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ABSTRACT. An experimental set up, dedicated to isolate an error ptésehen-algorithm, gave
an unexpected result. The average of a center of gravityitligpat orthogonal particle incidence
turns out to be non zero. This non zero average signals amasirgnin the response function of the
strips, and introduces a further parameter in the cornestithe shift of the strip response center
of gravity respect its geometrical position. A strategy xtra&ct this parameter from a standard
data set is discussed. Some simulations with various asymemesponse functions are explored
for this test. The method is able to detect easily the asymynpatrameters introduced in the
simulations. Its robustness is tested against angulaionsa and we see an almost linear variation
with the angle. This simple property is used to simulate arme&nhation of a Lorentz angle with
and without the asymmetry of the response function.
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1. Introduction

In many high-energy physics experiments, arrays of siliooarostrip detectors are fundamen-
tal tools to track charged particles. The excellent pasitiesolution of these detectors is essen-
tial in the event reconstruction. To obtain the best perforoe, the role played by the position-
reconstruction algorithms becomes crucial. For example final alignments are corrected with
track reconstructions; any inaccuracy in the position metroiction algorithms is systematically
diffused to all the data. The use of reconstruction algorithin the detector alignment and in the
data creates correlations that renders almost impossiblerify their consistency. Thus, an
priori exploration of their systematic errors is essential.

In a previous article[]3] we applied to silicon microstripteetors the general equations we
developed in[J1[]2] for the center of gravity (COG) algorithAmong the many properties demon-
strated for the COG, we underlined the presence of a systeenadr in the so called -algorithm [4],
when used outside the symmetry conditions. The authorg]irefmmended the limitation to a
symmetric configuration without demonstration. Thus, ia lidist years, the recommendation has



been neglected, and tiealgorithm has been used well outside its range of validitijs easy to
guess the production of many incorrect position reconsous.

The n-algorithm improves the COG-algorithm with a global an@ysf a set of equivalent
data. Our procedure to define the-algorithm is substantially different from that used [h [4].
We deduce it from the solution of a first order differentiabiation that has an easy solution for
a uniform distribution of impact points. But, any first ord#ifferential equation always requires
an initial constant, in this case an exact impact point gmoading to a COG value. This type of
datum is never available excluding some special cases. nitie constant is easily selected for
symmetrical configurations, and is zero with the definition§4]. For unsymmetrical configura-
tion, for example at non-orthogonal incidence angles, gteatlependent shift is produced by the
use of the zero constant of the symmetric case. The shiftndispen the form of the signal distri-
bution. Thus, detectors aligned with minimum ionizing pes (MIP) could show non alignments
with heavy ions (in reality there are non alignments in bahbes). Similar apparent shift of a de-
tector could be induced by the modification of the depletergsion or any other deformation of the
signal distribution. Simulations show shifts greater ttroot mean square (RMS) error in some
directions, and always larger than the full width half maxim(FWHM) of the error distributions.
In ref. ], we demonstrate a method to correct it.

We have to underline the importance of tpelgorithm in improving the position reconstruc-
tions. The comparison of the RMS-error of the COG andlgorithm does not show dramatic
differences in favor of the latter, as the comparison of tiiHM. The reason of the small sen-
sitivity of the RMS-error to the improvement of thg-algorithm is connected to the non-linear
dependence of the two algorithms from their component sistahvariables. As it is well known,
non-linearities introduce drastic deviation from the gas distributions toward slow decreasing
probability distributions. The Cauchy distribution is igal member of this class. These non-
gaussian distributions tend to have infinite variances e<Céuchy distribution. In this case, the
RMS-error is essentially limited the selection strategtheffinite sample and it is insensible to the
guality of the reconstruction algorithms. On the contrdmy EWHM saves its sensitivity.

In a test beam with a set of sensors of the PAMELA tracler [Shecial set up was exposed
to the beam with the aim to measure the systematic error af thkgorithm. The analysis of the
collected data[]6] clearly confirms the presence of an adgpendent shift, and the correction
proposed in ref[]3] is able to cancel the shift at any meakangle.

In this work we concentrate the attention on an anomaly eksenn the data of ref[][6] where
the average of the COG distribution is appreciably diffefemm zero for orthogonal particle inci-
dence. In the absence of magnetic field, the maximal symnsaypected for this configuration
with the COG probability distribution symmetric respectie origin and zero average. The non
zero average could be originated by an asymmetry in the eldhifg to the collection pads or some
other (linear) distortion in the read-out chain.

Our correction to they-algorithm works identically for asymmetrical responsediions, but,

a further detector parameter must be known: the COG poditidhe strip response function. In
fact, the COG algorithm assumes that the strip signals areettrated in the COG position of the
strip response function. The asymmetry moves the COG respionction from the strip axis, and
this shift must be accounted for in any reconstruction atagle, not only in they-algorithm.

We have no control on the physics of the showering partialg, Wwe suppose to know all the



detector parameters, being the detector production ungecanmtrol. In practice the situation is
not so simple. Various types of material depositions aréopmied in specialized places and slight
asymmetries could be easily introduced during these dpagsatno visual or electronic inspection
can isolate these defects. In addition to this, subtle asgtm@s could be introduced in the path of
the data from the detector to final user.

Direct measurements could be performed, but they requiidiany detectors with resolutions
much better than the tested detectors. It is evident the lexityof this task. We will tray to esti-
mate the asymmetry from the charge collected by the stripslf® at orthogonal incidence angle.
In this way, a good angular measurement can replace a higluties position measurements.

In section 2 we give a direct demonstration of thelgorithm correction in general cases to
isolate the effects of the asymmetry. Section 3 is devotedefme our strategy to estimate the
asymmetry parameter of the response functions and to testsimulated data with two different
type of asymmetry. Our simulations are tuned on the doubledssilicon microstrip detectors of
the type introduced by ref[][f} 8], and used in the PAMELA dtge In one side a strip each two
is left unconnected, and it distributes the charge in a feacoiode. We call this side floating strip
side. The other side is normal (in the sense that it has narftpatrips).

Section 4 deals with the non orthogonal particle incidemzbits relation with the asymmetry.
The angular rotation introduces a simple and almost linactehat allows a better determination
of the asymmetry. It gives even an indication of the angulacigion to obtain significative results.
This sensitivity to the angular rotation suggests a metlochéasure the Lorentz angle when a
magnetic field is present. Here, the effect of a magnetic eld silicon microstrip detector is
simulated as an effective rotation of the incoming partiileection. A proper angular rotation
is able to restore the maximal symmetry to the signal digtidm. Our method easily find this
condition even in presence of an asymmetry of the respomsidm. The simulations of this case
show an excellent sensitivity of the method.

We are aware that these developments are very formal andlexnot the asymmetry cor-
rection and the Lorentz angle are deeply buried in the pti@seof the COG algorithm. It is inter-
esting that analytical developments are able to isolatm #hed reach the consistency displayed by
the simulations.

2. Correction of the systematic errors

2.1 COG averages

In ref. [1,[2.[3] we extensively utilized the Fourier Transfo(FT) and Poisson identity ][9, [10]
(or the Shannon sampling theorem). Now, we will proceed inffardnt way that avoids some
technical complications and underlines its generality.

Let us derive the COG average. With the notation p{]1, 2] awmkizlering all the strips with
a non zero energy, we have the following definition for the C@& the strip dimension):

_ Snezntf(nt—¢)
Xg(S) B zner(nT_E)

where {nT — €) is the energy collected by a strip centerechinfor a signal distribution with its
COG in¢ (for any € € R). We use an infinite sum, but the functioinf — €) is expected to go
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to zero for a fixed range of its argument (finite support fuogt An identical transformation on

equation| 2]1 gives:
nt—&)f(nt—¢
Xg(E)—E: XHEZ( f ) ( ) (22)
ZneZ (nT - 5)
Equation[2]2 explicitly shows the-periodicity ofxy(€) — € and justifies the use of Fourier Series
(FS). The assumption of absence of signal loss gives a flategflly surface andifit — €) has the

sum rule:

Z f(nT—¢g)=1 Ve eR, (2.3)

nez
allowing the suppression of the denominator in equdtign Bh2 energy fnt — €) is defined as the
convolution of the strip response functiofxgwith the signal distributior (x— €). The response
function gx) is centered on the fiducial strip position ap(k) has its COG ire:

+o00
f(nt—¢)= g(nt —X)p(X — &)dX (2.4)

With equatior] 2]3, the-average on a period of equation 2]2 acquires an easy aspect. The intro-
duction of the integration variabl€s = nt — € gives:

L gt -ose= L s [ g teden

TJ-1)2 U &y /nt—1/2

the sum om can be absorbed in the definition of the integration limits:

L d L f(&)d 2.5
= g)—¢&)de == .
T, ee) et =T [ En(€)ae 25)
Equation[2] is the first momentum dfj, and the convolution theorem for the first momerfita [9]
gives:

[ enrne =5

Wheredy anddy are defined as:

1 ~}-00 —+oo
&= faod & Eo@)d
For their normalizations [(" ¢ (£)dé = 1 and [* g(é)dé = 1), & is the COG position of the
response function and is the COG position of the signal distribution. The C@§sis zero for
our definition ofe, and the average of equatipn]2.2 remains:

1 r+1/2 q 56

= €)—¢g)de =9dy. .
T, ele) e =4 26)
Equatior| 26 shows that the COG algorithm is a biased esiino&the impact point. To eliminate
this bias, equatioh 3.6 imposes that the fiducial strip ositmust be coincident with the COG
of its response function(g), in this casedy = 0. Any deviation from this condition introduces a
constant shift in the reconstructed position.



In principle, the extraction oby from the data is easy, one has to take a set of (uniform)
events, where the values {f;} are known, and to average the differenggg;j) — €;. In practice,
the value ofg; is very difficult (or impossible) to measure with the due fsn. Thus, we have to
find another strategy to obtain a reasonable estimatiayg rbm the data of a standard test beam
experiment.

Equation[2]6 is evidently valid for a noiseless case. The deg¢ surely noisy. Assuming a
symmetric additive noise, it is easy to figure out how it wilbdify the COG. At fixed impact
point the noise will spread the data around the noiseless @&ie. The symmetry of the noise
distribution induces a symmetric distribution of COG valusound the noiseless one and the
averages of the noisy data will converge to the noiseless.oBe, for a large data sample, our
noiseless equations will work identically even in preseoiceoise.

2.2 Then-Algorithms

Let us see howdy modifies the correction of thg algorithms. As we proved in refd][[L 3}-
algorithms may be extended beyond the two strip case used.ifif, and identified as a general
property of any COG algorithms. Due to their strict simiigrive will continue to calhy-algorithms
all these extensions.

The COG algorithms with different numbers of signal stripsdavery different properties and
systematic errors, and a great care must be devoted to avoicktthem. For example, the cuts on
small or negative values of signal strips may produce thengixin ref. [3], 2-strips, 3-strips and
4-strips algorithms exhausted our needs, there we limgambhsider incidence angles up ta°20
Above 20, 5 or more strips are relevant, and other strategies candmttageduce these cases to
the present developments.

In the simulations, the set of events l&asalues with a uniform distribution on a strip. This
assumption supports our averages avehs in ref. [3] we calculate the COG in a reference system
bound to the event, we choose the maximum signal strip. Thergrental events are spread over a
large number of strips. To be consistent with our simulajare will assume that the set of events
{e(])} produces the uniform distribution of poin{§ .7 &(j) +Kt}. Thus, on a given strip, one
has the uniform distribution of pointse(j) + KT}, whereK;T is the distance of the strip with the
impact pointe( j) from the given strip. This will be the definition of uniformgibf events on a strip.

Let us recall some aspects of thelgorithm [B] to define the notation. Assuming the existence
of a single valued functiorg(€) which is randomly sampled by our COG algorithm wkthstrips
(in the following the indeX will indicate the number of strips used in the algorithmg gobability
to havexg is:

whereP(¢) is the probability to have a valueandl (xgk) is the corresponding probability fog.
The positivity of the derivative is reported in ref] [1] aridtirns out that any incoming signal,
with average positive signal distribution, has positiveidgive. Assuming a constant probability
P(¢) = 1/1, one arrives to the first order differential equation:

1 de



The integration of equatiop 2.7 requires an initial conis(aa., an exact value of the impact point
£(xgk)). For symmetric signal distribution and symmetric resgofusiction, the initial constant is
the center of the strip or one of its border. These speciaitpdiavexy = €. For the asymmetric
case, the initial constant must be determined resortinghier goroperties of the COG algorithms.

The presence of noise modifies this picture introducing @name over the noise realization.
To render the approach less heavy we will neglect this aeetag now equatioh 3.7 becomes the
definition of the functiorg(Xgk).

The uniform distribution of events; on the array of periodic detector generates a periodic
probability distributionP(xg) (normalized on a period), and the solution of equafioh ai7ilfe
symmetric configuration, is given by:

T Xgk
a(Xgk) = —= + T/ P(x)dx (2.8)
The initial constant used iff][4] is(xgk = 0) = 0, but, as we discussed aboeg(xgx = —T/2) =
—T/2 andg(Xgk = 0) = 0 are exact for symmetrig (x) and for symmetric response function. In
all the other cases, the required correction will be indidatith Aoy.

It is easy to show the periodicity @f(xgk) — Xgk, in fact, due to the periodicity and the nor-
malization ofl P we may rewrite the equatidn .8 as:

&k (Xgk) = Xgk+ /Xj:z(rl'p(x) —1)dx. (2.9)

The integral is a periodic function ofy, and we express it as a FS:

+o0 _
E(Xgk) = Xgk+ Y anel KD

e (2.10)
1 ,+1/2 .
an == / [ (Xgi) — Xgid €720/ Tl
TJ-1)2
and with the correctiodg:
+oo _
&(Xgk) =Xgk+ D Onexp(i2mnxge/T) + Aok - (2.11)
Nn=—o0

In the definition of theay, thek-index, the number of strips used in the algorithm, is nofieily
reported, but it is evident that, depends fronk.

With low noise, the functiorgc(xgk) is a good approximation of noiseless form, and it sits
on the most probable values effor any xgk. This property is crucial for any best fit in a track
reconstruction. The absence of the correcilegn introduces an average systematic shiftepf
respect to the true, quite evident in the simulations.

2.3 Correction of the n Algorithms

We calculateAy exploring the mean value of the differencagj) — £(j) in a case of a large
numberN of events and uniform distribution on a given strip as definBoe mean value must be



zero in the absence of systematic errors:

1N

Z||—\

lex(])
1

i

The mean value of the FS, weighted with the probabilifxqx), givesag [B]. Adding and sub-
tracting the position of the strip with the maximum sigpg) equatior] 2.J2 becomes:

Z|
0

~

2T 1)/0)] |- pg,

(2.12)
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Z &(j)—e( =N z Xgk( ] ]—N ) [€()) — 1] + a0+ Dok (2.13)
The mean ofe(j) — ;) is independent from the COG algorithm, and we calculate tivéneasier
condition. We use equatidn R.6 with all the signal stripi€OG algorithm (four or five at most),
to near the condition of equati¢n P.3. We will call thig,, and equatiof 2.6 becomes:

1 X . 1N
Ngl(xgoo(l)—uj)ZNZ(E(J)—MH%- (2.14)

The average ot(j) — p; of the unknown exact impact points is reduced to known qtiasti
Substituting in equatiop 2.J13, and imposing the zero awedd@ey(j) — £(j)) the equation fofg
becomes:

N 1 N
JZ(ng — Hj) _NZ — Hj) + 0+ Qo+ Dok =0

2l

1N 1N
AOk:NJZl(cho - _NZ —0o— O

We have to recall that the two expressigns ; (X (j) — 1) /N and $™_; (xgk(j) — ;) /N are the
averages of the COGs calculated in our reference systere afdximum signal strip. The constant
0o embodies the initial conditions (not limited to 0-er/2) and the correctiofg eliminates any
reference to the initial integration contant.

To be complete, the correctiof + g eliminates even the systematic error of the COG
algorithm (withk-strips) due to the non zedy and to the eventual loss given by the limitation in
the strip number. The loss has rarely a significative effeat,we are able to consider it. For the
COG indicated withxg. the correction is simply-dy. The residual non zero average is the mean
value of(e(j) — ;) that the asymmetry modifies respect to its zero value in thesstric case.

In the simulations of ref[]3], the COG algorithm with fourips was a good approximation
for Xg», here we will use even the five strip algorithms. Due the gtatsmeaning ofdy, once
its value is obtained, the correction of any position algoni and for any incidence angle can be
implemented. In the following we will need the correctifyg, to then-algorithm obtained starting
from Xge, this correction is given by-ag — d.

An indication of & # 0 is given by a non zero value of the average>gf (j) — ;) for the
orthogonal incidence. This averages can not be zero fortiequa 14. It is a sum of two unknown
quantities, and another equation is necessary to extractwalues. To estimatéy, we need to
reconstructp (€) and explore its asymmetry.



3. Determination of &g

3.1 Signal reconstruction

In refs. [1,[B] we demonstrated an equation to obtain theasidistribution from the COG algo-
rithm. Theg (¢) is given by:

dxg‘(:) = Tnezzd)(nr—s—r/Z). (3.1)
In the derivation of equatioh 3.1 the response function ssia®d to be the lossless interval func-
tion, and¢ (x) is the signal distribution. The expressipn| 3.1 is the sumopiies of ¢ (1/2 — ¢)
shifted ofnt with n € Z. This gives a periodic function with overlaps of the tailigsing) if the
range ofg (x) is greater tham. For ranges less thanthe reconstruction is faithful. If the range of
¢ (X) is greater tharr, the assembly of a set of contiguous interval functionsds/this limitation.

For fluctuating signal distributions, as in the case of a Mtpjation3]1 defines an average
signal distribution.

3.2 Generic Response Function

The reconstruction of (x) of equatior{3]1 requires the response function as a purwahfenction
of sizet, rarely this condition is verified, and a generic responsetion produces a redefinition
of ¢(x). If the lossless condition equatipn]2.3 is maintained, vexed in ref. [1] that the response
function must be a convolution of an interval function witho#her (arbitrary and eventually asym-
metric) function g(x). In this case, the function of E. B.1 is the convolution & ttue signal
distribution with g (x). We will continue to callp (x) any result of dy(€)/de even if it deviates
from the true signal distribution.

In ref. [B], we explored a possible form of the response fiamcfor microstrip detector with
floating strips, and the following form reproduces the mapegts of the data:

p(x) = /_ :mn(x—x){o.45 [6(X — 1/4)+ 3(X +1/4)]
10.05]8(X —1/2) + 3(X +1/2)]}.

(3.2)

(This form is surprisingly similar to that measured in r@fl].) Here, the reconstruction of equa-
tion B.] generates the convolution of the signal distrioutwith the four Diracd-functions of
equatior] 3]2, the low intensity Dirat:functions have a negligible effect, but the effects of the t
main d’s are clearly seen in figufg 1 as two copies of the signalibigton.

If the response function is asymmetric, the asymmetry isatoed inxy(€) and transferred to
the reconstructed function. The asymmetry transfep () does not allow a direct extraction of
dy. We have to resort to an indirect procedure.

3.3 Inverse function of & (Xgx)

The form of equatiof 2.10 fagi(xgk) is not well suited for our needs. Its inverse functiR(&)
is of better use, and it is expressed by:

+L
Xgk(&k) = &+ Z Bnexp(izTnnsk) (3.3)
n=—L
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Figure 1. Reconstruction of (x¢) (with noise) using different numbers of strips: a) with 2pr b) with 3
strips, ¢) with 4 strips, d) with 5 strips. The asymmetry paeger is 0.07 and 45000 events.
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whereg(Xgk) is the result of equatioh 2.8 andthe maximum wave-number usddaround 45 is
a reasonable cut off even if the limitisco will be often used. All the forms o (x) are obtained
differentiating equatiof 3.3 respectgga

As discussed, deformations are introducedpiix) by the differences op(x) respect to an
interval function. Another set of important deformatione aroduced by the loss. Two type of
loss are encountered: the intrinsic loss of the strip andds® given by the suppression of non-
zero signal strips. The first type of loss operates as aniadditsmooth deviation of the response
function from the pure interval function, it has a negligitdffect on our procedures. The second
type of loss introduces a strong deformationg {ix). The presence of any type of loss is explicitly
excluded by the form of equati¢n B.1, but we can, in any cafferentiate equatiop 3.3 and explore
its results. In the absence of noise, the deformations diyethe second type of loss assume the



form of Dirac d-functions. The limitation in the number of terms in equat@.3 gives finite
peaks. The exclusion of signal strips in the COG algorithmegates forbiddemy-values. Here
the probabilityl P is zero ands(xg) has an interval of constant value. If we insist to invert the
function £(xg) this constant horizontal segment becomes a vertical seigamhthe differentiation
generates a Dirad-function. In general, if the strip number is even, one asppeaks around
& =~ 0, for odd strip numbers the peaks are far~ +1/2. The amplitudes of the peaks are
proportional to amplitude of the signal function acquiradthe excluded stripg]1]. Fdt= 2,3
clear peaks are present in the reconstructions offtef. Bfigare[l. Ford, # 0 andk = 2, the peak
is not in zero due to the 1/2 as the lower integration limit of equatign 2.8, this fiegs= —1/2

to coincide withxgx = —1/2. In fact, the peaks ofy; are atez = +1/2. With the lower integration
limit to zero, & = 0 coincides withxg = 0 and the peak fdk = 2 would be at, = 0. It is evident
that with an asymmetry in the response function rgr= —1/2 nor xgx = 0 are exact, andy
fixes the correcty and the correct positions of the peaks. The almost totalregpjon of the loss
eliminates the peaks fdr= 4 andk = 5 in figure[lL.

A due care must be devoted to avoid numerical instabilitiegervals where equation 3.3
does not exist (due to zero valueslid) are easily encountered in noiseless case. The noise helps
to avoidI'P = 0, but it easily adds other unwanted artifacts. The Cesanethod of arithmetic
means|[[1j0] attenuates some numerical instabilities.

3.4 Analytical form of xg4(€)

The exploration of the analytical form &§(¢) clarifies our path towardy. Here all the properties
of the detector and the signal distribution are explicitydarlined. In the case of orthogonal
incidence, the incoming signal distribution is symmetnid ats FT ®(w) is real and symmetric.
The response function(p) has asymmetries and its F{w) is complex withP(—w) = P*(w).
The form ofxy(€), with dy the first momentum op(x), is [J] (with T = 1):

400

Xg(€) =€+ Oy +i Z ©(—2km)P' (—2k) exp(i 2krte) (3.4)
k£0

where P(w) is the first derivative of Rw) respect taw, ande is the impact point. We know that,
even in the best condition, the equatjor] 2.8 dphas an incorrect initial constant. To handle the
asymmetric case, we have to generalized a figwg) defined for any initial conditiorxgk beyond

thexg, = —1/2 of equatiorf 2]8:
Xgk
Ek(Xgk) = Xgm—/)<g I (x)Pdx
k

The correction procedure must work for axfy. It is evident that), = —1/2 or x}, = 0 have
the minimal corrections being exact in the symmetric casee onstant(xJ,) — X, is now the
difference ofzy from e, given the initial constant),. Substitutinge with 2 in equation[3}4, we
have:

8:§k+ ng

Xg(Ek) = B+ (£0G) —Xg) + g+ Z Brexpli 2n7i(Ex + £(x5) — X)) (3.5)

n#0,n=—oo0

—10 -



Remembering equatidn 8.3, the comparison with equitidgiges:

Bn = Baexpli 20 (xgy) — X)) n#0
Bo = (£(%k) — XgK) + % (3.6)

B = i ®(—2nm)P (—2nm)

as expected is the sum of the two unknowdy and the shif(s(xgk) - ><8k). To extractdy we need
another equation. The derivativedey)/dex does not contaiiy, it has a shift of(s(xgk) - ><8k)
respect to the differentiation in the exactThis shift is present as a phase factor in equdtion 3.6,
and it goes to increase the asymmetrgdEy). In the symmetric configuration the phase relations
are easy: all th&(—2nm)P' (—2nmn) are real ang, imaginary.

Due to the special form of the of the relation gf and ﬁn we can add a fictitious phase
parameter 2né to 3, to modify the asymmetry of (€x). For small asymmetry, we expect that this
asymmetry variation o (€x) reaches its minimum when all ttfg coincide withﬁn. The phase
factors of theﬁn are given by the intrinsic asymmetry of the response functimd are non trivial
functions ofn. These phase relations are not eliminated by the triviakfam implied by a global
shift of ¢ and the intrinsic asymmetry cannot be reduced. An asymnpetrgmeter with a small
sensitivity to the noise is:

ae)= [ [p( +20 - 9(& -7 e @7)

~1/2

Here@ (£) is dXy(€k)/dEk. The minimum ofQ2(¢&) is obtained for & given by:

&m = —(&(xg) — Xgi)

this is the second equation that allows the usfqdh equatior{ 36 to extradk;:

O = Po+ém. (3.8)

Q(&) is expressed wit, as:

Q&) =2 [|Bal*+ Biexpli4rmé)] (2rm)>. (3.9)

NeZ

The first term is a constant and thedependence is a periodic function of perig@1Whendy =0

andxd, =0 or—1/2 andp, = B, itis easy to verify the minimum fof = 0 given thaiBn. = —| Bl

In general, the minima of equati¢n 3.9 produce the corrastif then-algorithm for all the initial
K

s To see the effectiveness of the minimization of equafiojy @ calculated2(£) with £ =0
for all the initial conditionsxgk from —1 and 0. In this cas@(0) has minima wherg, = ﬁn or,
more precisely, in the points wheeé— xgk = 0. In figure[R we repor2(0) in function of the
initial x), and effectively it has evident minima whefl —xJ, = 0. In the simulations we use a
low asymmetry( = 0.02, and a noiseless simulation axgd algorithm for a floating strip sensor.
Figure[? gives an empirical support to our research of thémairfor Q(&).
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Figure 2. Continuous line (blue): Asymmetfy(0) calculated for all the initial conditionsg,g from -1 to O.

The dash-dotted line (red) is the correctigh xJ,, the asymmetry has minima whegh- x}, = 0. Noiseless

simulation with{ = 0.02 and floating strip sensor

In general, any initial condition can be used, but,§heare widely different with an inefficient
minimum search. The special form gy} and the following substitution simplifies the search and
eliminates the explicit dependence from the initial caodis:

Bl = Baexp(—i2mmpo)
B = Brexp(—i2rmdy),
and, for anyx;),, equatior{ 318 is reduced to:

5g:Em-

A presence of a small loss has a negligible effect on thiscgmbr. Large loss, signaled by the
presence of peaks around zeraitl/2, can strongly modify the minimum search.For example, in
our first set of simulationsggp, andxgz have minima very different from that ofg, Xgs.

(3.10)

3.5 Simulations

The simulated data are generated as discussed irfJref. [Blth€dloating strip case, we modify
the response function breaking the symmetry of the two nmagbitant Diracé functions of equa-
tion B.2. We add to the first Dirad-function a constan{ and a( is subtracted to the other one
to save the normalization, figuf¢ 1 hds= 0.07 . This type of asymmetry looks similar to the
one observed in the test-beam data, but we amplify the effeany case, this is only a numeri-
cal experiment to see the efficiency of thgdetermination. We will compare with the noiseless
simulation to see the effect of the noise.

Figure[B shows the determination &f with the procedure illustrated above. The simulated
data are noiseless, but even here we see fluctuatioig fobm equatior{ 2.34. The fluctuations
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Figure 3. Noiseless case, the blue dots are the results of equatidn thé red asterisks are thly obtained
by the minima of equation 3.9. The plot a is given gwith four strips and b with five strips.

originate from the reconstruction that requires the exiwacf ¢ (&) from histograms and, due to

a finite set of data (45000 events), the procedure adds actieffaoise that is lower in the case
of &y calculated with five strips. Here the attenuation of the flatons could be due a reduction
of the slight loss, that is present in the four strip simolatdue to the suppression of the signal
(convolution of gaussiang][3]) collected by the fifth strifhis loss is too low to produce a peak,
but it contributes to the effective noise IoP.

The realistic case (with noise) fluctuates more than theetess case. Even here thgcalcu-
lated with five strips has less fluctuations than that catedlavith four strips. The RMS erroris 0.1
um for the five strips case and Quén for the four strips case. In figufp 4 we reported the averages
z’j\‘:l(xgk(j) — pj)/N that is the signal of a non zedy. The form of asymmetry generation, we
used, gives an amplification of the COG averages by (relgjigenall &,. For the floating strip
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¢

Figure 4. Noisy case. The dots are the results of equation 2.14.Tkeislst are the&)y given by the minima
of equation 3.9,and the squares are the COG averages. Rlstfar the four strip 3 and b) is for the five

Strip xg.

side, the introduction 0y could be a minor correction around half micron, with all tlessors
oriented identically a parallel shift of the track is immielf some sensor has a reverse orientation
dy change sign and gaps of a micron are present in the tracks iEtreese constant shifts could
be corrected by the alignment procedures, it is a good pratdihave estimators free of bias when
possible.
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3.6 Normal strips

We explore the strategy of the extractiondgffor the case of "normal” strips. Even now the impact
direction is orthogonal to the detector plane. At this antjfle detector resolution is low due to the
concentration of a large parte of the signal in a single sifiigpbe consistent with the real detector,
the simulated noise is doubled respect to the case of thafiosttip sensor, and its effect strongly
deteriorates the extraction 8. Here we have no indications of the type of asymmetry, thermea
value ofxg is different from zero, but the reconstruction does not skeilent asymmetry. We
produce the asymmetry with an additional Di@édnction { d(x— 1/4) convoluted with the usual
interval function to have an everywhere flat efficiency. Thtugs of{ are all positive, we must
avoid negative values of the response function andkgfed /de.

For the noiseless case, the reproductiordpfs reasonable for all thé values even if the
fluctuations introduced by the finite number of events is bigthan the corresponding case of
the floating strips. The addition of the noise changes draftithe results, the determination
of &y degrades rapidly at increasifg now large values oy are connected to lower values of
z’j\‘zl(xgk(j) — Hj)/N. Here we report even the results of the two-strip algorithersl they are
better than the four strip case. In general, the loss of thestvip COG could give incorrect results,
the peak around zero can be very high and it drastically defgr. In this case, the noise washes
away the peaks, and the noise reduction of the two strip ihgorgives ag (¢2) more sensible to
the asymmetry parametég than¢ (¢4). The use of the two strip algorithms could be interesting in
presence of high noise.

0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25
¢

Figure 5. Noiseless case. The blue dots indicate the results of emquatil4.The red asterisks are tbg
obtained by the minima of equation 3.9 with four-strip aigfan. The blue squares are the COG averages
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0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25

Figure 6. The effect of the noise. The meanings of the symbols are ffiguce 5. The magenta crosses
indicate thedy obtained with the two-strip algorithm.

4. Non orthogonal incidence and L orentz angle

4.1 Asymmetry dueto non orthogonal incidence

In the previous calculations, the orthogonality of the imimg particles was often recalled as a
fundamental condition to access to the asymmetry of theoresgpfunction. But, the effects of the
deviations from the orthogonality must be explored to testrbbustness of the algorithm. The
B of equatior{ 3]9 have tern®(—2mm) (FT of the true incomingp (x)) in their definition[3.6, for
the orthogonal incidence arfp(—2rm) is real (and symmetric). An angular deviatién(6 = 0
for orthogonal incidence) from zero adds phase factorseabii-2rm) and it introduces a large
asymmetry in equatiop 3.9. Some plotsfdk) with 6 + 0° are reported in ref[J3]. For example, a
value of = 0.2° givesé, = 0.3 umfor a symmetric response function (floating strip case).sThu
the asymmetry of the signal distribution, can easily maskatstymmetry of the response function.
The 8 data must have sufficient accuracy to detect small effeatsany case, the asymmetry
induced by6 # 0 changes its sign with the sign 8fand d; remains constant. So, for sufficiently
small angles, where the total asymmetry is almost linearctillection of data at various angles
aroundf = 0 and the fit to the correspondirdg, with a low degree polynomial function can give a
better value oBy.

To explore the variation ofy, from 6, we process the convolution ¢ g;) of our model [B]
of ¢(x), with the machinery of equatiop B.7. This is a very easy dmeradue the explicit FT
expression of ref.[[3]. The results are illustrated in figidréor the g; of floating strip sensors.
A good linear relation is obtained for smdll values, this linearity is driven by two effects: a
phase factor proportional to the angle in the model functaod the two copies ap given by the
two Dirac-delta ofg;. For comparison, in the normal strip case the absence ofwbel¢lta adds
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non linear distortions. This linearity df, is saved (with a small reduction of the slope) in our
reconstructed () and it is almost insensible to the noise.

The direct application of equatidn B.7 @n« g, givesén-values that depend very weakly on
the asymmetry, due an almost complete cancelation of the first order termany case¢ = g; is
accessible only in the simulations and this cancelatiorrégeivant in the data. On the contrary, the
n-algorithms introduce phase factors proportionadgan the FS-amplitudes of (€) as a global
shift of the function. ThusQ(¢) and equatio 3.0 allow the extractiondyffrom the data. After
the properdy-correction of then-algorithm,Q(&) gives a minimum foy, ~ 0. The simulations

Figure 7. Asymmetry{ = O, floating strip sensors. Dotted line (blué), on the convolutior{g; x ¢) of
the model signal distribution, asterisk line (redl), of ¢ (€4) and crosses line (magenta) is thg for the
noiseless case.

with an asymmetry] = 0.04 are reported in figuig 8 at different angiéstep 025°) of a floating
strip sensor. As in figurf 7, thi.-values have a linear relation with the angles as in the symtne
case, but the line is shifted byl.14um that is its crossing with thé = 0 line. This value is the
systematic error of>(Xg2) corrected with\o, for a symmetric response function, and, as expected,
is constant inf and equal t@)y. The addition of the correction dy to Ag, completely eliminates
the systematic error ifx(Xg2). The average okys is different from zero af = 0, signaling the
asymmetry of the response function.

Similar results can be obtained for the normal strip case. aiisence of the floating strip and
the high noise make the plots &f, to deviate from the good linearity of the floating case. Otdret
the linear approximation has a restricted range of validiyin figure[p, the asymmetry obtained
from &, is less than the right one and part of the systematic effechies uncorrected. Thg, of
¢ (€2) gives a better estimation 8 than that ofp (€4), but it has a strong deviation from linearity.
A fit with a low degree (3,4) polynomial function could be usdd any case, it is under study
a more refined extraction @f(€) from the data with a strong suppression of the noise distarti
Preliminary results[[32] support a drastic improvementhef method
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Figure 8. Asymmetry{ = 0.04, floating strip sensor. Crosses line (blug) of ¢ (€4), dotted line (red)
systematic error of, without the correctiordy and asterisks line (magenta) is the averagedaf x

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Figure 9. Asymmetry = 0.12, normal strip sensor. Dot-blue lin&, of ¢(,), cross-green lin&, for

¢(€4). Dot-Red line, systematic error @ without the correctiondy, and asterisks-magenta line is the
average of .

4.2 Lorentz angle

The effect of the magnetic field on the particle-holes drifaisilicon detector is usually parame-
terized as a rotation of the particle path of an arfjjle The rotation is around an axis parallel to
field containing the impact point. The effective COG of thaciris shifted from the true one if the
strip direction is non orthogonal to the field. The stripsiad floating strip side of the PAMELA
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detector are parallel to the magnetic field, and the assuialed of6, is 0.7°. If the magnetic field
has an effect similar to a rotation on the signal distributitne present approach naturally measure
6. Usually, this measure is performed on the average lengtheotlusters produced by the MIP
at various incidence angles. The minimum of the cluster isizt an incidence angle ef6, (in

the geometry of ref[[3] where the impact point is always ia tbllection plane). At this angle, the
apparent signal distribution is probably similar to thatoforthogonal incidence, or in any case it
obtains its maximal symmetry.

The method to measui@ with the average cluster size has a low sensitivity just rdaine
Lorentz angle. The data reported in r¢f][13] shows cleilylimitation. It would be better to have
a method with an high sensitivity just aroufid. Our averages ofg s andém, have the property
to go to zero ab = O if the signal distribution and the response function ararsgtric. Hence, in
the case of symmetric condition aroufid= —6,, the averages ofy 5 andéy, are able to measure
6. . With the definition ofbe++:

tan(Betf) = tan(@) +-tan(6. ),

the COG algorithm sees a particle track wakys bending angle, and its reconstruction has an

effective shift of the true COG of; q
A = E tan(9|_),

with d the depletion length of the detector (3Q@ in our case of completely depleted sensors).
The correctiom. must be subtracted by any reconstruction algorithm.

T A

Figure 10. Lorentz anglef. = 0.7° symmetric floating strip sensor. Triangles-blue li&g of ¢ (€4).
Crossed-green line: linear interpolation ¢f, . Dot-red line systematic error af, without the correction
AL, and asterisks-magenta line is the averagegaf x

Figure[10 illustrates the sensitivity &f, and the of average o4 to 6. # 0, each one crosses
the 6 = 0 line around—0.7° ({m at —0.72° and Xy at —0.70°). Here the detector is perfectly
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symmetric, thus, the average xfs is an easy and sensible tool to extréict The asymmetry
parameteré, is equally sensible, but more complex to calculate. It imckhat the symmetry
condition can be verified in the detector without magnetitdfiand the average ofys must be
zero for 8 = 0. In the case of an asymmetric response function one hassoot ® &,. For
its structureén, is produced by two independent effects: the asymmetry ofdhponse function
and the effective deviation from orthogonality. The asyrtmnef the response functioy must
be measured without the magnetic field and xhgs corrected accordingly. With the corrected
Xg4.5, €m goes again to zero fdt = 0. The correctiordy is constant witlg, thus, the addition of the
magnetic field givegm = 0 at@ = —6_. The presence of the asymmedfy# 0 drastically modifies
the averages ofy or xgs, and they never go to zero fér= 0, or 8 = —6_ with the magnetic field
and are not usable to measuéie

The combined effect of the Lorentz angle and the asymm&{rig illustrated in figurd 1.
Here, a simulation of the floating strip sensor with the asytnynof figure[8 and &, rotation, is
elaborate as in figufe JL0.

60

Figure 11. Lorentz anglef = 0.7° asymmetric floating strip sensdr = 0.04. Triangles-blue lineéy
of ¢(€4). Cross-green line: linear interpolation df,, . Dot-red line systematic error of, without the
correctionA, and asterisks-magenta line is the averagegafxdy.

Now, figure shows thafiy, corrected withdy continues to cross the zero linefat= —0.7°.
The corrected average xfs does not cross the zero lineat= —0.7° and its use as an estimator of
6. is destroyed byy # 0. An interesting property ofy, is its sensitivity to two types of asymmetry
that combine in a non interfering way. The correctiondgf# O can be implemented iry at
the beginning of the calculation @f, or implemented at the end (subtracting its value fi§m).
These two different procedures give identical resultss phoperty resembles a linear combination
of effects.

Similar analysis performed on the normal strip sensorssgavelog results. The quality of the
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6. determination has a similar precision, its resolution igdvethan that oBy.

5. Conclusions

The properties of the COG algorithms are able to access atyadegailed aspects of the detec-
tor: the COG position of the response function and the Larangle. The direct measurement is
sufficiently complex and could be unnecessary in many tygiase. This extraction can estimate
these parameters from the data acquired in standard tast (@edan a running experiment), with
a simpler requirement of precise angular positioning ofdbtector. The noise introduces pertur-
bation, but a strong relation to the asymmetry is saved avéinel worst case. The Lorentz angle
determination shows a modest sensitivity to the noise.

The present procedure is able to separate the intrinsicrasymy of the¢ (¢) and the induced
asymmetry due to incorrect initial conditions. The miniraaymmetry should be the intrinsic one,
but it is conceptually difficult to separate the two. In sgifehis, the simulations show an excellent
ability to detectdy in the noiseless cases, giving to the phase shifts of equitib) a robust
meaning in the explored range of asymmetry. The noise medifis picture adding a blurring
in the reconstructions that perturbs the efficacy of equd®id®. But, the moderate noise of the
floating strip side has a negligible effect g In the simulations, thgy has a RMS of £umon
a strip pitch of 5um. For the normal strips, the noise is drastically higher (a3Rdfl 106umon a
strip pitch of 634m) anddy estimation appreciably degrades. The noise tends to masiféct of
the asymmetry adding deformations that rogr(at) with a decreasing of the resultirdy.

The indicator of a non zerdy is the average ofg at orthogonal incidence. In the two cases
we explored, this average has a quite different relatiorhéoasymmetry. In the first case, to a
largexgk-averages corresponds a small asymmetry, the reverse se¢bad case. Equatipn]3.1, as
in the example of figurf] 1, allows a visual inspectionpgk). For normal strips, the noise in the
Xga-algorithm masks almost completely the asymmetry, butwhedtrip algorithm is able to give
interesting results.

The asymmetries we consider have their principal effecthencentral strip. The capacitive
coupling introduces long range interactions in the neaitiyss and these interactions can be asym-
metric. Thexg-averages are sensible to very small effects and they maglsayen long range
asymmetries. Equatidn B.1 is not fit to handle these effééaiserlaps the tails of the (x) outside
a strip range creating fake distortions. Assembly of stmipist be explored if an indication of these
long range effects is acquired.

The robustness of the approach is tested at non orthogandéncte angle. The parametgy
shows a surprising strict linear behavior, in the case ofifigastrip sensor, that allows an increase
of precision with a linear interpolation of the data. For tteemal strip case, appreciable deviation
from linearity are observed, but, even in this case an iotatjpn with a low degree polynomial
has beneficial effects on tidg determination.

The simulations at non orthogonal incidence suggest tlaafproach can be used for the
Lorentz angle determination. The approximation of the netigrfield effect as an effective rota-
tion of the reference system is probably very rough, in arseég is able to detect the angle of
maximal symmetry with an excellent precision. In the caséyef 0 other simpler indicators has
a comparable sensitivity to the maximal symmetry: the ayesafxy, and ofxgs cross thed =0
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line at the maximal symmetry. These indicators become ssatepresence of smad; # 0. On

the contraryém, saves its efficiency to detect the maximal symmetry even eésqnce oBy # 0.
With a first set of measurements without the magnetic fi@&dan be measured and this correction
must be implemented in th&, calculation on the data with the magnetic field/effectiviation.
Now &, crosses thé = 0 line at—6, as expected (with our angle definitions). The two effects
of the effective rotation andq # 0 look to combine in an almost independent way. In fact, the
correctiondy can be used to corregly or Xgs before calculatinggm, or the correctiondy can be
applied directly at the end of thg, determination with identical results.

All these simulations assume small value®pand6, . Itis evident that the explored values of
dy are larger than these we can expect from the detectorsniitation to6_ are easily overcome
working around the expected] to have an its precision determination where the standatbdods
have a low sensibility.
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