aW− or W+ decay. The experimental distrib-
ution of xg was compared with predictions obtained
from events generated with PYTHIA, passed through
the full detector simulation procedure, and reweighted
in the fit for given values of the coupling parame-
ters.

3.3. Analysis of�X, jjX andγX channels

Data in the topologies�X andjjX were analysed
using maximum likelihood fits to the observed total
numbers of events selected, while theγX data were
fitted using a binned extended maximum likelihood
fit to the distribution of the reconstructed photon
energy,Eγ , in the regionEγ > 50 GeV, which has the
maximum sensitivity to anomalous triple gauge boson
couplings.

4. Results

The results obtained for the triple gauge boson
couplings from the data in each of the final states
and using the methods discussed above are shown in
Table 1, together with their statistical and systematic
errors (see below). The results from all topologies are
combined with those previously analysed by DELPHI
at 183 GeV and reported in Ref. [2] to give the
values of the coupling parameters, their errors and
the 95% confidence limits shown in Table 2. In the
combination, which is done by adding the individual
log-likelihood functions, the results in thejj�ν and
jjjj topologies from the methods based on Optimal
Observables were used, as these use all the available
kinematic information and hence are expected to have
greater precision. In the fit to each coupling parameter,
the values of the other parameters were held at zero,
their Standard Model values. The results of fits in
which two of the couplings�gZ1 , �κγ andλγ were

Table 1
Fitted values ofWWV coupling parameters from DELPHI data at 189 GeV using the methods described in the text. The first error given for
each value is the statistical error at 68% confidence level (CL), obtained by stepping up 0.5 units from the minimum of the likelihood curve; the
second is the systematic error. In the fits to each parameter, the others were set to zero, their Standard Model values

�gZ1 �κγ λγ

jj�ν (Optimal Variables) 0.00+0.08
−0.08±0.02 0.28+0.35

−0.28±0.10 0.06+0.09
−0.09±0.02

jj�ν (cosθW , cosθ�) 0.07+0.12
−0.11±0.03 0.00+0.43

−0.24±0.10 0.06+0.11
−0.10±0.03

jjjj (Optimal Variables) −0.09+0.14
−0.12±0.07 0.12+0.54

−0.31±0.24 0.01+0.17
−0.15±0.05

jjjj (cosθW ) −0.07+0.17
−0.13±0.06 0.06+0.57

−0.31±0.23 −0.05+0.19
−0.15±0.06

�X −0.45+1.35
−0.38±0.21 0.23+0.27

−0.34±0.19 0.48+0.33
−1.27±0.21

jjX −0.43+1.31
−0.39±0.25 0.19+0.34

−0.57±0.11 0.42+0.36
−1.20±0.15

γX – 0.70+0.77
−0.99±0.03 0.65+1.03

−1.79±0.09
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Table 2
Values ofWWV coupling parameters combining DELPHI data
from various topologies and energies, as described in the text. The
second column shows the value of each parameter corresponding to
the minimum of the combined negative log-likelihood distribution
and its errors at 68% CL. The first error quoted is the combined
statistical and uncorrelated systematic error, the second is the total
common systematic (see text). The third column shows the 95%
confidence intervals on the parameter values, computed by stepping
up 2.0 units from the minimum of the likelihood curve. In the fits to
each coupling parameter, the other two parameters were set to zero,
their Standard Model values

Coupling parameter Value 95% confidence interval

�gZ1 −0.02+0.07
−0.07±0.01 −0.16,0.13

�κγ 0.25+0.21
−0.20±0.06 −0.13,0.68

λγ 0.05+0.09
−0.09±0.01 −0.11,0.23

allowed to vary are shown in Fig. 4(a)–(c). In no
case is any deviation seen from the Standard Model
prediction of zero for the couplings determined.

The results shown in Fig. 4(c) can be transformed
to produce estimates for the magnetic dipole moment,
µW , and the electric quadrupole moment,qW , of the
W boson using the relations

(3)µW = e

2mW

(
g
γ

1 + κγ + λγ
)

and

(4)qW = − e

m2
W

(κγ − λγ ).

The resulting two-parameter fit gives the values

(5)µW · 2mW
e

= 2.22+0.20
−0.19 and

(6)qW · m
2
W

e
= −1.18+0.27

−0.26,

with the confidence level contours shown in Fig. 4(d).
In the derivation of the result forµW , the value
of gγ1 , theWWγ charge coupling, has been assumed
to be unity, as required by electromagnetic gauge
invariance. The quantity(g − 2)W , derived from the
definition of the gyromagnetic ratio of a particle of
spin�s, chargeQ and massm, �µ= g�s Q2m , is, therefore,

measured to be(g − 2)W = 0.22+0.20
−0.19.

4.1. Systematic uncertainties

The systematic errors shown in Table 1 and in-
cluded in the results shown in Table 2 contain con-

tributions from various sources. Table 3 lists the dom-
inant sources of systematic uncertainties for each of
the analyses used in the combination. A distinction be-
tween systematic errors affecting more than one chan-
nel and effects specific to only one channel is made in
the combination of the different channels. The list of
common systematic effects and the procedure for their
combination is given later in this section.

In the jj�ν channel, the dominant effect for�gZ1
and λγ arises from the uncertainty in the back-
ground contamination, where a conservative estimate
of ±10% was used. For�κγ , the event reconstruction
effects give a comparable contribution. Comparisons
betweenZ data and fully simulated events were used
to estimate uncertainties of jet and lepton energies and
of their angular distributions. These uncertainties were
then used to derive an additional smearing for a sam-
ple of simulated events, which was then also fitted to
the data. The difference arising from fitting this sample
and the standard sample is quoted as the event recon-
struction uncertainty. A further effect considered was
the possibility of misassignment of the lepton charge.
This was again studied inZ data, where the fraction
of events with misidentified lepton charge was found
to be 0.3%. The corresponding systematic effect was
calculated by fitting to a simulated sample ofjj�ν data
with 0.3% of the events randomly assigned the wrong
lepton charge. Also included in the table is the system-
atic error arising from effects of limited Monte Carlo
statistics in the evaluation of signal efficiencies.

In thejjjj channel, significant contributions to the
systematic error come from the use of simulated event
samples with energies different from that of the data,
conservatively evaluated by comparing samples gener-
ated at 188 and 190 GeV (and labelled “beam energy”
in Table 3), and from uncertainties in the jet hadroniza-
tion model used. The latter were estimated by compar-
ing data sets in which the JETSET and HERWIG [28]
fragmentation models were applied to a common set
of generated events. The effects of colour reconnec-
tion following the SK1 model [29] were investigated
by performing a similar comparison between a sam-
ple with maximal reconnection probability and the
standard unconnected set of JETSET events. As in
the analysis of thejj�ν channel, uncertainties due to
the background contamination (taken to be±5%) and
from limited simulated signal statistics were also taken
into account.
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Fig. 4. Results of fits in the planes of the parameters (a) (�gZ1 ,�κγ ), (b) (�gZ1 , λγ ), (c) (λγ ,�κγ ) and (d) (µW ,qW ) using data from the
final states listed in Table 1 combined with DELPHI results at lower energy [2]. In the combination, the analyses of thejj�ν andjjjj final
states based on Optimal Observable techniques were used. In each case the third parameter was fixed at its Standard Model value. The values
maximizing the likelihood function and the regions accepted at the 68% and 95% confidence levels are shown. The confidence intervals are
computed as the contours where the value of the likelihood function is increased by 1.15 units (68% CL) and 3.0 units (95% CL), respectively,
from the minimum.

In the singleW channels�X andjjX, the dominant
source of systematic errors is the uncertainty in the ef-
ficiency estimation, which is an effect of the limited
amount of simulated events available. Limited statis-
tics also affect the background estimation.

In the γX channel, systematic effects play only
a minor role. The main systematic contribution origi-

nates from the uncertainty in the energy reconstruction
of the barrel electromagnetic calorimeter.

As in our previous analysis [2], the combined results
shown in Table 2 include the independent systematic
errors from each channel. In addition, systematic ef-
fects common to more than one channel, such as the
theoretical uncertainty in theWW cross-section, and
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Table 3
Main systematic contributions in each analysed channel

Channel Source and method �gZ1 �κγ λγ

jj�ν Background estimation ±0.013 ±0.058 ±0.014

Signal cross-section ±0.002 ±0.018 ±0.002

Lepton charge assignment±0.005 ±0.035 ±0.009

Signal MC statistics ±0.005 ±0.017 ±0.006

Event reconstruction ±0.005 ±0.064 ±0.006

Total jj�ν systematic ±0.017 ±0.097 ±0.019

jjjj Background estimation ±0.02 ±0.05 ±0.01

Signal cross-section ±0.02 ±0.13 ±0.01

Colour reconnection ±0.03 ±0.07 ±0.01

Fragmentation ±0.01 ±0.11 ±0.03

Beam energy ±0.05 ±0.11 ±0.02

Total jjjj systematic ±0.07 ±0.24 ±0.05

�X Background estimation ±0.13 ±0.13 ±0.12

Signal cross-section ±0.08 ±0.05 ±0.07

Efficiency estimation ±0.15 ±0.13 ±0.16

Total�X systematic ±0.21 ±0.19 ±0.21

jjX Background estimation ±0.03 ±0.02 ±0.03

Signal cross-section ±0.08 ±0.06 ±0.08

Efficiency estimation ±0.23 ±0.09 ±0.12

Total jjX systematic ±0.25 ±0.11 ±0.15

γX Energy reconstruction – ±0.03 ±0.09

Signal cross-section – ±0.01 ±0.01

Efficiency estimation – ±0.01 ±0.01

TotalγX systematic – ±0.03 ±0.09

the uncertainties in theW mass, in the luminosity mea-
surement and in the LEP beam energy were taken into
account separately. The most interesting effect among
these correlated systematics is the uncertainty in the
WW cross-section calculation, labelled “signal cross-
section” in Table 3. To estimate this effect, the cross-
section was varied by its theoretical error of±2%. The
effect of this variation is quite small, particularly in the
jj�ν channel, which contains the highest sensitivity
to the couplings studied. This is reassuring given that

a more precise evaluation of the cross-section is now
available [30], which gives a value around 2% lower
than currently assumed. As this new cross-section cal-
culation is not yet implemented in our event genera-
tors, we have used the old calculations and quote a sys-
tematic error which covers the difference between the
two cross-section values. Uncertainties in the differen-
tial cross-sections that could arise from the difference
between our Monte Carlo generators and the new gen-
erators, or from the theoretical uncertainty in the new
calculations are the subject of an ongoing LEP-wide
study and are not taken into account in the results pre-
sented here.

The common effects were evaluated individually for
each final state and then added with weights derived
from the statistical precision of the individual channels
with respect to each coupling.

5. Conclusions

Values for theWWV couplings�gZ1 , �κγ andλγ
have been derived from an analysis of DELPHI data
at 189 GeV. The results have been combined with
previously published values from DELPHI data at
183 GeV, giving an overall improvement in precision
by a factor of about two over that of the 183 GeV
data [2]. The results of the 2-parameter fit to the
couplings�κγ and λγ have been used to derive
values for the magnetic dipole and electric quadrupole
moments of theW and for theW gyromagnetic ratio.

There is no evidence for deviations from Standard
Model predictions in any of the results obtained.
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