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Abstract

We present a first global closure test of the fixed parameterisation (MSHT) approach to PDF
fitting. We find that the default MSHT20 parameterisation can reproduce the features of
the input set in such a closure test to well within the textbook uncertainties. This provides
strong evidence that parameterisation inflexibility in the MSHT?20 fit is not a significant issue
in the data region. We also present the first completely like—for-like comparison between
two global PDF fits, namely MSHT and NNPDF, where the only difference is guaranteed
to be due to the fitting methodology. To achieve this, we present a fit to the NNPDF4.0
data and theory inputs, but with the MSHT fixed parameterisation. We find that this gives
a moderately, but noticeably, better fit quality than the central NNPDF4.0 fits, both with
perturbative and fitted charm, and that this difference persists at the level of the PDFs and
benchmark cross sections. The NNPDF4.0 uncertainties are found to be broadly in line with
the MSHT results if a textbook 72 = 1 tolerance is applied, but to be significantly smaller
if a tolerance typical of the MSHT20 fit is applied. This points to an inherent inconsistency
between these approaches. We discuss the need for an enlarged tolerance criterion in global
PDF fits in detail, and demonstrate the impact of data/theory inconsistencies in the closure
test setting; namely, these do not lead to any increase in the 72 = 1 PDF uncertainty.
We also investigate the impact of restricting the PDF parameterisation to have fewer free
parameters than the default MSHT20 case, and find this can be significant at the level of
both closure tests and the full fit.
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1 Introduction

With the wealth of data being taken at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC), and the advanced
theoretical calculations being performed to match this, the LHC physics programme now lies
firmly in the high precision regime. A key ingredient, and indeed bottleneck, in almost all
precision LHC analyses derives from our knowledge of the structure of the proton, as encoded
in the parton distribution functions (PDFs). Indeed, for many recent experimental analyses,
most notably Electroweak precision studies, PDFs represent the dominant, or one of the most
dominant, sources of uncertainty [1H5]. More broadly they play a significant role in Higgs
physics [6-9] and searches for physics beyond the Standard Model, see e.g. [7,[104[11].

Motivated by this, there has been much progress in recent years towards precision determina-
tions of the PDF's in global fits from the CT, MSHT and NNPDF groups [12-14] (see also [15-17]
for other determinations). These extract the PDFs by fitting to a wide range of data, from low
energy fixed—target experiments, to HERA and the Tevatron and LHC hadron colliders. Within
this, high precision data from the LHC is now in particular playing an increasingly significant
role in such determinations. The theoretical predictions entering such fits are almost without
exception now at the level of next-to—next—leading—order (NNLO) in the QCD coupling, while
electroweak and QED corrections are also accounted for, in the latter case currently via ded-
icated fits [18-21]. More recently, these analyses have been extended to approximate N3LO
(aN3LO) order by the MSHT and then the NNPDF groups [22,123]. These combine the sig-
nificant amount of known information about the N®LO results while including approximations
for the unknown parts, with corresponding theoretical uncertainties associated with these and
included in the PDF fit. Given the amount of known N3LO information available, these allow for
an increased level of accuracy in comparison to previous NNLO PDF determinations. A variety
of follow-up studies on different aspects of the aN3LO PDFs have also been performed [24/27]
showing reduced data tensions, a preference in the fits for this level of theoretical precision and
consistency amongst the two groups for the PDF evolution.

The progress in each of the individual global PDF fits, as described above, is therefore
without doubt significant. However, there remain important questions when the comparison
of the different fits is considered that so far remain unresolved. In particular, there are key
differences in the fitting methodologies that can in principle have a major impact on the resulting
PDF's and their uncertainties.

Two particularly relevant, and connected, differences relate to the parameterisation of the
PDFs and the definition of their corresponding uncertainties. In the NNPDF fits a neural
network (NN) is used to parameterise the PDFs at the input scale, with in NNPDF4.0 [14]
there being 763 free parameters in the NN, albeit such that these are effectively constrained via
the usual process of training and validation a well as other prior constraints. In the CT and
MSHT fits, on the other hand, a fixed polynomial basis is used to parameterise the PDF's. For
MSHT20 [13] a basis of Chebyshev polynomials is used, with 52 free parameters in total, while
in CT18 the baseline set is parameterised in terms of Bernstein polynomials, and has rather
fewer free parameters.

In terms of the PDF uncertainties, rather different approaches are also taken by all three
groups. In the CT and MSHT fits, the PDF uncertainties are defined directly in terms of
an expansion of the Hessian matrix of second derivatives of the x? with respect to the PDF
parameters around the minimum of the fit to the global dataset. These uncertainties are in
particular not defined using the textbook Ax? =T = 1 criterion, which would be applicable to
the ideal scenario of complete statistical compatibility between the multiple datasets entering
the fit, a completely faithful evaluation of the experimental uncertainties within each dataset,
and theoretical calculations that match these exactly. There is a great deal of evidence that the



first two situations do not hold in a PDF fit (see e.g. [28-30]). For example, at the simplest
level of the global fit quality, even in the most recent approximate N3LO fits [22 23], which
come from both fixed parameterisation and neural network approaches, the x? per number of
data points is ~ 7 standard deviations away from unity. Moreover, it is of course well known
that the fixed—order theoretical predictions are not exact; although as described above there has
been recent progress in evaluating the uncertainty due to this [2223,31], the above x? already
accounts for this.

Given this, there is much support for using an enlarged ‘tolerance’ Ax? = T? in such global
PDF fits [28-30%32-34]. The motivation for this has been arrived at from various perspectives,
but is in general based upon observation of the global and dataset fit qualities in global PDF
fits, with often significant departures observed from the behaviour one might expect if the more
stringent T2 = 1 parameter fitting criterion were to apply. Moreover, when fits to subsets of the
global datasets are performed with a tolerance of T2 = 1, these are often found to be statistically
in tension [12,30,[34]. In both the CT and MSHT fits, an enlarged tolerance is therefore taken.
In the MSHT?20 fit, a ‘dynamic’ tolerance criterion is applied to evaluate the most appropriate
enlarged tolerance to apply, with 72 ~ 10 on average. For CT18 a different approach is taken,
which arrives at a somewhat larger value (see [12] for details) and includes the effect of varying
the parameterisation basis from their baseline (which is more restricted than in MSHT20).

In the NNPDF fit, on the other hand, no explicit tolerance is applied. Indeed, here the
method of error propagation itself is not directly amenable to the methods applied by the CT
and MSHT collaborations for including such an enlarged tolerance. The NNPDF approach
relies upon fitting a set of pseudodata replicas derived from fluctuating the global dataset by
its corresponding uncertainties, with the ensemble of resulting fits providing the final PDF set
and its uncertainties. This Monte Carlo (MC) replica error generation can equally be applied
using a fixed parameterisation as in CT/MSHT, and indeed it is has long been established [34]
in such a case that the MC replica error generation is closely equivalent to the Hessian one,
but only if 72 = 1 is taken. In the NNPDF approach, on the other hand, given a more flexible
NN parameterisation is used and a training/validation split of the data performed to avoid
overfitting, this direct connection is less transparent. Indeed, the fit results and most notably
the size of the PDF uncertainties are observed to change quite sensitively with changes to the
underlying NN methodology [14].

Given the above discussion, we may reasonably expect the different approaches to global
PDF fitting to lead to different results for the PDFs and their uncertainties, even if the data
and theory underlying the fit are the same. Indeed this was observed in [35]|36], for a set of
benchmark NNLO fits, where each collaboration performed their default fit but to a common
reduced dataset, with common cuts, and with the theory settings (quark masses, perturbative
charm etc) also unified as much as possible. In this way any residual differences could be largely
assigned to those of methodology alone. While the results for the PDFs were broadly compatible,
differences in the PDF uncertainties were evident, with the NNPDF3.1 uncertainty in particular
being on average markedly lower. Given the updated methodology of the NNPDF4.0 fit [14]
results in a further reduction in PDF uncertainties for the same dataset, this difference is certain
to be seen even more clearly in any updated benchmarking. Indeed, such a difference at the
level of the PDF uncertainties is observed in the comparison between NNPDF4.0 and MSHT20
and CT18, even if here the underlying datasets and the treatment of them is also different.

These differences between the PDF sets, due to methodology alone, are therefore certainly
significant and an understanding of them is arguably as relevant to the LHC precision programme
as the continued important progress being made within each fit discussed above. It is the aim
of this paper to begin to address these questions directly.

Focusing on the MSHT fit, we are left with three possible explanations of the differences



observed in the benchmark fits [35], which may in principle all be true to some extent. Namely,
the NNPDF uncertainties may be too aggressive (i.e. too small), the MSHT uncertainties may
be too large (i.e. too conservative) or the MSHT fit may be less accurate, due to the less flexibly
underlying fixed parameterisation, and hence an enlarged PDF uncertainty is required. The
latter explanation in particular relates to the question of the enlarged tolerance, and to what
extent this is required by parameterisation inflexibility, rather than any inherent feature of the
data/theory comparison itself. Any contribution from these inherent features, in particular,
should also in general be accounted for in a NN fit.

To address these questions, in this paper we perform for the first time a global closure test
of the MSHT20 fixed parameterisation approach. Namely, we generate pseudodata, which is by
construction self-consistent, corresponding to a global PDF dataset and perform a fit using the
MSHT20 parameterisation. Such closure tests have long been used by the NNPDF collaboration
in order to assess the faithfulness of the NN approach in these conditions [37], but have thus
far not been applied to global PDF fits with fixed parameterisations. We will in particular find
that the default MSHT20 parameterisation can reproduce the features of the input set in such a
closure test to well within the 72 = 1 uncertainties (which is the appropriate definition for a, by
construction self-consistent, closure test). This provides strong evidence that parameterisation
inflexibility in the MSHT20 fit is not a significant issue in the data region, and that it should
not be a major contribution in any enlarged tolerance.

The above closure tests are performed by making use of the publicly available NNPDF
code [38]. While this is set up by default to allow the user to perform PDF fits within the
NNPDF framework, it is readily amenable to instead using the MSHT20 fixed parameterisation
for the PDFs at the input scale. We implement this modification in the current paper, which
allows us to perform a full global PDF fit to precisely the same data and theory settings that
enter the NNPDF4.0 NNLO fit, with the only difference being due to the methodology of how
the PDF's are parameterised and the uncertainties defined.

We perform this fit with both fitted and perturbative charm, and then compare the resulting
fit qualities, PDFs and their uncertainties that come from fitting the NNPDF4.0 data/theory
with the MSHT parameterisation with the result of the public NNPDF4.0 fit itself. Crucially,
we find that the fit quality in the MSHT case is somewhat better than that of NNPDF4.0, for
both treatments of the charm PDF. More significantly, the resulting PDFs and the predicted
benchmark cross sections, are often not compatible within the nominal NNPDF uncertainties.

Given the in principle increased flexibility of the NN fit, this result may appear somewhat
counter-intuitive, and can in part be explained by additional prior constraints on the PDFs
imposed by NNPDF, most notably positivity of the low x gluon in the perturbative charm fit.
However, even accounting for this, non—negligible differences remain. We therefore study in
detail the resulting PDFs, and find that indeed the MSHT fit have moderately more flexibility
associated with them, which therefore results in a better fit to the data being achieved. On
the other hand, from a close examination of the breakdown in the fit quality between datasets,
the form of the underlying PDFs, and the impact of restricting or extending the number of free
parameters in the fit we find no particular evidence of overfitting (which is controlled against in
the NNPDF fits, given the more flexible NN architecture).

Putting the reasons for this difference aside, the fact that the MSHT fit quality is better
than the central NNPDF4.0 case is again strong evidence that parameterisation inflexibility is
not playing a major in any enlarged tolerance that is required, or more precisely an increased
role in comparison to the NNPDF fit. Further to this, we also compare the corresponding
PDF uncertainties and indeed find that with respect to the quark flavour decomposition the
NNPDF4.0 uncertainties are rather closely in line with the MSHT T2 = 1 uncertainties, while
the gluon and quark singlet uncertainties are somewhat larger, but still significantly lower than



the T2 = 10 uncertainties, which are representative of the enlarged tolerance applied in e.g.
MSHT20. This demonstrates in a completely unambiguous way what was already suggested
by the comparison of [35], but highlights that it is the tolerance that is playing the major role
here; if a textbook T2 = 1 uncertainty were instead used in the MSHT analysis, then the PDF
uncertainties would be much more closely in line with the NNPDF ones. Given we have provided
strong evidence that parameterisation inflexibility is not a major factor in this for the MSHT
fit, this points to an inherent inconsistency between the approaches that requires resolution. In
particular, while MSHT20 uncertainties are quoted with a tolerance of T2 ~ 10, the NNPDF4.0
uncertainties correspond more closely to a tolerance of T2 ~ 1, while there is no evidence that
the differing methodologies should require such a difference.

Indeed, as described above, there are very good reasons for including an enlarged tolerance
in global PDF fits. In the current study, we discuss in detail the role of departures from textbook
statistics in a global PDF fit, and the tensions between datasets that are a feature of thidl] We
explicitly demonstrate the impact of including such tensions in a global closure test and show
that these have essentially no impact on the resulting PDF uncertainties. Hence, these are found
to be unrepresentative, as they do not account for the increased spread in the PDF error due to
these tensions. This is completely in line with first principles considerations, and demonstrates
the need for a modification of the textbook uncertainty definition in either the Hessian or MC
replica approach, in the presence of such tensions. This has recently also been discussed in [39).
We also compare the result of the public MSHT20 fit with the MSHT fits presented here. In
other words, these compare the difference due to the change in dataset and theory setting alone
(keeping the fitting methodology fixed) in the resulting PDFs. We find broad consistency at
the level of the PDFs and benchmark cross sections if an enlarged T2 = 10 definition is used,
but crucially not if the T? = 1 definition is used, when evident significant tensions appear.
This provides further support for the need for an enlarged error definition, as provided by the
tolerance.

Finally, we also address the question of parameterisation flexibility from the point of view
of restricting the number of free parameters to be less than the nominal 52 in the MSHT20
case. This number, and indeed the basis of Chebyshev polynomials that is used, was motivated
by the original study of [40] and in particular the observation that this choice allows a fit with
sub—percent level precision, it being expected that this would be required by the increasingly
high precision LHC data now entering the fit. By restricting the PDF parameterisation to
instead have 28 or 40 free parameters, we confirm that these more restricted parameterisations
are insufficient to match the input of the global closure test within the 72 = 1 (and even in some
cases T2 = 10) uncertainties. Hence, in such cases parameterisation inflexibility would clearly
play a more significant role in requiring an enlarged tolerance, but this can be largely avoided
by simply taking a suitably flexible parameterisation. Similarly large differences are also seen in
the fit to the real data when these more restricted parameterisations are used. These results are
directly relevant to e.g. the ABMP16, ATLASpdf21, CT18 and HERAPDF2.0 sets [12,15-17]),
where the baseline parameterisation has fewer free parameters than in MSHT20. Conversely,
we have investigated the impact of increasing the number of free parameters moderately, and
find no particular evidence that overfitting is occurring. A fortiori, the fact that the more
restricted parameterisations cannot faithfully describe the input of a global closure indicates
that overfitting will not be expected to occur in these cases.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Section [2| we outline the general approach and the
MSHT PDF parameterisation used, as well as the method of uncertainty propagation. In Sec-

1 As mentioned above, these can be due to the incomplete nature of the theoretical predictions in the fit,
an incomplete evaluation of the experimental uncertainties and their correlations in particular datasets, other
deficiencies in the data, or to all of these effects. Our analysis is agnostic with respect to this question.



tion [3] we present a set of closure tests: in Section [3.1] we briefly present the result of closure tests
to directly PDF-level pseudodata; in Section [3.2] we present the result of an ‘unfluctuated’ global
closure test, namely without the pseudodata being fluctuated by their corresponding errors; in
Section we present the result of a ‘fluctuated’ closure test, with these fluctuations included.
In Section [4] we consider the role of the tolerance, and of dataset tensions in it: in Section
we first provide some general discussion of the impact of tensions on PDF uncertainties within
a toy model, while in Section [£.2] we present a set of closure tests with dataset tensions included
to demonstrate this impact in a full PDF fit. In Section |5 we present the results of a full global
PDF fit within the NNPDF4.0 data/theory settings, but applying the MSHT parameterisation:
in Section [5.1] we consider the perturbative charm case, and in Section [5.2] the fitted charm case.
In Section[6] we examine the role of parameterisation flexibility, focussing on restricting the num-
ber of free parameters in both the closure test and full PDF fit. In Section [7] we present some
LHC benchmark cross section predictions that come from the MSHT fits, and compare them to
the NNPDF4.0 results. In Section [§] we describe the public availability of PDF sets related to
the current study. Finally, in Section [0] we conclude, and in the appendices we present a more
detailed study of the treatment of the PDF uncertainty eigenvectors in the Hessian approach,
consider the role of PDF integrability in the MSHT fit, and present further fit quality and PDF
comparisons.

2 General Approach

This study will make use of the publicly available NNPDF fitting code [41], described in detail here:
https://docs.nnpdf.science

This is set up to allow the user to perform PDF fits within the NNPDF framework, i.e. via a
neural net (NN) parameterisation of the PDFs. However, the code is modular, and it is in par-
ticular possible to evaluate the fit quality within the NNPDF framework (i.e. with their theory
and choice of dataset, or any subset of it) but for an arbitrary PDF set at the input scale Q.
In more detail, the NNPDF code is set up to make use of their EKO [42] and FastKernel (FK)
methodologies (see [37] and references therein), namely via interpolation grids that provide the
theoretical prediction in a PDF independent way, but taking as an input the PDFs at input
scale (Qg. That is, the effect of DGLAP evolution is also accounted for in the FK grids.

While the NNPDF public code is set up to apply the FK grids to input PDFs that come from
a NN parameterisation, they can equally well be applied to those parameterised in an arbitrary
fixed polynomial basis to produce the corresponding theory predictions in such a case. Combined
with the publicly available treatment of the matching input datasets for these predictions, it is
then possible to evaluate a data/theory comparison, and a fit quality x2, for exactly the same
data and theory settings as in the NNPDF fits (or some variation of them), but with the only
difference being in the parameterisation of the underlying PDFs at input scale QQg. We can then
in the usual way use this data/theory comparison and x? evaluation as the basis for a PDF fit,
where the x? is minimised and errors evaluated according to a given procedure.

This is the approach taken in the current study. To be specific, the parameterisation of the
PDFs used in the MSHT20 [13,43] global PDF fit is used. Here the PDF basis is given in terms
of

Uy, dV7 S’ S+, S—, a/ﬂ7 g, (1)
where B
@v=q¢-7 sct=s%35 S=2(T+d) +s;. (2)
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Each PDF is then given in terms of Chebyshev polynomials, following the original study of [40].
That is, with the exception of the gluon and s_, the PDFs are parameterised in the general form

6
zf(x,Qo) = Az’ (1 — z)" (1 + aﬁ(y@‘))) ; 3)
i=1

where T; is the ith Chebyshev polynomial, and y = 1 — 2\/x. As described in more detail
in [40], the motivation for using this basis is that it naturally avoids large cancellations between
subsequent terms in the expansion with n, increasing the stability of the result. For the d/u we
fix § = 0 so that this tends to a constant value (in principle, left free in the fit), at low z. For
the gluon, a somewhat modified form is taken to allow greater flexibility at low x, such that

4
2g(x, Qo) = Aga®s(1 — )" (1 +3 ag,z-my(x))) + A (L—aa . (4)
=1

Historically, when only a small number of terms was present in the polynomial in the gluon
PDF two powers were required to provide flexibility at very low x values, but when a large
number of polynomials, some of high order, are used this is no longer necessary, and indeed,
may arguably give too much flexibility at low x. Therefore, we will where relevant also present
results where the parameterisation of the form is instead used, in particular in Section @
Jumping ahead, this gives a very similar fit quality and resulting PDFs, but with a somewhat
smaller PDF uncertainty at low z. For the relatively poorly constrained s_ we take

zs_ (2, Qo) = As_z%- (1 — z)"- (1 - x) : (5)

o

although there is no in principle issue with instead using a parameterisation of the form ,
with e.g. a smaller basis of Chebyshev polynomials and one coefficient a; suitably fixed to satisfy
the zero strangeness sum rule.

With the basis and PDF parameterisation above, we can then evaluate the fit quality for
precisely the same data and theory settings as in the NNPDF fit. We emphasise again that as
well as the data entering the fit, that the theory settings, i.e. the heavy flavour scheme and
quark masses, form of the DGLAP evolution from )y that is implicit in the FK grids, value
of the strong coupling and the precise perturbative cross section calculation for each process,
are completely identical to those used in the corresponding NNPDF fit. Therefore, while the
MSHT20 parameterisation is used, this will otherwise differ from the result of the MSHT?20 fit.
In this way, the comparison is completely like—for—like, with the only difference being due to the
PDF parameterisation. We will also use this framework as the basis for the closure tests that
we will first consider in the following sections, before moving to the result of a full global fit.

Finally, for the uncertainty evaluation we will as usual follow the Hessian approach described
in e.g. [13]. Namely, the deviation of the fit quality from the best fit value is expanded around
the minimum of the global fit quality as

AxXiobal = Hij(pi — 19)(p; — 19) (6)

where p; is the ¢th input parameter, with value pg at the global minimum, and the Hessian
matrix has components
1 9" Xg1obal
EA OpiOp;

(7)

min



The PDF uncertainties are defined by rotating to a basis that diagonalises the Hessian matrix
and then requiring that the deviations in fit quality along these orthogonal directions match the

required ‘tolerance’ T' = \/% for the corresponding confidence interval. Namely, we have
H;jvji, = Apvig (8)

where )\ is the kth eigenvalue and v;; is the ith component of the kth eigenvector of H. The
PDF parameter displacements are then given in terms of the rescaled eigenvectors

Uik
ij = ) 9
eJ m ()

so that a given eigenvector set S,f is produced with parameters given by
a;i(Sy) = af + tiey . (10)

The rescaling of the eigenvectors according to @D implies that in the Gaussian approximation
(i.e. where @ is exact) taking ¢; = 1 would correspond to a deviation of Axéobal =T =1,
though to be precise (and as is essential for higher eigenvectors where deviation from Gaussian
behaviour becomes more pronounced) t is chosen in order to match the desired value of 7. In
the textbook case we would have T' = 1 at 68% confidence, but as discussed in the introduction,
and further in Section {4} there is much evidence that this is not sufficient for global PDF fits,
and an enlarged tolerance needs to be taken.

In the MSHT20 study the value of T' is chosen according to the ‘dynamic tolerance’ procedure
(see [13] for a detailed explanation) for which 7' takes a different value for each eigenvector
direction. However, it is has been noted in [24] (and elsewhere) that this gives a result that
is on average quite close to taking a fixed value of T? = 10, as we will verify later on. We
will therefore, where appropriate, show either the result of the fixed 72 = 10 or the dynamic
tolerance criteria when we wish to demonstrate the size of the PDF uncertainties in the MSHT
approach.

We note that, as discussed in [33]/44], when it comes to considering variations of the PDF
parameters around the global y? minimum in the Hessian formalism presented above, it is
common for there to be a certain amount of redundancy between some of these PDF parameters,
such that small changes in the values of some parameters can be largely compensated for by
changes in other parameters. As a result of this high degree of correlation, the behaviour of
certain PDF eigenvectors about the x? minimum can become highly non—quadratic. A practical
solution to this issue is presented in [33/44] and is applied in the MSHT20 fits. Namely, certain
PDF parameters are fixed at their best fit values when evaluating the Hessian, if these exhibit
a significant degree of correlation with other PDF parameters. In this way, a set of more
quadratic eigenvectors is arrived at, and a more stable application of the Hessian approach
becomes possible.

This is discussed in detail in Appendix [A] where it is emphasised that this redundancy in
certain PDF parameters about the minimum, and the fixing of some of these in the MSHT20
approach at the uncertainty evaluation stage, does not imply that there is any reduced para-
metric freedom in the overall fit. That is, the full set of PDF parameters are allowed to be free
in the minimisation stage. In the current paper we in fact take a slightly different approach,
and now allow all PDF parameters to be free in the eigenvector evaluation, without fixing any
PDF parameters. However, as discussed in detail in Appendix [A] this has a very minor impact
on the PDF uncertainties, as the contribution to this from the non—quadratic eigenvectors with
lower eigenvalues is very small.
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Figure 1: Fractional deviations of the fit to direct PDF pseudodata relative to the NNPDF4.0 (p. charm) input.

3 Closure Tests

3.1 PDF Level Closure Test

We begin by briefly repeating, and extending, the closure test performed in [40]. That is, we do
not yet consider the cross section observables that enter a PDF fit, but instead simply generate
pseudodata corresponding directly to the values of the PDF themselves at different = points.
We in particular take the NNPDF4.0 NNLO perturbative charm central replica as our input,
and generate 500 pseudodata points spread evenly in In 2 between 107 and 0.99, scattered by a
1% error on the size of the input PDF. However, the precise results do not depend sensitively on
this choice, e.g. on the size of the error, whether scattering is including or not, and the number
of datapoints. We note that in what follows we will usually omit the ‘NNLQO’ label for brevity,
but this is always implied.

The parameterisation is as described above, and corresponds to that used in the MSHT20 ﬁtﬂ
We generate pseudodata for the 7 PDF combinations that enter the MSHT20 parameterisation
directly, namely uy, dy, S = 2(@ +d) + s+ 35, s, = s+ 35, d/u, s. = s — 5, g although
generating these in other combinations will lead to similar results. We then perform a fit to
these pseudodata, imposing the number and momentum sum rules in the usual way.

The fractional deviations from the input NNPDF set are shown in Fig. [I] for various PDF
combinations. We can see in all cases other than s_ that these lie between 1 per mille and
1% across most of the x range, with the exception of the highest x values, where this can be
somewhat larger. Thus, consistently with the results in [40], a sub—percent level description of
a set of PDFs generated with an in principle more flexible underlying set, is achieved in many
regions with the default MSHT20 parameterisation. The one exception to this is the s_, for
which we have only 3 free parameters. In this case, we can see that only ~ 10% level precision
is achieved, away from the artificial peak at x ~ 0.005 where the PDF passes through zero. As
we will see below, however, when it comes to a global closure test this is improved rather at
larger scales and in the region where s_ is most significantly different from zero. Nonetheless,
this indicates that as expected a more flexible parameterisation will be needed when greater
precision is required in the description of this particular distribution.

2In fact, this is with the minor exception that we allow the low = power, ds_, of the strangeness asymmetry,
s—, to be free, whereas in [13] it was fixed.
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3.2 Unfluctuated Global Closure Test

We now move on to considering a closure test at the level of the observables that enter a global
PDF fit. We in particular generate pseudodata corresponding to the NNPDF4.0 global dataset,
and with the same input of the NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) central replica as above. In
this section, we will consider a closure test without shifting the pseudodata by their underlying
experimental uncertainties. In other words, if the PDF parameterisation in the fit is flexible
enough, then a perfect fit (with x? = 0) is in principle achievable. However, as the NNPDF4.0
set is due to an in principle more flexible underlying parameterisation than the fixed MSHT20
parameterisation, we will expect some departure from a perfect fit, with the y? being somewhat
larger.

We note that this is similar to the ‘level 0’ closure test first used by the NNPDF collaboration
in [37], where this also refers to the cases of fitting unfluctuated pseudodata. However it is not
identical, as we will only consider the result of a single fit to the unfluctuated pseudodata,
whereas in the original level 0 closure test multiple fits are considered, with different random
initialisation points; we will comment on this point further at the end of the section. We will also
evaluate the corresponding PDF error that comes from propagating through the experimental
uncertainties on the unfluctuated data in the fit. This in particular is something that is only
explored in the context of fluctuated data as part of the NNPDF ‘level 2’ closure test. Given
there is no exact one—to—one correspondence between the labelling of the closure tests used by
NNPDF and those considered here, we will not use this terminology but will instead refer to the
current closure test as an ‘unfluctuated’ closure test, for preciseness.

Performing the above closure test, we find a fit quality of xy? = 2.4 for the 4627 points in the
ﬁtﬁi.e. ~ 0.0005 per point. While indeed non—zero, this is still encouragingly low. Indeed, in [45]
a x%/Npts of 0.002 (0.012) in the NNPDF 4.0 (3.1) methodology is quoted for the LO closure
tests, i.e. O(10) (O(50 — 60)) in total. So this level of agreement is rather similar, and even
better than that achieved in the study presented there, even for the improved 4.0 methodology.

While this gives some indication that the MSHT20 parameterisation is performing well for
this specific closure test, a clearer picture is only found by looking at results at the level of the
PDFs. In Fig. 2| we start by showing two representative PDFs at input scale Qg = 1 GeV, with
both the textbook 72 = 1 and an enlarged 72 = 10 tolerance shown. As discussed in Sections
and [ there is much evidence that an enlarged tolerance is required to provide an appropriate
error estimate when performing a genuine PDF fit, with 72 = 10 being on average rather similar
to that found in the MSHT?20 fit. A significant cause of this, and arguably the dominant one,
is due to inconsistencies between the data and theory as well as between different datasets in
the fit which render the application of the textbook 72 = 1 criterion overly aggressive. Another
possible reason for this, within the fixed parameterisation approach, is that the parameterisation
itself may not be sufficiently flexible, such that the enlarged tolerance effectively accounts for
part of the uncertainty due to the fixed choice of parameterisation, as in e.g. [12]. In the context
of this closure test the former cause, i.e. that of data/theory and dataset inconsistencies, will
clearly not be present, as we have perfect consistency by construction. However, by showing the
T? = 10 error, and in particular examining the level of any disagreement between the input set
and the output fit relative to this, we can therefore evaluate the extent to which parameterisation
inflexibility may play a role, at least in the context of the closure test.

Clearly the fit results match the input set in the case of Fig. [2| rather well, with some
deviation observed at very low x, but always safely within the 72 = 1 uncertainty band, and
well within the 72 = 10 case. The PDFs in this region are however not directly constrained by
data, and it is only at higher = and/or scale, and by plotting PDF ratios that a more precise

3Note this is higher than the quoted 4618 points quoted in |14] for the fitted charm case, due to the more
stringent Q2 cut that is imposed for F$ then.
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Figure 2: The input (Q* = 1 GeV?) gluon and quark singlet PDFs that result from an unfluctuated closure test fit
to the NNPDF4.0 dataset, using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The PDF uncertainties calculated with a 72 = 1
(T? = 10) fixed tolerance are shown in purple (green) and the NNPDF4.0 (p. charm) input is given by the dashed
red line.

and representative comparison can be made.

These are shown in Fig. |3 at Q? = 10* GeV? and with both the textbook 72 = 1 and an
enlarged T2 = 10 tolerance again shown. The agreement between the input and fit result is
in general very good in the data region. At low to intermediate x the deviation is in general
at the per mille level, being largest (a few per mille) for the quark flavour decomposition, e.g.
in the case of the strangeness. The deviation is generally at the ~ 10% level of the overall
T? = 1 uncertainty, but can approach ~ 50% in some z regions, but generally at rather higher
x, i.e. towards the extrapolation region, which we will discuss further below. For the s — s the
deviation is somewhat larger, but again most notably at rather low = where current constraints
are limited; some increased flexibility may be preferable for future fits, when these increase.

We also consider the valence uy and dy distributions in Fig. In the x ~ 0.01 — 0.3
region where the valence distributions are largest, we can see that the level of deviation is
very small. However, at low x and for the dy at high x this is no longer the case. It has
been shown in [13] that the valence quarks in similar regions are affected quite significantly
by the extension of the MMHT14 [46] parameterisation, such that 6 rather than 4 Chebyshev
polynomials are used, and the d/u combination, rather than d — %, is parameterised. More
precisely, the deviations here occur at rather lower z than the changes observed in [13] due
to the extended parameterisation. These are therefore occurring in a region of x where direct
constraints on (and indeed the phenomenological impact of) the PDFs are rather limited, but
clearly in these regions parameterisation inflexibility is playing an increasing role, as we would
expect.

Considering the T? = 10 uncertainties, also shown, these are as expected larger (by ~ 3)
than the 72 = 1 case. The absolute difference between the 72 = 1 and 72 = 10 uncertainty
bands is almost universally significantly larger than any deviation between the output PDFs and
the input set, while the ratio of the deviation to the 7% = 10 uncertainty is almost universally at
the level of a few percent. This therefore provides good evidence that in the significant majority
of cases the size of the 72 = 10 PDF uncertainties is not required by any parameterisation
inflexibility in the MSHT20 fit. The exceptions are again the s_, where we can see that the
enlarged tolerance uncertainty now encompasses the deviation between the output PDF and the
input away from the peak region, and similarly for the wy, dy at low and very high x, as well
as other distributions at high enough .

We can also make a first comparison between the actual size of the 72 = 1 and T? = 10 PDF
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Figure 3: A selection of PDFs at Q* = 10* GeV? that result from an unfluctuated closure test fit to the NNPDF4.0
dataset, using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The PDF uncertainties calculated with a 72 = 1 (7% = 10) fixed
tolerance are shown in purple (green) and the NNPDF4.0 (p. charm) input is given by the dashed orange line.
Results are shown as a ratio to the MSHT fits (the central value for the tolerance choices is by definition the same),
with the exception of the s_, where the absolute PDFs are plotted.

13



100 29, PDF errors, Q2 = 10* GeV? 100 z(s + 5), PDF errors, Q2 = 10* GeV?

;— MSHT (72 = 1) ; ;— MSHT (72 = 1) E
F—— MSHT (12 = 10) ] F—— MSHT (12 = 10) E
" —— NNPDF4.0 (pch) " —— NNPDF4.0 (pch) y
1071 E 10! B
1072 4  107F E
10-3 Lol Lol Lol Lol L 103 Lol Lol Lol Ll T
0 107° 10~ 1073 1072 107! 0 107° 1074 1073 1072 107!
T x
2@, PDF errors, Q2 = 10! GeV? 100 xd, PDF errors, Q% = 10* GeV?
E—— MSHT (17 = 1) A E—— MSHT (1% = 1) F
[ —— MSHT (72 = 10) [ —— MSHT (72 = 10)
" —— NNPDF4.0 (pch) " —— NNPDF4.0 (pch)
1071 = = 1071 -
1072 4  107F E
10-3 Lol Lol Lol Lol L 10-3 Lol Lol | \\\HHl‘ Ll T
107° 107 1073 1072 107! 107° 107 1073 1072 107!
T T
o 2uy, PDF errors, Q2 = 10 GeV? o zdy, PDF errors, Q2 = 10* GeV?
E — MSHT(2=1) ] E — MSHT(2=1) ]
F —— MSHT (T2 = 10) E —— MSHT (T2 = 10)
~—— NNPDF4.0 (pch) ] r ~—— NNPDF4.0 (pch) 7
1071 10°
1072 = 1071 =
10-3 IR R AU B AT R AR o2l i il il
1075 1074 1073 1072 107t 107 1074 1073 1072 107t
T T
o z(s — 5), PDF errors, Q2 = 10* GeV? 10 ¥, PDF errors, Q? = 10* GeV?
E —— MSHT (12 = 1) E — MSHT(2=1) ]
F —— MSHT (T2 = 10) E —— MSHT (T2 = 10)
r —— NNPDF4.0 (pch) r ~—— NNPDF4.0 (pch)
10° = 1071 E
107 4 107°F e
102 IR R A N B AT R T 10-3 T IR R R R R
107° 107 1073 102 107! 107° 1074 1073 1072 107!

x x

Figure 4: PDF uncertainties at Q2 = 10* GeV? that result from an unfluctuated closure test fit to the NNPDF4.0
dataset, using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The PDF uncertainties calculated with a 72 = 1 (7% = 10) fixed
tolerance are shown as well as the NNPDF4.0 (p. charm) input for comparison, although the latter plays no role in
the closure test.
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uncertainties in the unfluctatued closure test and those in the NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm)
global fit. The size of the PDF uncertainties in the latter cases are determined by a fit to the
real data, rather than in a closure test, and hence this is clearly not an entirely like—for—like
comparison. Nonetheless, this comparison can serve as a first indication of the size of the PDF
uncertainties in the NNPDF and MSHT fixed parameterisation approaches. These are shown
in Fig. 4] and we can see that at intermediate to higher x, for the quark flavour decomposition
the NNPDF uncertainty is very similar in size to the T2 = 1 case. The exception to this is most
notably the gluon, and (related to this) the quark singlet, with some difference also seen in the
uy and for various distributions at high x = 0.3 — 0.4, where the NNPDF uncertainty is rather
larger, and somewhere between the 72 = 1 and T2 = 10 cases. For the s_ we can also see that
the NNPDF uncertainty is larger than the 72 = 1 case away from the z ~ 0.1 peak region,
as we would expect. This is therefore already an indication that in many cases the NNPDF
uncertainty may be roughly equivalent to taking a T2 = 1 tolerance in the data region; we will
verify this later in the context of a full fit. For the most significant exception of the gluon, we
note that the PDF uncertainty itself is on average rather smaller in the data region than for
other partons. In such as case, the uncertainty may be driven more by the particular NNPDF
methodology.

We end this section with a few comments and caveats. First, we comment on a differ-
ence between the level 0 closure tests performed by NNPDF and the unfluctuated closure tests
performed here. Namely, the fact that we show the result of a single fit to the unfluctuated
pseudodata, whereas in the NNPDF level 0 closure test multiple fits are considered, with dif-
ferent random initialisation points. This is sensible in the context of a NNPDF fit, where the
significantly increased flexibility of the NN architecture allows for multiple solutions with sim-
ilar fit qualities. However, the role of such multiple minima will be greatly reduced within the
context of a single fixed parameterisation basis, and indeed in principle there will be a unique
global minimum, given the input NNPDF set derives from a more flexible underlying PDF pa-
rameterisation than the MSHT20 fixed basis we use. In practice, for a given fit starting point
it may be that the minimisation stops at some distance away from this global minimum, e.g.
at a saddle point or a local distinct minima. More generally, by adopting a different input
fixed parameterisation the location of the minimum will also change, and one can consider the
variation that this entails. We do not attempt a study of these questions here, but instead focus
on the single specific minimum that comes from the given fit we run. Given a rather good fit
quality at the level of the closure test is achieved in our default setup, we would argue that this
is sufficient.

Second, we have for concreteness only considered a closure test to a single input PDF set.
While this corresponds in principle to a more flexible underlying set, such that the good level of
agreement observed between the input set and the fits is indeed non—trivial, clearly if a different
input where used (or a non—central replica of this set) our results will change at some level.
Indeed, as we will show explicitly in Section [6] the PDFs that result from a fit with the MSHT
parameterisation to the real data show moderately more variation then the central NNPDF4.0
replica. Nonetheless, given the level of agreement seen this can give us confidence that while
this may lead to differences in detailed comparison, the broad picture and encouraging results
would remain the same.

Third, while we have shown that the MSHT parameterisation is sufficiently flexible to per-
form well in a closure test (both unfluctuated, and as we will see fluctuated), these assume by
construction complete consistency between data and theory and between the datasets in the
fit. It is certainly possible that parameterisation flexibility may play more of a role in the more
complicated, but more realistic context of a global fit and/or closure tests without such consis-
tency built in. We will consider this point further, which is inevitably tied up with the question
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of the PDF uncertainty treatment, in Section However, we note here that an issue that is
related to this is that in the real global fit it can be necessary to fix certain poorly constrained
parameters, such that the low x power of the strangeness to be the same as that of the sea,
in order to avoid unexpected behaviour in the quark flavour decomposition at low x. Indeed,
such unphysical behaviour is often observed to be driven by an attempt to compensate for the
non—ideal nature of the underlying fit. This can e.g. prefer for there to be some violation of
the momentum sum rule from the PDFs in the data region, which can be achieved by rather
unphysical behaviour at low x outside of this region. At the level of closure tests, on the other
hand (where such behaviour is not present by construction, due to the behaviour of the input
PDF set), we find this is not the case.

3.3 Fluctuated Global Closure Test

We now consider the case where the pseudodata are fluctuated by their uncertainties due to the
experimental covariance matrix. This is clearly closer to the case of a real PDF fit, as in principle
a perfect fit to the data is no longer achievable. Indeed we expect, and find, a x? /Npts ~ 1 for
theory predictions corresponding to the original PDF input that has generated the underlying
pseudodata, or more precisely within 1 £ 2/,/Nps at 68% confidence. On the other hand, we
are still assuming that the data errors are completely faithful, i.e. that there are no tensions
between datasets beyond those due to statistical fluctuations, and in particular the theory used
to produce the pseudodata (prior to fluctuations) exactly matches that used to evaluate the fit
quality.

In the previous section we note that we evaluated the PDF uncertainty due to the unfluctu-
ated closure test purely as a means to measure the significance of any deviation between the fit
and input PDF set. In other words, it assessed the faithfulness of the MSHT fixed parameteri-
sation approach in fitting the central value of the input set. The aim of performing a fluctuated
closure test, on the other hand, is to validate the faithfulness of the PDF uncertainties that come
out of the fit. This is directly analogous to the ‘level 2’ closure tests performed by the NNPDF
collaboration [37]. In particular, if the uncertainties are faithful, then we expect the input PDF
set to lie within the 1o uncertainty band of the fitted PDFs with close to 68% confidence. As
we will see, this is indeed the case.

To show this we begin by generating 100 pseudodata sets due to the same NNPDF4.0 (p.
charm) input set as before, in each case with the pseudodata fluctuated with a different random
number seed. Fitting the ensemble of these we can therefore generate a set of 100 replica
ﬁtsﬂ The corresponding PDF uncertainty on the original unfluctuated fit can then be evaluated
according to the MC error propagation procedure, rather than the Hessian one considered in the
previous section. The general expectation here is that the MC replica uncertainty should match
the Hessian uncertainty with 72 = 1 in regions and for PDFs where the Gaussian approximation
for the x? minimum in the PDF parameters is good, while for regions where this is less good,
i.e. in the unconstrained extrapolation regions, the matching may be less close.

The results of this comparison are shown in Fig. [5| and we can indeed see that in the most
constrained regions of x the matching between the MC replica and Hessian result is rather
encouraging. The MC replica results are calculated using the textbook result for the 1o standard
deviation of the replica sample, though we have confirmed that the results are very similar if
instead the 68% C.L. is calculated directly. For clarity we recall that the central value of the MC
replica result is derived from the average of the PDF replicas fit to the fluctuated pseudodata,
while the Hessian result derives from a fit to the unfluctuated pseudodata. Hence there is

“We denote these as ‘replicas’ in analogy to the terminology used by NNPDF, although in that case this
generally refers to the case where a given fluctuated set of pseudodata is fluctuated a second time and multiple
fits are performed to these.
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no strict requirement for the central values to agree, due either to finite replica effects or a
breakdown in the Gaussian approximation. Indeed differences are observed, most dominantly
in the less constrained high x region, and for the valence distributions at low x, where again
constraints are limited.

In Fig. @ we show the corresponding PDF uncertainties, along with the NNPDF4.0 (p.
charm) input PDF uncertainty for comparison, although as discussed in the previous section
this plays no role in the closure test and is instead derived from the NNPDF fit to the real data.
Again for most PDFs and in most regions of x, notably in the most directly constrained regions,
the agreement between the Hessian (T2 = 1) and MC replica uncertainties is very good.

As described above, however, there are regions where the agreement between the Hessian and
MC replica results is less good, in particular at high x, where direct constraints start to run out.
We can see from Fig. [6] that in this region the MC replica uncertainty tends to be larger, and
interestingly tends to match the NNPDF4.0 input set rather more closely, though we emphasise
again that this is a comparison of the NNPDF uncertainty that comes from a fit to the real data
to the MSHT fixed parameterisation to pseudodata, so is not like for like. Nonetheless, this may
indicate that the MC replica error propagation, irrespective of whether a suitably flexible fixed
polynomial basis or a neural network is used to parameterise the PDF's, may be a significant
and perhaps even the primary factor in the fact that the NNPDF uncertainty in the high x
extrapolation region tends to be more conservative than a Hessian one, as in the case of e.g.
MSHT20.

To examine this further we focus on the high x region in Fig. [7] where the absolute PDFs
are shown, and a number of features are clear. We can see that while for the gluon and light
quarks the input set is consistent with the Hessian output of the closure test within the 72 =1
uncertainties out to rather high xz, for the less well determined antiquarks this is less true. In
particular, clear deviations are evident at 2 > 0.4 — 0.5 for the @ and d, which is precisely
where direct data constraints on these PDFs run out, and hence is largely in the extrapolation
region. This highlights one of the potential shortcomings of the fixed parameterisation approach,
at least with a Hessian uncertainty evaluation, namely that in such regions the corresponding
PDF uncertainties may not be conservative enough (although we note that for the 72 = 10
uncertainties the deviations are at somewhat, though not dramatically, higher x). This issue is
not one that the MSHT20 dynamic tolerance is designed to address directly, given this is driven
by a hypothesis testing criterion that is by construction applied to the data region, and hence
this may indicate a future avenue of improvement.

On the other hand, we can indeed see again that the MC replica uncertainties are significantly
larger than the Hessian ones in this region. This may be due to the particularly non—linear
dependence of the PDFs on the PDF parameters and indeed non-linear effects in the data
fluctuations themselves (given the data errors can be comparable to the size of the data) at high
x, in this region where the PDF's are very small.

We note that in [47] a recent critical discussion of the MC replica method is presented, where
some indication that it can prove unreliable in certain scenarios, notably when non—linearity is
present, is demonstrated. In particular, differences between the MC replica approach and a
Bayesian method are seen in a range of toy PDF fits. Here, the non—linearity is restricted by
construction to be due purely to the quadratic dependence of hadronic observables on the PDFs,
rather than in the parameterisation itself. This may explain why in such a case, the difference
is instead focused at low z. In a more realistic scenario, such an approach may shed light on
the differences observed here.

We next turn to the overall faithfulness of the PDF uncertainties in the context of the level
2 closure test discussed above, namely whether the input set is consistent with each of the 100
fluctuated fits within their corresponding (Hessian) 1o uncertainty with 68% confidence. To
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Figure 5: A selection of PDFs at Q% = 10* GeV? that result from a fluctuated closure test fit to the NNPDF4.0
dataset, using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The Hessian PDF uncertainties calculated with a 72 = 1 fixed
tolerance that result from the unfluctuated closure test are shown in purple (and are as in Fig.[3), while the result of
MC replica generation are shown in green. The NNPDF4.0 (p. charm) input is given by the dashed red line. Results
are shown as a ratio to the MSHT (72 = 1) fit.
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Figure 7: A selection of PDFs at Q% = 10* GeV? that result from an unfluctuated closure test fit to the NNPDF4.0
dataset, using the MSHT20 parameterisation, now focussing on the high = region. The Hessian PDF uncertainties
calculated with a 72 = 1 fixed tolerance are shown in purple (and are as in Fig. , while the result of the MC replica
generation are shown in green. The NNPDF4.0 (p. charm) input is given by the dashed red line.
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Figure 8: PDF uncertainties at Q% = 10* GeV? that result from a fluctuated closure test fit to the NNPDF4.0
dataset, using the MSHT20 parameterisation, for the up quark and gluon PDFs. The result of the unfluctuated
closure test, as shown in Fig. |4} is given as well as the Hessian uncertainty on the fit to four of the fluctuated
pseudodata fits that enter the fluctuated closure test. All uncertainties are for 72 = 1.

demonstrate this, we in principle would have to perform a PDF eigenvector scan for each of the
100 fits above in order to evaluate their corresponding uncertainty. However, this is not in fact
necessary, as for any given such fit, if we evaluate its Hessian uncertainty, we find the size of
this is very stable across the fits, and indeed matches very closely with the Hessian uncertainty
from the fit to the unfluctuated pseudodata shown in Fig. [f] This is demonstrated explicitly in
Fig. [§ for a small selection of replica fits, where it is clear that the relative Hessian uncertainty
is very stable, and similar to the result of the unfluctuated fit. We note a similar observation,
namely of the stability of the uncertainty between different fluctuated fits, is made in [37], see
the last paragraph of Section 4.3.

The above observations are then in fact sufficient to demonstrate that the closure test has
been passed at the level of each individual PDF and at any given z point in the data region.
In particular: the central value of any of the 100 fluctuated fits will by definition lie within
the (green) MC uncertainty band in Fig. which is very closely centred on the input set
in the data region, with 68% probability; this uncertainty band very closely matches to the
Hessian uncertainty from the unfluctuated fit and hence the relative Hessian uncertainty on any
individual fluctuated best fit; therefore, if a given central value of one of the 100 fits lies within
the 68% MC uncertainty band it will also be consistent with the input within its 1o Hessian
uncertainty. Putting this all together, each of these 100 fits will be consistent within its lo
Hessian uncertainty with the input set with close to 68% frequency, as required.

As mentioned above, the above closure test is directly analogous to the ‘level 2’ closure tests
performed by the NNPDF collaboration. There are procedural distinctions in how these are
implemented, but we note that these simply reflect the fact that different underlying fitting
methodologies, and corresponding PDF uncertainty definitions, are being tested. In particular,
both the current and the NNPDF closure tests start with a particular set of fluctuated pseu-
dodata and perform a standard fit with the PDF fitting framework to this. In the NNPDF
case, this requires fluctuating theses pseudodata a second (multiple) set of times, to generate a
replica ensemble that is used to define the PDF uncertainties. In the MSHT methodology, on
the other hand, we start with the same pseudodata that has been fluctuated once, but as the
PDF uncertainties are defined via the Hessian methodology, these are not fluctuated a second
time. However, the fundamental test is the same.

To demonstrate the above results quantitatively, we can evaluate the PDF-level estimator
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s u d g d u 5 Total

EPF 0.67+0.03 0.64+0.03 0.66+0.03 0.64£0.03 0.64+£003 0.68+0.03 0.68+0.03 0.65+0.01

Table 1: The (82T estimator at Q2 = 10* GeV?, described in the text, for different parton flavours and for the sum
over all flavours. The statistical uncertainty due to the finite number of points in z, flavour and fit space is given,
although as the PDFs are correlated in = space this only provides an estimate.

defined in [37]:

1 1 1 Nfav Na Nfit

g;'df) - Z Z Z I[—nai(l)(xj),nai(l)(acj)] (qi(l) (.%']) - qiir(fp)ut(xj)) : (11)

Nfav N Nfit =1 =1 1=1

Here, ¢'() (x;) is the resulting PDF of flavour ¢ for the Ith fluctuated closure test at a point z;,
while qfr(lgut(xj) is the corresponding (NNPDF4.0 perturbative charm) input set. The standard

deviation PDF uncertainty on the fit PDF is denoted by o?")(z), while I4(z) is only non-zero,
and equal to unity, if its argument (i.e. the difference between the fit PDF and the input)
lies within the relevant +no interval. In other words, this gives the fraction of the fit PDFs,
summed over different flavours and at some specified x points that are consistent with the input
set within their no uncertainty.

We will consider the n = 1 case here, for which we will expect £ ~ 0.68 if the uncertainties
are faithful. However, there are various caveats to this |14], notably that it assumes a normal
distribution in the fluctuated fit results at a given x value, which will be less true away from
the data region, and it does not account for the correlation between neighbouring = points.
Nonetheless, it is a useful indicator. With this in mind, we evaluate §EPF for 8 x points spaced
logarithmically between 1075 and 0.3, while we have ng; = 100, as described above. This choice
of n; is in particular guided by the requirement that that the correlation between neighbouring
2 points is not too close to unity in general. In order to avoid performing an eigenvector scan
for all 100 of these fits, we use in our quoted results that the 1o uncertainty on any given replica
is constant and identical to that on the unfluctuated fit, which as described above is observed
to hold very closely. However, we have confirmed for a smaller (but sufficient) number of fits,
ngy = 25, that evaluating these uncertainties exactly gives a very similar result, within the
larger statistical uncertainty on 5{)UDF that comes from this smaller number. We note that if the
evaluation is instead made at e.g. the input scale @y, and/or with a somewhat different = range,
then the value of £PPF is relatively stable. To investigate the effect of any correlation between
neighbouring points in & we have also examined the impact of reducing to n, = 4, in which case
such correlations are further reduced. This gives rather similar results, with the total value of

PDF summed over PDFs being 0.66 + 0.02, i.e. extremely similar.

The results are shown in Table|1|for Q% = 10* GeV?, and we can see that indeed ¢PPF ~ 0.68
is satisfied rather well. There is some very slight tendency for overall estimator to lie below the
textbook 1o value, but given the imperfect nature of this estimator, as described above, we
judge this to be more than sufficient to demonstrate a successful closure test. More broadly, the
fact that the closure test is observed to be successful at the level of a range of x and PDF points
according to the discussion relating to Fig. |5 as well as (in an average sense) the numerical
results for the PDF-level estimator, is a highly non—trivial test of that the statistics of the
underlying multi-Gaussian PDF uncertainty, as encoded in the relevant PDF eigenvectors, is
also faithful.

PDF
lo
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4 The Role of the Tolerance

4.1 General Remarks

Having set up the global closure test above, where so far exact data and theory consistency
has been imposed by construction, it is interesting to consider a closure test but where dataset
inconsistencies are injected into the fit. We will do this in the following section, but before doing
so it is instructive to make some general remarks about the tolerance, and the relationship
between the Hessian and Monte Carlo replica approach, within the context of a simple toy
example.

We in particular consider the simplest possible case of a fit to two measured values, D;
(1 = 1,2), of a single observable O, with true value Dy. The fit theoretical prediction, t,
which we assume to be otherwise unconstrained, simply corresponds to the best fit value of the
observable, O, that comes from this pair of measurements. We will assume that the D; have the
same experimental uncertainty, ¢, in which case we have

1
to = 5 (Dl + DQ) s (12)

i.e. the best fit theory value is given by the average of the two data values. This is assumed for
simplicity, but we could readily take the errors to be different, in which case this would instead
be a suitable weighted average of the two measured values, and the discussion below would be
qualitatively unchanged. Similarly, generalising to the case of more than one datapoint in each
dataset would lead the basic result unchanged; we will briefly discuss this at the end of the
section.

Writing t = to + At, it is straightforwards to show that the Ay? as we deviate from this best

fit value is simply given by
2A¢2
Ax? = 7 (13)

o2

i.e. it is independent of the specific value of ¢y and the particular values of the D;. This is of
course completely consistent with the underlying statistics of the measurement, namely that the
Ax? =1 error is given by
o
At =+— 14
v (1)

as we would expect. In particular, the D; o are given by
Dyo=Dgy+0d12, (15)

where are d1 2 are normally distribution with unit variance, i.e. the D;2 are sampled from a
normal distribution with true value Dy and error ¢. In this case, if the experiments corresponding
to D1 and Ds are repeated multiple times, then Dy will lie within the corresponding ¢y + |At|
with 1o (~ 68%) frequency. Equivalently, the distribution of the fit ¢y over multiple repeated
experiments will be centred on (tg) = Dy with standard deviation given by (14). In other words,
provided the underlying errors are faithful, and the measured D; are due to an underlying
distribution that is statistically consistent with the true value Dy, then the Ax? = 1 error in the
fit value of tg correctly indicates the expected 68% C.L. consistency of this with the underlying
true data value Dy.

The above discussion then immediately tells us what will happen if there is some inconsis-
tency or tension in the measured data. We can in particular imagine that we instead have

Dis=ai2+ (Do+0612), (16)
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where the 012 are drawn from the same normal distribution as before, i.e. for simplicity we
assume that the statistical error ¢ is correctly known, though one could generalise to the case
where this is not true without adding to the discussion below. However, we now introduce
the a1 2 as constant offsets that represent the (unknown) sources of inconsistency in the two
measurements. Namely, they are non-zero in generating the measured values of Djo, but
they are not accounted for in the fit, which still (now incorrectly) assumes that the D; o are
representative of the underlying true value Dy with statistical uncertainty o. In this case, the
best fit value of ty would be given by the same average as in , which we can write explicitly
as

1
tozi(a1+a2)+Do+g(51+52) , (17)

and applying the Ay? = 1 criterium would give exactly the same error as before; as this
is independent of the particular value of ¢y it will clearly be independent of the a;. This will
however no longer be statistically consistent with the underlying true value, Dy. Indeed, if the
experiments are repeated multiple times we will have

(to) = 3 (a1 +a2) + Do (18)
and so for non-zero ay2 the average value of tg will be offset from the true value of Dy in a
manner that is not accounted for by the quoted uncertainty . In other words, the Ax? =1
uncertainty on the fit value of ty does not account at all for any deviation between the measured
D; and the true value Dy or any tension between the measured D;. The corresponding error is
in particular identical to the case of exact data/theory consistency above.

The above results can be understood rather intuitively. Namely, the uncertainty corre-
sponds to the statistical uncertainty on the average of the two measured values D1 o that
is purely due to their statistical errors o1 = 0. In the case of complete data/theory consis-
tency (a12 = 0) this is the correct statistical uncertainty on the fit to the true value Dy, in the
frequentist sense described above. If we introduce some inconsistency (ai2 # 0) then still
correctly corresponds to the statistical uncertainty, due to the errors o; = o, on the average
of the two measured values D1 o, which will indeed be consistent with at 68% confidence
according to the error given by . It is simply that this average is no longer representative of
the true value Dy due to the a1 # 0 offset, and as the above discussion makes clear, the quoted
Ax? =1 uncertainty is completely unrelated to that disagreement.

If we consider instead the MC replica approach to uncertainty propagation, this should be
completely consistent with the discussion above, though it is worth verifying this for complete
clarity. In this approach, we generate N,¢, pseudodata replicas of the two data points. Assuming
complete data/theory consistency for now, these will be given by

D}, =08{,+ D12, (19)

where the index j labels the jth replica, the (5{72 are as before drawn from a normal distribution
with unit variance, and D » (without the j superscript) correspond to the measured data values,
as defined above . The fit to the jth replica will give

1 A A
= 5 (D{ + Dg) , (20)
for which we have 1 1
= (t)) = J=_(Dy+D 21
to = (V) Nrepit 5 (D1+Da) (21)
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and
1/2 1/2

1 . o 1 o
At = | —— g I _ )2 = | — E Ly §2)2 -+ 29
t Nrep — 1 - (t to) 2\ Nyep — 1 - (63 5]) V2 ’ (22)

in the large N¢p limit. These are consistent with the results above, as we would of course expect.
We can in particular again see that the uncertainty on ¢ is again independent on the particular
value of ty. So indeed error propagation through MC replicas leads to exactly the same issue as
before, and for exactly the same reasons.

While the discussion above has focused on a simple toy example, it should be clear that the
issue will continue to occur in a genuine global PDF fit, in the presence of tensions between
different datasets and between data and theory. In particular, the key issue will remain as
above, namely that the best fit PDF will correspond to a fit to a suitable average of the data
entering the fit, analogous to , though in a much more complicated and indirect manner
and now weighted by the corresponding data uncertainties. However, the PDF uncertainties
evaluated using a Ax? = 1 criterion, or completely equivalently MC replica generation, will only
correspond to the uncertainty on this average due to the quoted data errors (and any theoretical
errors also included in the fit). In particular, as demonstrated above, if the underlying datasets
are in tension or there is otherwise some underlying data/theory inconsistency, then the fit to
this average will not in general coincide with the ‘true’ PDF we wish to extract within the
Ax? = 1 uncertainty.

A proposed resolution to the above issue, or at least improvement to the situation, has
been discussed at length in the literature [28-30L|32-34], and necessitates an enlargement of
the textbook Ax? = 1 criterion. Focusing briefly on the ‘dynamic’ tolerance developed in [33],
it is instructive to examine how this would enter the toy model discussed above. Here, the
uncertainty range is set by a hypothesis testing criterion, whereby all datasets entering the fit
should be suitably described within their 68% C.L. limits around the best fit value. To be

precise, we require that
2
Xi,0
Xi <&es| == |, (23)
&50

where X? corresponds to the fit quality to dataset ¢, and X7,2,0 the corresponding value at the
global best fit. The ¢ represent the appropriate 50th and 68th percentiles of the x? distribution
for the Néat degrees of freedom of the dataset i; we have &9 ~ Ngat for sufficiently large Ngag.
The factor of X?,O /€50 is introduced as in general the value of X?,O may depart rather significantly
from a textbook ‘good’ fit quality, and this renormalisation corrects for that.

If we assume for concreteness that D; < Ds then the upper limit on tg, which we denote
At will be set by Dy, in which case we have

(D1 —to — Aty)* _ &es (D1 — to)?

24
o? §so 02 24

Rearranging, we find we pick up a contribution of order
At+o<D1—D2~a1—a2, (25)

in the presence of dataset tensions. Thus, the dynamic tolerance will result in an uncertainty
that is in general larger than the Ay? = 1 criterion, but which is representative of the spread
in the datasets entering the fit, due to the non—zero values of the a;.

We note that in the MC replica approach such a spread can in principle be accounted for
by a suitable modification of the method for generating and sampling the MC replicas. In the
current toy approach this could e.g. correspond to dataset 1 being highly weighted in the fit
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for some of the replica generation, and vice—versa for dataset 2 in other cases. A more general
approach to this question has also been discussed recently in [39]. We also note that the impact
of training and validation on the corresponding uncertainties has not been considered in the
above discussion, though it is considered in e.g. [4§].

Finally, we note that the precise value of the overall constant of proportionality in is not
particularly relevant here, and indeed the toy example of two datasets with a single datapoint
each is rather far from the case of a global PDF fit. It is therefore instructive to briefly consider a
generalisation of our toy model to the case where the two datasets now each have N/2 datapoints
generated according to , i.e. with each individual datapoint having the same uncertainty o
as before, and with a constant offset a2 between the two datasets.

One thing this will clarify is the extent to which one can have a; that are sufficiently non—zero
to cause issues with the representative nature of the evaluated Ax? = 1 uncertainties without
leading to significant deterioration in the overall fit quality. As discussed in [28], the fact that this
can occur is due to the fundamental difference between the hypothesis testing criterion, whereby
a fit to a given dataset is good provided the x? lies within +v/2N of N, and the parameter fitting
criterion discussed above, which applies the much stronger Ax? = 1 constraint. Therefore, we
can expect deviations in the fit quality due to non—zero values of a; that are still well within
the +£v/2N range of acceptable values, but which lead to deviations that are well outside the
Ax? = 1 uncertainty estimate on t.

To show this in the context of our toy model, one can readily show that generalises to
give

o
At =+ . 26
o (26)
Taking the large N limit for simplicity, we have
1
to=3 (a1 +az2) + Do, (27)
and )
2 _ 2
XO—N<1+M(Q1—QQ) ) . (28)
Requiring that the deviation from ideal fit quality N be less than v2N gives
lay — ag| < (8N)V4. At (29)

i.e. for reasonable values of N the deviation can be significantly larger than the textbook
Ax? =1 uncertainty without giving a particularly poor fit quality; for N = 10 — 1000 the
prefactor ranges from ~ 3 —10. This is of note as, dependent on the signs of the a; in the current
example, if the L.H.S of is such a factor larger than At, then this can result in a deviation
in the best fit value, tg, of this order.

Turning to the dynamic tolerance, in the same large N limit we again find for non-zero a2
that At picks up a contribution that is proportional to a; —as, as required. It is also interesting
to consider the case where there is in fact no underlying tension, i.e. a2 = 0. In this case we

find that
Aty = gﬁ—1 1/200<L (30)
T o N1/47

where we have used that & ~ N and &g —&s0 o< v/N. This highlights a potential issue with the
dynamic tolerance (and indeed any enlarged tolerance) criteria, namely that in the absence of
any dataset tensions it does not reproduce the underlying Ay? = 1 uncertainty, and in particular
the scaling of the uncertainty reduction with N is more gradual than the textbook ~ 1/ VN
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case. We note however that this is not in itself inconsistent, and the dynamic tolerance procedure
assumes by definition that we are not in this situation, and there is much evidence that in a real
global fit we are not.

4.2 Global Closure Tests and the Tolerance

Having set the general problem up in the context of a toy model, we now consider some example
cases where we perform a closure test but now explicitly construct these so that the theory used
to generate the pseudodata and that used to perform the fit are not consistent. This will provide
arguably a more accurate model of a genuine PDF fit, where 100% consistency between data
and theory and different datasets is not always achieved.

We begin by dividing the NNPDF4.0 global dataset into two subsets, in one case containing
all low energy Drell Yan (DY) and DIS data, as well as the HERA collider DIS data, and in
the other case all hadron collider data from the Tevatron and LHC. The former subset has 3294
datapoints and the latter 1332, however while the hadron collider dataset is smaller in terms
of the number of datapoints it contains some rather constraining high precision data from the
LHC in particular. Hence this provides a (roughly) comparable division of the global dataset in
terms of constraining power, even if clearly there are some regions of x and some PDF's that are
more or less constrained by either subset. We use the same MSHT parameterisation described in
Section [2, with the same number of free parameters. These may be more flexible than is required
for fitting these reduced datasets with the required level of precision, but for the purposes of the
current comparison this is not a significant issue.

Having chosen this division, we now generate the two subsets of pseudodata with two different
underlying input sets. The basic idea here is to model the tendency in a real global fit for a
given subset of the data to prefer a somewhat different set of PDFs to other subsets, beyond the
expectations of statistical fluctuations alone. Of course in reality the ‘true’ underlying PDF set
would be the same in both cases, and it would be inconsistencies in the actual data and/or theory
that lead to differing result in the fit. Nonetheless, without injecting further inconsistencies into
the closure test, and simply modifying the input PDF sets in this way, we can effectively model
the more complex situation that would occur in reality, although we will show an example of
instead modifying the data rather than the input PDF set at the end of the section. We perform
a fluctuated closure test, with the pseudodata fluctuations performed consistently at the level
of the full global dataset (i.e. using the global covariance matrix) with a given input set before
selecting the subset to be used.

To be precise, we take the same NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) set as before, and now
consider also the HERAPDF2.0 NNLO set [15] as an input. We choose this as it is sufficiently
different from the NNPDF4.0 set to clearly demonstrate the issue of dataset inconsistencies’|
We will show the case that the low energy DY /DIS + HERA pseudodata are generated by the
HERAPDF2.0 set, and the hadron collider data by the NNPDF4.0 set, and for one particular
fluctuated dataset, but we have confirmed that the basic conclusions are unchanged if this choice
is swapped and/or a different random number seed is used for the pseudodata fluctuations.

The results are shown in Figs. [9}-[11] for four choices of PDF, namely the gluon, up quark, up
antiquark and charge weighted quark singlet. These are taken to be representative, and in certain
x regions there is an evident, but not too extreme deviation between the underlying PDF inputs.
In each case, we show: (top left) the ratio of the fits to the two subsets to the fit to the combined
global set when these are both consistently generated with the NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm)
set, i.e. as in the closure tests in the previous sections; (top right) the ratio of the fits to the two

"We note that the CT family of global sets, e.g. CT18 [12], cannot straightforwardly be used in this study, as
this requires the PDFs at Qo = 1 GeV, whereas the CT PDFs are only made available at a higher starting value
of Qo.
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Figure 9: (Top) The gluon PDF at Q? = 10" GeV? that results from a fluctuated closure test fit, using the MSHT20
parameterisation, to the NNPDF4.0 global dataset and to the low energy DIS/DY + HERA, and hadron collider
datasets, such that the combination of these corresponds to the global case. Results are shown as a ratio to the
respective global fits, and in the left plot the input pseudodata are all generated with the NNPDF4.0 (perturbative
charm) as input, while in the right plot the HERAPDF2.0 set is instead used for the low energy DIS/DY + HERA
pseudodata. In the bottom left plot the corresponding PDF uncertainties for the two global closure tests fits in the
top plots are shown. In the bottom right plot the ratio of the central HERAPDF2.0’ set to the NNPDF4.0 (pch) set is
shown. All uncertainties are evaluated with T2 = 1 with the exception of the global fit, where the result of applying
a dynamic tolerance procedure is also shown.
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Figure 10: As in Fig.[9]but for the up quark.
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Figure 11: As in Fig. |§|but for the charge weighted quark singlet.
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subsets to the fit to the combined global set, but where the HERAPDF2.0 set is now used to
generate the DY /DIS + HERA pseudodata; (bottom left) the PDF uncertainties for the global
pseudodata fits in the upper plots; (bottom right) the ratio of the HERAPDF2.0’ input set to
the NNPDF4.0 input, to serve as an indication of any expected tension between the results in
the upper right figure. In all cases the PDF uncertainties correspond to the T2 = 1 criterion,
with the exception of the global fit in the top right plots, where the result of a dynamic tolerance
procedure is also shownf]

Here the prime on the HERAPDF2.0’ indicates that this is the result of taking the input
set at Qo = 1 GeV and evolving to Q% = 10* GeV? using the NNPDF public code, as strictly
speaking this is what is effectively used in the generation of the pseudodata. This differs a small
amount from the default HERAPDF2.0 set due to e.g. differing quark masses in the evolution
and so on. We also emphasise again that the global fit shown in the top right figure is to the
pseudodata formed of the combination of the two (inconsistent) subsets that are produced with
differing PDF inputs.

Starting with the fit quality, we find that the result of the fit to the global, inconsistent
dataset is y? /Np ~ 1.036, which is less than 2¢ above 1, i.e. while showing some mild deviation
from ideal behaviour is clearly not so far from it to be considered a bad fit, not least in the
context of global PDF fits where the fit quality is in general significantly worse. This is due
to the fact that, while the input PDFs show some disagreement for certain PDFs in certain
regions of x, the fit quality will remain good for many datasets (and within many datasets)
which are not sensitive to this. The net effect of this will be to obscure the disagreement that
is present in certain cases, when the global fit quality alone is considered. For the fit to the
consistent pseudodata, generated with the NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) input set, we find
2 /Np ~ 0.995, which is clearly in very good agreement with the expectation value of unity.

Considering first the top left plots, which show the result of fitting to completely self-
consistent pseudodata, we can see broad consistency between the fits to the two subsets in
comparison to the global fit. There are as expected some regions of x where the fit to a given
subset disagrees with the global fit outside the quoted 68% uncertainties, but this is to be
expected given these are 1o uncertainties alone, and indeed the agreement is almost always at
the ~ 20 level. In the bottom left plots we can see that the uncertainties for the global fits
are very close to identical, up to differences due to statistical fluctuations and the fact that
the underlying HERAPDF2.0’ set is somewhat simpler than the NNPDF4.0, leading to slightly
smaller uncertainties in a closure test generated with this input. There is certainly no evidence
at all that the 72 = 1 uncertainty in the inconsistent case is any larger, completely consistent
with the discussion in the previous section.

Turning now to the top right plots, we can see that clear differences emerge. Starting with
the gluon, as indicated in Fig. |§| (bottom right) the largest disagreement between the under-
lying HERAPDF2.0’ and NNPDF4.0 sets is at high z, where the former gluon is considerably
softer. This is matched by the fits in the top right plot, with the low energy DY/DIS + HERA
case (generated with HERAPDF2.0%) being significantly softer than the hadron collider case
(generated with NNPDF4.0). The global result lies somewhere between the two, as we would
expect, but these are evidently far from being consistent within the quote uncertainties. Some

SFor the dynamic tolerance uncertainties shown here, and elsewhere in this paper, to be precise we treat all
ATLAS and CMS datasets that are from the same measurement as the same dataset, while also combining all
HERA inclusive DIS and HERA heavy flavour measurements into two combined datasets, consistent with the
treatment in the MSHT approach. We also exclude all datasets with fewer than 5 points from the error evaluation;
while in general this has very little effect, it can be the case that a dataset with e.g. 1 datapoint (of which there
are a handful in the default NNPDF4.0 dataset) can have an unrealistically large effect on the PDF uncertainty,
due to the fact that the dynamic tolerance procedure is more applicable to datasets with a sufficient number of
points.
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milder tension is also observable around z ~ 1073, driven again by the difference between the
underlying input sets.

Once the dynamic tolerance is applied to the global fit in the top right plot, however, we
can see that the consistency is greatly improved. There is still some tendency for the subset fits
to lie outside even this uncertainty band at the highest x values, which is completely consistent
with the underlying dynamic tolerance procedure; namely, the upper error band will be set by
the fact that at some point the gluon becomes inconsistent with the pseudodata in the low
energy DY /DIS + HERA subset in a manner that is not guaranteed to overlap with the fit to
the hadron collider pseudodata. In principle this might indicate some further room for further
refinement of the procedure, but it should be emphasised that the consistency is still greatly
improved with respect to the 72 = 1 case. We note that the subset fits only show the 72 = 1
uncertainties, whereas in a genuine fit the dynamic tolerance would also be applied here (and
would correspondingly increase the PDF uncertainties). However, in the current set up the
individual subsets are completely self-consistent, and hence the T2 = 1 criterium is the most
appropriate.

Considering the up quark shown in Fig. a distinct difference in pulls between the two
dataset is observable in the x = 0.01 region in the top right plot, driven again by the difference
in the underlying input sets shown in the bottom right plot. The individual results are clearly
multiple ¢ away from the global fit in some regions, indicating significant tension between
the results, which is again not matched by any increase in the PDF uncertainty in the global
fit. Indeed this provides a particularly clear illustration of the issue discussed in the previous
section, namely that the global fit corresponds to a suitably weighted average of the fits to the
two subsets, but that the 72 = 1 uncertainty is not related to the spread between them when
some tension is present. When the dynamic tolerance is instead used, the consistency is clearly
greatly improved, even if again at high z there some indication of a residual (but significantly
reduced) tension between the global and hadron collider results. We note that the input to the
fit is cross section observables, rather than the PDFs directly, and these depend on different
combinations of PDFs in different = regions in a non—trivial manner. There is therefore no strict
requirement for the global fit result to lie between the individual fits, as is indeed observed not
to occur in the low z region of the top left figure.

Finally, for the charge weighted quark singlet in Fig. [T1] the trend follows to a large extent
that of the up quark, but is rather more marked due to the fact that this PDF combination is
more equally constrained by both datasets. Now, the difference in pulls between the two dataset
is observable in the z 2 0.001 region, and again it is only when the dynamic tolerance procedure
is applied to the global fit that overall consistency is achieved, with the exception again of the
highest = region for the hadron collider result.

We next briefly consider an alternative closure test, where the fluctuated pseudodata are now
consistently generated with the same NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) input across the entire
global dataset, but we now explicitly shift the normalisation of the datasets entering the fit by
a given amount, in order to model inconsistencies between datasets and/or the theory used to
describe them. In particular, the normalization of each dataset is randomly fluctuated with a
standard deviation § and average IN. For these we take three choices for concreteness, driven
by the requirement that the fit quality is not unrealistically poor, namely 6 = (5%, 3%, 3%)
and N = (1,1,0.97), respectively. To be precise, we treat each dataset as given by the default
NNPDF labelling convention individually, such that e.g. each subset of the HERA inclusive
data, and for multiple LHC datasets the W vs. W~ or differing rapidity regions of the same
DY measurement, are shifted independently. This therefore to some extent will also allow for
inconsistencies within the same measurements as well as across them to be modelled.

For the corresponding fit qualities we find x?/N, ~ 1.36,1.18,1.10 for the § = (5%, 3%, 3%)
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Figure 12: A selection of PDFs at Q% = 10* GeV? that results from a fluctuated closure test fit, using the MSHT20
parameterisation, to the NNPDF4.0 global dataset. As well as the baseline case, we also show the results of
fits where inconsistencies are included in the global dataset, on a dataset by dataset basis. In particular, the
normalization of each dataset is fluctuated with a standard deviation given by the parameter § and average given by
N. The ratio of the PDFs to the baseline are shown in the left plots, while the corresponding PDF uncertainties are
given in the right plots.
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(N = (1,1,0.97)) cases, respectively. These therefore demonstrate significant deviation away
from the expected fit quality, given a 1o deviation corresponds to ~ 0.02 per point. Nonetheless,
with the exception of the rather more extreme first case, these are not larger than the fit qualities
that tend to be observed in genuine NNLO global PDF fits. The results are shown in Fig.
for a representative selection of PDFs, namely the u, @, d and d quarks. Clear deviations are
observed at the level of the 72 = 1 uncertainties in all three cases, with the results sometime
lying well away from the baseline (self-consistent) fit. In the right plots the corresponding PDF
uncertainties are given, which again emphasises the point that, up to minor fluctuations, the
PDF uncertainty is independent of whether the underlying dataset is self—consistent, or has
some tension present in it. For simplicity we do not consider the result of applying a dynamic
tolerance here, but given this roughly coincides with a fixed 7% = 10 tolerance, i.e. to a factor of
~ 3 increase in PDF uncertainty, it is clear that this would largely resolve any tensions between
these fits and the self—consistent baseline.

In summary, we have considered in this section two different closure tests where the pseudo-
data and the theory used to perform the fits are by construction not fully consistent, but where
the corresponding fit qualities are nonetheless acceptable by the standards currently achieved
in global PDF fits. We have shown in all cases that the PDF uncertainty is essentially inde-
pendent of whether there is self—consistency in the closure test or not. The net result of this is
that if 72 = 1 uncertainties alone are used, then the corresponding PDF uncertainties are no
longer representative for the case that the underlying closure test includes inconsistencies in the
data and/or theory. However, if an enlarged tolerance criterion is instead applied, such as the
dynamic tolerance of the MSHT collaboration, then the situation is greatly improved and the
PDF uncertainties are much more in line with what is required. We note that these results are
exactly as expected from the discussion in the previous section. Given we have already verified
the minimal role that parameterisation flexibility plays in the context of the self-consistent clo-
sure tests of Sections [3.2] and [3] this is clearly a result that would also apply for other suitably
flexible methods of parameterising the PDFs, such as in the NNPDF approach.

5 Full Global PDF Fits

5.1 Perturbative Charm

In the previous sections we have considered pure closure tests, namely where pseudodata are
generated with an input PDF set, which is then fit with the MSHT20 parameterisation. We now
apply exactly the same approach as in these tests, but instead fit the real data corresponding
to the same NNPDF4.0 dataset; we will refer to these as ‘MSHT fits’ for brevity. To be precise,
we in fact now fix two PDF parameters in order to improve the stability of the fit in relatively
unconstrained regions. Namely, as in MSHT20 we fix the low x power of the strangeness to be
the same as that of the sea in order to avoid potentially unphysical behaviour at low z and low
Q? in the quark flavour decomposition. As we will discuss below, this is in fact also effectively
done by the NNPDF collaboration, through the 7y integrability that they impose. We also fix
the low x power of the strangeness asymmetry in order to improve the speed of convergence of
the x? minimisation, although in this case this parameter could be left free without affecting
the eventual results of the fit in anything but a very minor manner.

We recall in particular that both the data in the fit, but also the theory settings, are com-
pletely identical to those used in the corresponding NNPDF fit. The comparison is therefore
completely like—for—like at the level of the full global PDF fit, with the only difference being due
to the PDF parameterisation. Here, as we will discuss, there are various prior (i.e. non—data)
constraints on the PDFs in the NNPDF fit, due to positivity and integrability as well as the
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NNPDF4.0 pch MSHT fit MSHT fit (w positivity)

NMC oNC» (204) [49]  349.2 (1.71) 317.1 (1.55) 337.2 (1.65)
BCDMS FP (333) [50]  497.6 (1.49) 471.6 (1.42) 483.2 (1.45)
NuTeV 0%, (37) [51] 28.2 (0.76) 32.5 (0.88) 37.2 (1.00)

DIS Fixed—Target (1881)  2076.1 (1.10)  2029.2 (1.08) 2063.3 (1.09)
E886 o (NuSea) (89) [52]  109.0 (1.23) 120.7 (1.36) 118.4 (1.33)
E906 0 /207 (SeaQuest) (6) [53] 5.55 (0.93) 4.37 (0.73) 3.54 (0.59)

DY Fixed—Target (195)  190.4 (0.98) 201.8 (1.04) 198.6 (1.02)
NC e~ p 575 GeV (254) [15]  265.5 (1.05) 254.5 (1.00) 259.0 (1.02)
NC etp 820 GeV (70) [15] 83.7 (1.20) 87.0 (1.24) 76.1 (1.09)
NC etp 920 GeV (377) [15]  576.5 (1.53) 536.1 (1.42) 574.0 (1.52)
NC, c (47) [54]  125.8 (2.68) 130.4 (2.77) 120.8 (2.57)
NG, b (26) [54] 71.0 (2.73) 64.1 (2.47) 67.9 (2.61)

HERA DIS (1145) 1698.4 (1.48)  1650.2 (1.44) 1671.5 (1.46)
DO W muon asymmetry (9) |55 16.2 (1.79) 14.2 (1.58) 13.8 (1.53)
ATLAS W, Z 7 TeV (£ = 4.6fb~1) (61) [56| 119.9 (1.97) 101.1 (1.66) 100.2 (1.64)
ATLAS high-mass DY 2D 8 TeV (48) [57] 54.4 (1.13) 59.3 (1.24) 59.8 (1.25)
CMS electron asymmetry 7 TeV (11) |58| 7.67 (0.70) 11.0 (1.00) 11.1 (1.01)
CMS DY 2D 7 TeV (110) [59| 156.3 (1.42) 143.0 (1.30) 145.4 (1.32)
CMS W rapidity 8 TeV (22) (60| 26.1 (1.18) 22.2 (1.01) 22.1 (1.00)
LHCb Z — ee (17) [61] 28.8 (1.70) 25.2 (1.48) 25.7 (1.51)
LHCb W, Z — 11 7 TeV (29) 62| 45.7 (1.58) 40.6 (1.40) 43.9 (1.51)
LHCb W, Z — 11 8 TeV (30) 63| 43.7 (1.46) 34.3 (1.14) 36.1 (1.20)
LHCb Z — pp 13 TeV (16) [64] 22.7 (1.42) 17.7 (1.11) 18.9 (1.18)
LHCb Z — ee 13 TeV (15) [64] 28.8 (1.92) 24.4 (1.63) 26.6 (1.78)

Collider DY (576)  794.7 (1.38) 727.5 (1.26) 741.6 (1.29)
ATLAS incl. jets 8 TeV, R = 0.6 (171) [65]  137.7 (0.81) 129.8 (0.76) 137.8 (0.81)
ATLAS dijets 7 TeV (90) [66] 2425 (2.69) 235.2 (2.61) 240.6 (2.67)

LHC Jets (500)  823.9 (1.65) 813.2 (1.63) 826.5 (1.65)
ATLAS W+ jet 8 TeV (30) [67] 43.0 (1.47) 48.4 (1.61) 47.8 (1.59)

LHC V+ Jets (122)  136.6 (1.12) 137.7 (1.13) 139.5 (1.14)

Isolated Photon (53) 39.3 (0.74) 41.3 (0.78) 40.7 (0.77)

Top quark (81)  82.7 (1.02) 82.0 (0.78) 83.9 (1.04)

Global, to (4626)

5928.3 (1.282)

5736.7 (1.240)

5837.8 (1.262)

Global, exp. (4626)

5543.7 (1.198)

5380.0 (1.163)

5470.7 (1.18)

Table 2: x? values for the NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) fit and the MSHT fits to the NNPDF dataset/theory
settings. The fit quality for the different major subsets the constitute the global dataset are given in bold, and above
each subtotal the fit qualities for individual experiments in these subsets where the difference with respect to the
NNPDF4.0 cases is roughly larger than +0.50 = 4+/Nps/2 for either MSHT fit is shown. When these differences
are less than —0.50 the result is highlighted in blue, while the result is highlighted in red when it is greater than
0.50. Both the absolute x? and the per point value in brackets, is given in all cases, while the number of points is
indicated in brackets next to the dataset description. For the total x? both the experimental and t, definitions are
shown, while in all other cases only the latter definition is used.
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training/validation split in the minimisation itself. Hence the PDF ‘parameterisation’ is under-
stood to denote also those additional constraints, and we will consider the impact of them as
well in what follows.

We start by considering the case of a purely perturbatively generated charm PDF. The
first question to explore is how the fit quality itself compares between the fit with the MSHT
parameterisation and in the NNPDF fit quality. The latter is as usual given by the value of the
fit quality of the central NNPDF4.0 replica to the data and we have verified that the results
found by taking the public NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) set as an input is consistent with
the value quoted in [14]}

The x? fit qualities are shown in Table [2| for both the NNPDF4.0 public fit and the default
MSHT fit, as well as the MSHT fit with positivity imposed, as will be described below. The
global fit qualities are given, as well as the fit qualities for the different major subsets that
constitute the global dataset. Within each subset, the fit quality for the individual experiments
in these subsets where the difference with respect to the NNPDF4.0 case is roughly larger than
+0.50 = £/ Npts/2 for either MSHT fit, is shown. When these differences are less than —0.50
the result is highlighted in blue, while the result is highlighted in red when it is greater than
0.50. We note that fit qualities for certain individual datasets (e.g. a given HERA DIS subset)
do not include the contribution from the correlation of this with other datasets, where relevant,
and so are only to be take as a reasonable guide. The x? values correspond to those in the ¢
definition, which is also the figure of merit used in the fit itself, in order to avoid the d’Agostini
bias [70]. However for the global fit quality we also show the experimental definition, for the sake
of comparison. We note it is the latter definition that is used when fit qualities are quoted in [14]
for the NNPDF results. The y? for the experimental definition is somewhat lower than in the ¢y
case, consistent with expectations in the simplest examples when the d’Agostini bias enters. In
terms of the comparison between the different fits, however, the results are qualitatively similar
irrespective of which definition is used for the final fit results (although not, we emphasise,
necessarily for the figure of merit used in the fit, for which we only use the ¢y definition).

The first observation is that the global fit quality for the MSHT fit is significantly better,
by just over 190 points in absolute value, or ~ 0.04 per point, than in the nominal NNPDF4.0
fit; for the experimental definition this is slightly less at ~ 144 points, but still comparable in
size. In terms of the data subsets, the most significant improvements are in the fixed—target DIS,
HERA DIS and collider DY data, which improve by ~ 0.02,0.04 and 0.12 per point, respectively.
For the fixed—target DY dataset, on the other hand, there is a moderate deterioration by ~ 0.06
per point, although the fit quality remains good in this case. For the fixed—target data, there
are moderate improvements in the fit quality for the NMC and BCDMS Neutral Current (NC)
data, while there is a mild deterioration in the case of the NuTeV 7 charged current (CC) data.
For the HERA DIS data, there is some improvement in the NC data at 575 and 920 GeV, in e™p
and ep collisions, respectively, with the biggest improvement in the latter. There is also some
improvement in the case of the bottom quark NC data. For the collider DY data, a significant
improvement is seen across a wide range of datasets (9 in total), with some deterioration seen
in two datasets, namely the ATLAS 2D DY data at 8 TeV, and the CMS electron asymmetry
at 7 TeV. For the fixed target DY, the deterioration is driven by the E886 NuSea proton data.

We therefore observe improvements for datasets that are sensitive to the quark flavour de-
composition, as well as structure function data sensitive to both low and high xz. That is, the
improved fit quality occurs in a broad range of datasets that are sensitive to a broad range
of PDF space, and we will expect this to be reflected in rather different PDF sets resulting
from the fit, as we will confirm below. Before doing so, we first consider the interpretation of

"To be precise, the quoted value in [14] of 1.18 per point is incorrect [68], and the correct value is instead 1.198
as given in [69] and as we find in Table [2] below.
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this apparently surprising result. As discussed in e.g. [71] there are reasons to expect that the
fit quality of the central replica set for a given NNPDF fit will not correspond to an absolute
minimum of the x? fit quality. In particular, three potential reasons are considered in [71] (end
of Section 3), and which we consider here in increasing order of relevance.

Two of these reasons, which are related, refer to the statistical properties of the PDF replica
ensemble itself. These can be summarised by the statement that the replica ensemble does not
have to (and in general will not) be completely symmetric and Gaussian in x? space, in a manner
that is assumed by construction in a Hessian fit. Given this, it is perfectly possible for the fit
quality away from that of the average central replica, to be better than the central value. Indeed,
it is observed directly that the fit quality for certain non—central replicas can be better than
that of the central replica. This improvement is however limited to being a handful of points in
x2 (see Fig. 3.1 of [71]). Given the significant level of improvement observed in Fig. [2land as we
will see the rather large difference then seen at the level of the PDFs themselves, it seems clear
that this is not a relevant factor here. More generally, it is clear that the value of the central
PDF replica, and in particular its corresponding fit quality to the data in the fit, is a meaningful
measure of the quality of the overall fit, as represented by the replica ensemble, in matching the
data, and indeed it is used in this manner by the NNPDF collaboration themselves. Therefore,
we should expected any differences due to the above effects to be minor, and well within PDF
uncertainties.

Turning to the potentially more relevant reason, for NNPDF the fit quality to any given
pseudodata replica (and therefore of the central replica) does not correspond to the absolute
minimum x? due to the stopping procedure that is implemented in order to avoid overfitting. In
broad terms, the data are divided into a training and a validation set, and the fit is performed
to the training dataset alone, with the minimisation stopped when the x? for the validation
data begins to deteriorate (see [14] for a detailed description of the precise implementation of
this procedure). This is in principle essential when performing a PDF fit with highly flexible
neural network (the NNPDF default case has 763 free parameters in total |[14]) in order to avoid
overfitting, that is fitting the statistical noise in the data in a manner that does not produce
reliable results; although we note that to some extent this validation will be automatically
achieved by the fact that the global dataset contains multiple overlapping individual datasets
that constrain similar PDFs in similar = regions.

The default MSHT parameterisation that we use has 52 free parameters, that is over an
order of magnitude fewer, and hence in principle there should be rather limited scope for any
overfitting. We also note that the improvement in the fit quality occurs across a wide range
of datasets, e.g. in the case of the DY data for various individual datasets, each of which
constrain overlapping regions of PDF parameter space. This would arguably to a large extent
exclude overfitting in the sense of fitting noise in any given individual dataset(s). Moreover, the
fluctuated closure tests in Section [3|are performed with a pseudodataset that is derived from the
same underlying data/theory as enters the fit here. Here, if the MSHT parameterisation allowed
for a significant degree of overfitting, we might expect to see evidence of this occurring in the fits
to the pseudodata replicas, but this is not observed, with the corresponding PDF uncertainties
that result being found to be consistent with 68% C.L. expectations. On first consideration, it
therefore appears unlikely that this issue should be the relevant factor here, in the sense that
the fit with the MSHT parameterisation (for which not training/validation is performed) might
be overfitting. We will however reconsider this question in more detail in Section [6]

However, related to the above point is that there are further constraints imposed in the
NNPDF fit that effectively form a prior PDF likelihood, and which we have not so far accounted
for. One aspect of this is PDF integrability, which relates to the behaviour of the quark flavour
decomposition at low x. This is discussed in Appendix [B] and is found to not be a significant
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cause of any difference. Another more relevant factor is that positivity at the level of both
certain observables and the PDFs is imposed by NNPDF, see [72,/73] for the motivation of this.
The precise implementation of this in the NNPDF case is described in detail in Section 3.1.3
of [14]. Positivity is in particular imposed at the level of various physical observables as well
as directly on the PDFs at Q? = 5GeV? for a fixed grid of 10 x points logarithmically spaced
between 5 - 1077 and 0.1 and 10 points linearly spaced between 0.1 and 0.9. Focusing on the
PDF positivity for concreteness, a x? penalty of

Ay - [~ f(2:, Q% = 5GeV?)] (31)

is imposed for each z; point, if the PDF is negative, with A, = 10 by the end of the fit, and
something similar for the physical observables. A suitable smooth dependence between this and
the positive PDF case is applied, where the contribution is negligible for positive PDFs, see [14]
for more details.

These positivity requirements are available as part of the public NNPDF code, and hence
we can also apply them to the fit with the MSHT parameterisation. In practice, given the
lower degree of flexibility of the MSHT parameterisation, taking A, = 10° is too stringent a
requirement, leading to rather unstable fit results; if e.g. even a single PDF is negative and
O(107%) in size at the highest x; value of 0.9, this can begin to overwhelm the fit and the fixed
MSHT parameterisation may not be sufficiently flexible to avoid this, even though it is well
outside the data region. We therefore take a value of A = 10® (for both PDF and physical
observables) in the final fit iteration, though we will monitor the extent to which any negativity
remains after this. As we will see, the principle effect of imposing positivity, namely on the low
x gluon, is already achieved with such a constraint.

The global fit quality in this case is also shown in Table [2| and we can see that this is rather
higher than the default fit, but still ~ 90 points lower than the NNPDF4.0 case. The remaining
positivity penalty (not included in the table value) is ~ 5 points in x2, and is driven by the
d PDF being negative but very small at z = 0.8 and the Oy 47 observable similarly being
negative at very forward rapidities. In principle, it may well be p7ossible to further increase the
stringency of the positivity requirement, but we judge this to be sufficient for our purposes, not
least because the stability of a fixed parameterisation fit around the y? minimum begins to be
called into question when such stringent positivity requirements are imposed.

The above results therefore indicate that PDF positivity is clearly playing some role in
determining the eventual result of the fit. Indeed, if we examine the value of the x? penalty
that corresponds to the output of the MSHT fit without positivity imposed then we find that
this is significant, being O(10%) (with Ay = 10%). By far the largest effect is in the low z gluon,
which is negative at low scales. That this negativity is preferred by the fit to the data alone
has been known for a long time, see e.g. [33] for some early discussion, and is observed in the
MSHT and MSTW global PDF fits [13,33,/46], as well as in the HERAPDF fit to the HERA
DIS data alone [15]. We will discuss in more detail the impact of this negativity on the data,
and the comparison to the fitted charm case, in the next section.

While this results in no negative observables in the fit itself, the prediction for the longitu-
dinal structure function Fy, will become negative at low enough = and Q?, which is certainly
unphysical. This is however in a region where the perturbative stability of the prediction is
poor, as well as there being potential sensitivity to higher twist effects; a full account of low z
resummation effects would in particular be required (see e.g. |33] for some early discussion and
references and more recently [74H76]). Given this, it is arguably an open question as to whether
it is better in a purely fixed order fit to obtain a negative F7, outside the data region, which
would eventually be cured by higher orders/higher twists and/or low  resummation, or impose
positivity on the gluon and achieve a worse fit quality to the existing DIS data. Certainly, the
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Figure 13: (Left) The gluon PDFs at Q% = 5 GeV? that result from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 (perturba-
tive charm) dataset/theory setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. Results with and without a positivity
constraint applied, as described in the text, are shown. PDF uncertainties for the MSHT fits correspond to a fixed
T? = 10 tolerance, and the NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) fit to the same dataset/theory settings is also shown.
(Right) A comparison of the NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) public result to a fit within the NNPDF framework to
the same dataset/theory settings, but without the positivity constraints imposed.

positivity arguments presented in [72,|73] focus on the high x region (see also [77] for further
relevant discussion), and in particular only apply where there is perturbative stability in the
predicted result.

In any case, the comparison in Fig. (left) makes this apparently sharp distinction rather
less clear. Here we show the resulting gluon PDFs at Q% = 5 GeV?, where positivity is imposed
in the NNPDF fit. It is clear that the default NNPDF result (as well as the MSHT fit with
positivity imposed) remains negative at low z, indeed precisely at x values just below the lowest
x point where positivity is imposed, whereas when positivity is not imposed it is simply that
this occurs at somewhat higher . Thus, in either case some amount of negativity outside the
data region appears to be preferred by the fit.

In the right plot we show the result of performing a fit directly with the NNPDF framework,
that is using the default NN architecture, but without imposing positivity. This is produced
without further hyperparameter optimisation and hence the precise result may be treated with
caution, though should be broadly representative. This gives an improvement in the fit quality
of ~ 100 in the fit quality, corresponding to a similar level of improvement in the fit quality for
the MSHT (no positivity) fit in comparison to when positivity is imposed. We can see that this
gives a gluon that is negative at lower  and more in line with the MSHT result.

Returning to Table [2] in terms of the breakdown in the fit quality, the most significant
difference with respect to the case without positivity imposed is in the fixed—target and HERA
DIS data. In the latter case the difference is as expected focused on the low x region, and is
driven by the change in the gluon in this region when positivity is imposed. The fixed—target
data on the other hand are not directly sensitive to this low = region, but are indirectly via the
momentum sum rule, and indeed are known to be in some tension with HERA DIS data due to
this, see [13] for a detailed discussion. Imposing positivity would appear to increase this tension
further, resulting in some deterioration in the fit quality here. There is also some more moderate
deterioration in the fit quality to various DY datasets, in particular those from LHCb, which is
again consistent with the dominant change being at low x. However, overall the trend in the
MSHT fit with positivity imposed with respect to the NNPDF4.0 fit is similar to that observed
in the fit without positivity imposed, with some improvement observed in the description of the
fixed—target DIS, HERA DIS and collider DY data, albeit somewhat milder, in particular for the
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Figure 14: A selection of PDFs at Q® = 10* GeV? that result from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 (perturba-

tive charm) dataset/theory setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. Results with and without a positivity
constraint applied, as described in the text, are shown.

fixed T2 = 10 evaluation. Results are shown as a ratio to the NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) fit to the same
dataset/theory settings.

PDF uncertainties for the MSHT fits correspond to a



fixed—target data, in comparison to the case without positivity. Most notable is the improved
description of the collider DY data, with the ATLAS high precision W, Z data [56] still being
improved by ~ 20 points in y? relative to the NNPDF4.0 perturbative charm fit, which makes
up almost half of the improvement of the collider DY data.

Considering now the impact on the PDFs, these are shown in Fig. For the MSHT
fits we quote the errors with T2 = 10, which are representative of the result of applying the
dynamic tolerance criterion. We do not show results with this applied as in the case where
positivity is imposed, it is not completely clear how to do so consistently, given in this case the
x? deterioration away from the best fit value for some eigenvectors has a major contribution
from the positivity penalty. Indeed, even taking a fixed tolerance, we can see for the case with
positivity imposed that the PDF uncertainties are rather smaller than in the result without
positivity, and can be rather asymmetri(ﬁ

In broad terms, we can see that while there are regions of agreement between the NNPDF4.0
result and the MSHT fits, there are also distinct differences. A significant difference across all
PDF sets is at low x, without positivity applied to the MSHT fit, in which case these lie up
~ 10 — 20% below the NNPDF resultﬂ This effect is precisely driven by the negativity of
the low z and @2 gluon, and the corresponding reduction this leads to for all of the shown
PDF combinations at higher x scale due to evolution. Indeed, if we impose positivity, the
MSHT result lies significantly closer to the NNPDF result at low x, for all PDFs. For the
gluon PDF, this also improves the agreement in the intermediate x region, such that the MSHT
fit with positivity imposed results in a rather similar result for the gluon in the data region.
The positivity constraint also has some impact on certain quark distributions at very high x
and lower scales, but these are not visible on the current plots. In Appendix we show the
result of performing a fit within the NNPDF approach, using precisely the same settings as the
NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) fit, but without the positivity constraints applied, and this
confirms that in this case the NNPDF result at low = matches that of the MSHT fit (without
positivity) more closely.

Even after imposing positivity, there remain however significant differences in terms of the
quark flavour decomposition, which is as we would expect largely insensitive to the positivity
constraint away from the low x region. That is, while there is broad stability in the overall
quark singlet (and the charge—weighted singlet, not shown), there are non—negligible deviations
in the individual u, d, s quark and antiquark distributions. We note that while we show PDF
uncertainties on the MSHT results for the sake of comparison, given the fit quality in the MSHT
case is actually better than that of the NNPDF4.0 fit, the correct assessment of the overall
consistency of the NNPDF PDFs with the MSHT result is between the central value of the
MSHT and NNPDF PDFs, within the NNPDF errors. With this in mind, we can see that the
differences are in many cases highly significant, with the MSHT result (either with or without
positivity imposed) lying several standard deviations outside the NNPDF uncertainty band in
many x regions and for many PDFs.

It is unclear why this remaining difference, in either the fit quality or PDFs, is present once
we have accounted for the differing treatment of PDF positivity, in particular for the low z
gluon. All we can straightforwardly establish is that the MSHT fit arrives at a somewhat better
description of certain datasets, most notably the LHC DY data, and that this is achieved by a

8In fact, given how strict the positivity requirement is we find that behaviour of the global x? around
the minimum can be strongly non—Gaussian, calling into question the applicability of the Hessian approach to
evaluating PDF uncertainties in this case. The PDF uncertainties for the fit with positivity imposed can therefore
only be taken as a rough guide.

9A qualitatively consistent trend is observed in the recent NNPDF study [78], where a comparison between
imposing the positivity constraint on the gluon and quark singlet at the default scale Q? = 5 GeV? and a lower
scale Q? =1 GeV? is presented.
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Figure 15: The PDF uncertainties at Q? = 10* GeV? resulting from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 (perturba-
tive charm) dataset/theory setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. Results without a positivity constraint
applied, as described in the text, are shown. PDF uncertainties for the MSHT fits correspond to dynamic and fixed
tolerances are given as well as the corresponding uncertainty for the NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) fit to the same
dataset/theory settings.
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rather distinct flavour decomposition in the intermediate to high z region to the NNPDF fit.
The further difference at low z is then explained by the differing treatment of PDF positivity. It
is unclear what precisely in the NNPDF prior (i.e. the specific architecture, training/validation
etc) leads to this, though we will investigate the question of parameterisation flexibility further
in Section [f} However, one potentially relevant observation is that, in [14] (Fig. 8.6) we can
see that qualitatively some of these differences in the v and d sector follow the difference that
comes from using a flavour rather than an evolution basis, although the effect we see is clearly
larger, and moreover the results in [14] concern the fitted rather than perturbative charm.

This difference in the absolute values of the PDFs notwithstanding, it is also interesting to
compare the size of the PDF uncertainties, as in Fig. [ but now for a fit to the real data rather
than in a closure test, for the MSHT result. The results are in fact very similar to this case,
with the MSHT uncertainties with fixed tolerance being rather close to the uncertainties in the
closure test. This is due to the fact that, as discussed in detail in Section [4] the size of the PDF
uncertainties is driven by the experimental (or in some recent fits, theoretical) uncertainties that
are propagated through the fit, and is not determined by any underlying tensions between the
datasets themselves, as will be present in a real fit but absent in a closure test (although we
recall that the larger 72 = 10 uncertainty is applied to reflect such tensions). There are some
differences in detail, however, given the fits are not identical.

In broad terms, we therefore again find that at intermediate to higher x, for the quark flavour
decomposition the NNPDF uncertainty is very similar in size to (though on average very slightly
larger than) the MSHT fit with 72 = 1, with the most notable exception of the gluon and the
related quark singlet, where the NNPDF uncertainty is rather larger, and somewhere between
the T2 = 1 and T? = 10 cases, though rather lower than the latter. In other words, in many
cases the NNPDF uncertainty is indeed roughly equivalent to taking a 7% = 1 tolerance with the
MSHT parameterisation in the data region, in the context of a global PDF fit. This uncertainty
is in particular significantly lower than the result of taking 72 = 10, and the dynamic tolerance
criterion, which we now show; the latter is, as claimed, similar in size to the T2 = 10, if slightly
larger on average.

Finally, a comparison between the MSHT fit, without positivity, and the MSHT20 [13] result
is given in Appendix Further discussion is given in the appendix, but here we simply note
that a comparison is presented in Figs [40] and [41] between the default MSHT20 result and the
MSHT fit with a dynamic tolerance, and the cases where a fixed T2 = 1 tolerance is instead
used (in the MSHT20 case this is approximated by dividing the PDF uncertainties by a factor
of 3). These fits differ only in the choice of datasets (and their treatments), and the underlying
theory settings, while the fitting methodology is identical. Therefore, while differences in the
underlying PDF's would be expected, and indeed are observed, these should remain compatible
within them if the PDF uncertainties are representative. From this comparison, however, it
is clear that there is strong statistical incompatibility between the two results if the textbook
T? = 1 criterion is used. On the other hand, for the dynamic tolerance the compatibility is
greatly improved, with no significant tension observed; although we note that a full account of
the compatibility of these sets in this case would also require an evaluation of the correlation
between them, which will certainly be non—zero given the similarly in many of the datasets in
the fits.

5.2 Fitted Charm

Having considered a comparison to the NNPDF fit with perturbative charm, it is also instructive
to account for the possibility of fitted charm, given this is the default treatment in the NNPDF fit.
Here, the charm quark PDF is freely parameterised, rather than being determined from the other
QCD partons via perturbatively calculated matching conditions (i.e. effectively via perturbative
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g — cc splittings). As discussed in [14,/69,/79], this permits higher-order corrections to these
perturbative matching conditions to be absorbed into the initial charm PDF, as well as allowing
for a possible non-perturbative ‘intrinsic’ charm component (see also [80,81] for studies by the
CT collaboration and discussion of the definition of intrinsic charm and its process dependence).
Procedurally, our fit works in exactly the same way as before, but now the input can take an
arbitrary set of PDFs defined at a higher value of Qy = 1.65 GeV (> m. = 1.51 GeV), rather
than Qg = 1 GeV, i.e. the PDFs are parameterised at this higher scale, but otherwise using
the same MSHT20 parameterisation as before. The modifications to the DGLAP evolution and
the DIS cross section predictions are then consistently and automatically accounted for by the
public NNPDF code, such that the PDF fit can be performed in a completely analogous manner
to the previous case.

The charm PDF is therefore now freely parameterised at this scale, rather than being de-
termined perturbatively in terms of the other PDFs. We do this by assuming that ¢ = ¢ for
simplicity at input (see [82] for a study where this constraint is not imposed), while for ¢4 = c+¢
we take the standard 6 Chebyshev parameterisation:

6
ey (z, Qo) = Ac+x5€+ (1 —z)t <1 + Z acsz(y(:c))) . (32)
i=1

This therefore represents the first PDF fit with fitted (i.e. freely parameterised) charm outside
of a neural network approach to PDF parameterisation.

Starting with the fit qualities, these are shown in Table [3] We can see that the MSHT fit
is again better than the NNPDF result, but by rather less ~ 50 points, rather than the ~ 190
points in the cases of the perturbative charm in Table [2 Nonetheless, this is a non—negligible
improvement in fit quality. Looking at the breakdown between different data subsets, the only
particularly significant changes are now limited to the HERA DIS and collider DY data, both
of which show moderate improvements. The difference in the latter case in particular indicates
that again the quark flavour decomposition will play a role here. For the fixed—target data,
the fit quality is on average relatively stable even if, for certain individual datasets there are
reasonable improvements and deteriorations in the fit quality.

Interestingly, the role of positivity is now found to be almost negligible. The penalty
that results from the fit with no positivity imposed is only ~ 20 (with Ay = 103), due to the
d being slightly negative at high z, and F§ being slightly negative at z ~ 0.1. After imposing
positivity, these no longer occur, at the expense of a slightly worse fit quality, which remains
improved with respect to the NNPDF4.0 result. The changes with respect to the case where
positivity is not imposed are divided relatively evenly between the different data subsets, with
the fit quality improving in some cases and deteriorating in others, in all cases by a handful of
points in y2.

Turning now to the PDF comparison, this is shown in Fig. for the case of T2 = 1
uncertainties, which we show in order to demonstrate more clearly the difference with respect
to the NNPDF case. We recall that, given the fit quality in the MSHT cases is actually better
than that of the NNPDF4.0 fit, the more appropriate assessment of the overall consistency of
the NNPDF result with the MSHT case is between the central value of the MSHT and NNPDF
PDFs, within the NNPDF errors. The first observation is that, in comparison to the perturbative
charm case shown in Fig. the agreement between the MSHT fit and the NNPDF result is
greatly improved, but that nonetheless some significant differences with respect to the NNPDF
uncertainty remain. For certain PDFs, such as the gluon and up quark, there is near complete
consistency, and indeed the most important areas of disagreement relate to the quark flavour
decomposition, as we might expect given the discussion of the fit quality. For e.g. the @, d
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NNPDF4.0 MSHT fit MSHT fit (w positivity)
BCDMS FP (333) |50  473.6 (1.42) 451.8 (1.36) 453.9 (1.36)
NuTeV 0%, (37) |51 21.1 (0.57) 33.9 (0.92) 35.0 (0.95)
DIS Fixed-Target (1881) 2011.6 (1.07)  2018.6 (1.07) 2015.3 (1.07)
ES86 o” (NuSea) (89) [52]  105.3 (1.18) 112.5 (1.26) 110.0 (1.24)
E906 0@ /207 (SeaQuest) (6) [53] 5.72 (0.95) 3.33 (0.56) 3.69 (0.62)
DY Fixed-Target (195)  185.6 (0.95) 192.1 (0.99) 190.2 (0.98)
NC etp 920 GeV (377) [15]  518.6 (1.38) 506.0 (1.34) 506.0 (1.34)
CC etp (39) [15] 475 (1.22) 42.9 (1.10) 44.5 (1.14)
NC, ¢ (37) [54] 82.8 (2.24) 82.7 (2.24) 91.1 (2.46)
HERA DIS (1145) 1575.6 (1.38)  1557.6 (1.36) 1565.8 (1.38)
DO W muon asymmtery (9) [55] 17.9 (1.99) 15.2 (1.69) 15.4 (1.72)
CMS DY 2D 7 TeV (110) [59]  146.2 (1.33) 138.6 (1.26) 140.7 (1.28)
CMS W rapidity 8 TeV (22) [60| 26.2 (1.19) 22.7 (1.03) 23.3 (1.06)
LHCb W, Z — u 7 TeV (29) (62| 56.3 (1.94) 51.8 (1.78) 53.6 (1.85)
Collider DY (576)  767.8 (1.33) 743.1 (1.29) 754.4 (1.31)
LHC Jets (500)  804.8 (1.61) 796.7 (1.59) 797.6 (1.60)
ATLAS W+ jet 8 TeV (30) [67] 43.9 (1.46) 48.2 (1.61) 47.3 (1.58)
LHC V+ Jets (122)  136.1 (1.12) 140.4 (1.15) 139.2 (1.14)
Isolated Photon (53) 41.9 (0.79) 40.5 (0.76) 40.6 (0.77)
ATLAS £ I+ jets 8 TeV (8) [83] 25.9 (3.24) 30.6 (3.82) 26.1 (3.26)
Top quark (81) 85.0 (1.05) 87.4 (1.08) 83.0 (1.02)

Global, to (4616)

5692.1 (1.233)
5354.1 (1.160)

5645.2 (1.222)
5322.5 (1.153)

5651.0 (1.224)
5341.5 (1.155)

Global, exp. (4616)

Table 3: x? values for the NNPDF4.0 fit and the MSHT fits to the NNPDF dataset/theory settings, with fitted
charm. The fit quality for the different major subsets the constitute the global dataset are given in bold, and above
each subtotal the fit qualities for individual experiments in these subsets where the difference with respect to the
NNPDF4.0 cases is roughly larger than +£0.50 = 4/ Ny /2 for either MSHT fit is shown. When these differences
are less than —0.50 the result is highlighted in blue, while the result is highlighted in red when it is greater than
0.50. Both the absolute x? and the per point value in brackets, is given in all cases, while the number of points is
indicated in brackets next to the dataset description. For the total x* both the experimental and t, definitions are
shown, while in all other cases only the latter definition is used.
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Figure 16: A selection of PDFs at Q? = 10* GeV? that result from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 dataset/theory
(fitted charm) setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. Results with and without a positivity constraint
applied, as described in the text, are shown. PDF uncertainties for the MSHT fits correspond to a fixed 72 = 1
tolerance. Results are shown as a ratio to the NNPDF4.0 fit to the same dataset/theory settings.
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and strangeness in certain x regions, the PDFs from the MSHT fit remain several standard
deviations away from the NNPDF case, with respect to the NNPDF uncertainties.

The difference between the cases with and without positivity imposed is also rather small,
as we would expect given the small difference in fit qualities seen in Table [3l Of particular note
is the behaviour at low z, for which we do not see any significant deviation between the two
cases, with no trend for the PDFs without positivity imposed to lie below those with positivity
imposed, as was the case for the perturbative charm fit shown in Fig. we will return to this
issue below. Indeed, more generally the two sets of PDFs are completely compatible even within
the reduced T2 = 1 uncertainties. The charm quark at  ~ 0.1 is observed to be somewhat
higher when positivity is imposed, as a result of the F§ positivity constraint in this region. In
Appendix[D.3|we show the result of performing a fit within the NNPDF approach, using precisely
the same settings as the NNPDF4.0 fit, but without the positivity constraints applied, and find
trends consistent with this, namely limited changes in the PDF's in general and an increase in
the charm quark around z ~ 0.1, again to avoid the negativity of the charm structure function
in this region at Q%2 = 5 GeV2. We note that this will have an impact on any interpretation
of these results in terms of the statistical significance of any (positive) intrinsic charm in the
high x region. This is arguably problematic, given one would expect the significance of any
preference from the data for such a positive intrinsic charm component to be independent of
such a positivity requirement via a hypothetical I observable.

Turning to the uncertainties, these are shown in Fig. [I7] and we can see that once again
the NNPDF uncertainties are broadly of order (though on average very slightly larger than) the
T? = 1 ones, with the main exception of the gluon and quark singlet. However, interestingly
here the gluon uncertainty is somewhat closer to (though still somewhat larger than) the 72 = 1
uncertainty than in the perturbative charm case.

We next return to the question of PDF positivity, in particular of the gluon at low x, and
the observed differences between the perturbative and fitted charm cases. First, to highlight
the difference with respect to the perturbative charm case, we show the gluon at Q% = 5 GeV?
in Fig. for the NNPDF4.0 set as well as the MSHT fits. We can see that the NNPDF4.0
result now falls much more gently at low x in comparison to the perturbative charm case, with
only a mild tendency to be slightly negative at very low x ~ 107® values. The central value
of the MSHT fit without positivity imposed is on the other hand in fact increasing at low z,
with no negativity occurring at all, although within the extremely large PDF uncertainties in
this region that do allow for negative values. When positivity is imposed, the negative region of
the PDF uncertainty band is excluded, and the result lies much closer to the NNPDF case. We
recall however that the size of the PDF uncertainties in the Hessian approach when positivity
is imposed cannot be interpreted too literally, given the lack of Gaussian behaviour around the
x? minimum this results in. We also find that if a somewhat different parameterisation of the
gluon is taken, as in the form of than the behaviour of the low x gluon without positivity
imposed lies rather closer to the NNPDF result, i.e. without a trend to increase at low z. It is
equally true if we perform a fit within the NNPDF framework, but remove positivity, that the
result lies close to the default result, as shown in the right plot. Therefore, in summary it is clear
that there is no comparable trend for the low z gluon to prefer to be negative at low scales that
occurs in the perturbative charm fit, either with the NNPDF4.0 or the MSHT parameterisation.

To shed light on the question of why this trend is so different between the fitted and pertur-
bative charm cases, in Fig. We show the resulting gluon PDFs at low scale @ = 1.65 GeV (i.e.
the input scale for the fitted charm case) for the fitted charm case, with positivity imposed, as
well as the perturbative charm case with and without positivity imposed. In the left plots the
MSHT fits are shown, while in the right the NNPDF fits; we show both to demonstrate that the
impacts on the gluon of these choices is rather similar between the two fits. In the latter case
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Figure 17: The PDF uncertainties at Q> = 10* GeV? resulting from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0
dataset/theory setting (with fitted charm), but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. Results without a positivity
constraint applied, as described in the text, are shown. PDF uncertainties for the MSHT fits correspond to dy-
namic and fixed tolerances are given as well as the corresponding uncertainty for the NNPDF4.0 fit to the same
dataset/theory settings.
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Figure 18: The gluon PDF at Q® = 5GeV? that results from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 (fitted charm)
dataset/theory setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. Results with and without a positivity constraint
applied, as described in the text, are shown. PDF uncertainties for the MSHT fits correspond to a fixed 72 = 10
tolerance, and the NNPDF4.0 fit to the same dataset/theory settings is also shown. (Right) A comparison of the
NNPDF4.0 public result to a fit within the NNPDF framework to the same dataset/theory settings, but without the
positivity constraints imposed.

the perturbative charm fit without positivity imposed comes from performing a fit directly with
the NNPDF public code, while the other two results simply correspond to the relevant public
releases. For the perturbative charm fit, the negativity of the low z and Q? gluon occurs in a
region of = that is largely outside the data region, but is seen to allow for a somewhat larger
gluon around x ~ 1072, due to the small (at Q? = 5, per mille level) negative contribution to the
momentum sum rule this provides at low scales. Both this effect, and more directly the impact
of the reduced gluon at lower x on the relevant DIS cross sections are observed to match the
HERA DIS better, namely by providing a reduction in the NC cross section at up to z ~ 104
and an increase at up to  ~ 1073. Imposing positivity, on the other hand, leads to a lower
gluon around x ~ 1072, but also somewhat unexpected behaviour at lower x, with a larger gluon
(which as we have seen in Fig. [L3| becomes negative at low enough z) in comparison to the fitted
charm case. In terms of the comparison between the MSHT and NNPDF fits, it is clear that the
trends of the three fit results are rather similar, indicating that parameterisation is not playing
a significant role in generating these differences.

For the fitted charm result, a rather similar increase in the gluon around z ~ 1072 and at
@ = 1.65 GeV is observed with respect to the perturbative charm case with positivity imposed.
However here, as seen by comparing Figs. and there is a much milder trend for the
gluon to be negative at low z, although it it still decreasing in a manner that is distinct from
the quark sector. Instead, it is now the freedom for the charm PDF to be fitted that allows
the DIS data as well as other data sensitive to the quark flavour decomposition, most notably
LHC DY measurements, to be fit well but with a reduction in the overall momentum fraction
carried by the down—type d and s quarks/antiquarks. This can be seen in Appendix Fig.
where a comparison of the MSHT fitted and perturbative charm fits is shown. The strangeness
distribution, in particular, is suppressed in the fitted charm case (as is also observed in the
NNPDF fits [14]). This results in an overall reduction in the momentum fraction carried by the
quark sector (despite the fact that the charm quark momentum fraction is increased in the fitted
charm case), and hence allows the gluon to be increased in this region. Indeed, also at rather
higher & 2 0.05, in the fitted charm case the gluon momentum fraction is increased, which may
explain why the LHC jet data are somewhat better described in this fit, see Appendix [C] for a
detailed set of comparisons, in both the MSHT and baseline NNPDF fits.
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Figure 19: (Left) The gluon PDF at @ = 1.65GeV that results from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0
dataset/theory setting, with fitted and perturbative charm, and using the MSHT20 parameterisation. MSHT PDF
uncertainties correspond to a fixed T2 = 10 tolerance. (Right) The gluon PDF at Q = 1.65 GeV for the NNPDF4.0
fits, with fitted and perturbative charm.

z(c+2), Q% = 2.72 GeV? z(c+2), Q* = 2.72 GeV?
0.04 0.04 ( )
== MSHT fit (f. charm, w positivity) =~ NNPDF4.0
== MSHT fit (p. charm) == NNPDF4.0 (pch)
0.03 — 0.03 — -
0.02 0.02
0.01 0.01
0.00 = 0.00
]
—0.01— I’ - —0.01
/]
~00 ERTTTT BETREETRTRA L L Lo LA v ! TR —00 il AR ST BT R
’ fﬂ’5 10~ 1073 1072 107! 10° ’ %0’5 1074 1073 1072 107! 10°
T T

Figure 20: (Left) The charm quark PDF at Q = 1.65GeV that results from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0
dataset/theory setting, with fitted and perturbative charm, and using the MSHT20 parameterisation. MSHT PDF
uncertainties correspond to a fixed T2 = 10 tolerance. (Right) The charm quark PDFs at Q = 1.65 GeV for the
NNPDF4.0 fits, with fitted and perturbative charm.
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Figure 21: The charm quark PDF at Q = 1.65GeV that results from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0
dataset/theory setting, with fitted and perturbative charm, and using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The MSHT
fit with fitted charm and the dynamic tolerance criterium applied for the PDF uncertainty is shown.

Thus the freedom allowed by fitting the charm PDF allows for a modification in the quark
flavour decomposition with respect to the perturbative charm case that permits a somewhat
larger momentum fraction carried by the gluon, as is preferred by the data in the fit. In Fig.[20]we
show the resulting charm PDF at Q = 1.65 GeV, for both the MSHT and baseline NNPDF fits.
We also show for comparison the result of the perturbative charm fits, at the same scale. While
in both cases there is a peak towards the high x = 0.1 region, it is clear that the modification
of the charm quark with respect to the perturbative charm case is not limited to this region.
The trend for the fitted charm quark at low z to be significantly larger than the (negative)
perturbative charm case (which is a consequence of the to matching conditions) is driven by the
fit to the HERA charm structure function data, which at low z tends to lie above the result of
the purely perturbative charm fits (both MSHT and NNPDF). A reduction in the fitted charm is
also preferred in the x ~ 0.01 —0.1 region (albeit within the 72 = 10 MSHT uncertainties) which
is again driven by the details of the fit to the HERA charm structure function data and also
likely driven to some extent by the fit to LHC DY data. We note this reduction indicates that
there will be a negative intrinsic, or more precisely fitted, charm contribution in this regiorm,
as is observed in [69]B Similarly, the enhancement at low z will correspond to a significant
positive intrinsic charm component, which is inconsistent with the valence—like models that are
commonly used for this, see [69,84]. Note that this significant component of fitted charm at
very low x, as well as the relative decrease compared to perturbative charm near x = 0.01,
could well be mimicking the effect of missing higher orders/small-z resummation, which are not
known very precisely for heavy flavours for @Q? in the region of the heavy quark mass. Note,
however, that a correction to the prediction for HERA charm structure function data can just as
easily come from missing higher order corrections to the hard cross section as from the matching
conditions for the charm PDF.

In terms of the MSHT fit to the charm PDF, it is not the aim here to present a precise
analysis of its implications for the intrinsic charm content of the proton. However, here we
make a few observations. First, we can see in Fig. [20] that the MSHT fit qualitatively matches

10T his provides a good but not exact indication as the perturbative charm distribution corresponds to the result
of a different fit; to be precise we must evaluate the charm quark PDF in the 3—flavour scheme of the same set,
as described in [69].

1YWe note that the negativity of the intrinsic charm component around x ~ 0.01 — 0.1 becomes less statistically
significant once MHOUs are included at NNLO, but is found to be statistically significant at approximation N3LO
in the most recent NNPDF analysis [23].
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the behaviour of the NNPDF results in terms of the difference between the perturbative and
fitted charm. That is, at low = the fitted charm exceeds the perturbative significantly (albeit
increasing rather more steeply at low x in comparison to the NNPDF result), at intermediate x
it lies below it, and at high x there is a distinct peak structure. It is interesting to observe that
in the intermediate = region, the MSHT fitted charm qualitatively tracks the peaked shape of
the perturbatively generated charm (within large uncertainties) in a manner that is not seen in
the NNPDF fit.

In Fig. we focus on the high = region, where we show the fitted charm quark PDF at
@ = 1.65 GeV, for the NNPDF4.0 default result and the MSHT fit, with fitted and perturbative
charm. The MSHT fitted charm result does not have positivity imposed and the dynamic
tolerance criterion is applied. To give an estimate of the implications of this for the intrinsic
charm content of the proton, we simply observe that at higher x the perturbative charm PDF is
very close to zero, and hence to good approximation we can simply identify the deviation from
zero of the fitted charm PDF as the statistical significance for intrinsic charm. While the result
without positivity imposed will correspond in some cases to F cross sections at Q? = 5 GeV?
that are negative, in particular at the lower end of the uncertainty band, these will occur by
construction in regions where the intrinsic charm is negative. Hence we are free to use this
result as a suitable evaluation of the statistical significance of positive intrinsic charm at high
x, as dictated by the fit to the data alone (recalling also that no other PDFs exhibit significant
negativity in this fit), bearing in mind that some of the lower region of the uncertainty band
should in principle be excluded by the additional constraint of positivity. Indeed, arguably from
the point of view of evaluating the statistical significance of any positive intrinsic charm this
is the more appropriate approach to take; certainly if this is modified significantly by directly
imposing positivity of Fy at the level of the fit then this would indicate some caution is needed
in the interpretation. With this in mind, it seems clear that the significance of intrinsic charm
would be less in the MSHT fits, which given the observations above about the in general larger
uncertainties implied by the MSHT tolerance, is not surprising (a similar conclusion is arrived
at in [81] for related reasons). On the other hand, if positivity is imposed as in Fig. [20| this
significance becomes somewhat larger, if still less than that of NNPDF, though here we recall
that the PDF uncertainties in the Hessian approach should be treated with caution, given the
breakdown in Gaussian behaviour that occurs around the minimum when positivity is imposed.

6 The Role of Parameterisation Flexibility

It has been observed in the previous sections, see in particular Tables [2| and [3| that the fits to
exactly the same dataset and theory setting as in the NNPDF4.0 case, but applying the fixed
MSHT20 parameterisation, in fact have a better global fit quality to the data entering the fit.
In the perturbative charm fit, this is in part explained by the impact of positivity, while the
impact of integrability constraints have been assessed in Appendix [B| and found to be small.
Accounting for these, there remains a improvement of ~ 90 (40) point in x? in the perturbative
(fitted) charm cases, i.e. ~ 0.02 (0.01) per point. More significantly, these result in PDFs that,
as seen in Figs. [14] and in many cases lie outside the quoted PDF uncertainty bands for the
NNPDF fits.

The remaining most obvious source of difference in the fit methodologies then relates to the
question of overfitting, namely that in the NN approach the data are divided into training and
validation sets, and the x? for the validation sets (which are not fit to) is monitored in order
to avoid fitting noise in the data with the very flexible input NN. Indeed, it is argued in [71]
that overfitting is the cause of the improved fit qualities observed in [85] when suitable linear
combination of the NNPDF4.0 replicas are form via the so—called ‘hopscotch’ scans, although
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this is not demonstrated with certainty.

In the current case the default MSHT parameterisation has 52 free parameters and so on the
face of it appears unlikely that this would result in a significant degree of overfitting, but certainly
this is a question that is worth exploring further. To examine this, in this section we present the
result of a number of closure test and real fits with modified MSHT parameterisation containing
both more and fewer Chebyshev polynomials, and examine the sensitivity of the results to these.
In particular, we recall the basic form of the MSHT parameterisation:

2f (2, Qo) = Az’ (1 - )" (1 3 amy(m))) , (33)
=1

for which we have n = 6 by default for all distributions other than the gluon, for which a
differing parameterisation is by default taken as in , and the s_, which is more restricted. A
straightforward check is then to repeat our analysis, but with n set to less or greater than 6. In
the cases of the gluon we will instead change the number of Chebyshev polynomials in the first
term in (i.e. away from the default of 4), while we do not modify the s_, for simplicity.

We start by repeating exactly the same unfluctuated closure test described in Section
but now restricting the MSHT parameterisation to have n = 2,4 (i.e. for the gluon n = 0,2
in the first term). While the default n = 6 parameterisation has 52 free parameters in the
current closure tests, this restricts the number of free parameters to be 28 40, respectively. We
note it is quite common in the literature for fits with similar number of free parameters to be
performed: for example, the latest global CT18 fit [12] has 29 free parameters, i.e. very similar
to the n = 2 case here, though we note the parameterisation basis itself is diﬁ’eren@ In the
case of the HERAPDF2.0 [15] set there are 14 free parameters, ABMP16 [16] has 25, while
for the ATLASpdf21 set [17] has 21, and so these are significantly fewer than even the n = 2
case, although these are of course not all global PDF fits. It is also common practice in a
range of LHC experimental analyses to assess the impact of a given new dataset on PDFs via a
parameterisation that is identical or very close to the HERAPDF2.0 case.

In terms of the fit quality, we recall that we find x? = 2.4 for the 4627 points for the default
n = 6 case. For the n = 2 and 4 Chebyshev fits the results are as expected worse, with y2 = 103.8
and 69.0, respectively, that is 0.022 and 0.015 per point, as opposed to 0.0005 in the default
case. These deteriorations are relatively significant, and certainly larger than the difference in
the number of free parameters, which is 12 (24) fewer in the n = 4 (2) case. The results for
the PDF's are given in Fig. which shows the same ratio of the NNPDF4.0 (pch) input to
the default MSHT fit as in Fig. [3], but in addition the ratio of the input set to the n = 2,4
Chebyshev fits. The 72 = 1 and 10 uncertainties for the default fit are given, for comparison.
We also consider the case of extending the MSHT parameterisation to have n = 7 and 8, i.e.
64 and 76 free parameters, respectively. The fit quality is only observed to improve marginally,
with x? = 2.3 and 2.1, respectively, while the impact on the matching between the input and
fits is similarly mild, and is not shown here for brevity.

We can clearly see that the precision with which the n = 2,4 fits match the input set is
significantly worse than in the default case. For the n = 4 fit, while there are regions of good
agreement, e.g. for the gluon at intermediate x, in general the agreement between the input
and the fit is only towards the edge of the 72 = 1 uncertainty bands, and sometimes (notably
at lower z) outside it. For the n = 2 fit the agreement is as expected worse again, and in some
cases even at the level or outside of the T? = 10 uncertainty bands, notably for the gluon and
strangeness, but also for other distributions. It is therefore clear that these parameterisations do

2Note also that the 29 parameters have been chosen as representative after an investigation of fit quality
obtained from a range of about 250 fits with different bases, and a sometimes larger, i.e. 35-40, number of free
parameters.
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Figure 22: As in Fig. El but also showing the ratio of the NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) input to the fit result
with the number of Chebyshev polynomials fixed to 2 and 4 (i.e. reduced by 4 and 2, respectively, for each PDF in

comparison to the default).
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not have sufficient flexibility to match the input set at the level of precision corresponding to the
T? = 1 PDF uncertainty. Given this uncertainty is representative of the overall experimental
precision in current state—of—the art global PDF fits, we can therefore also conclude that these
more limited parameterisations are insufficient to match this. The n = 5 case is not shown for
clarity, but we note that this in rather better agreement with the input than the n = 4 case, as
we would expect, but that the matching is still rather less good than the default n = 6 fit in
certain regions.

In this closure test setting the 72 = 1 uncertainties are therefore not faithful representations
of the PDF uncertainties for these restricted n = 2, 4 fits, in the sense that if a fluctuated closure
test were performed we would not expect the fit to agree with the input within these uncertainties
at 68% confidence. These results then indicate that an enlarged tolerance would certainly be
required here, and by extension in a real PDF fit, due to parameterisation inflexibility alone, in
a manner that is not apparent for the more flexible default MSHT parameterisation. For the
n = 2 parameterisation, it is even the case in some regions that the enlarged 72 = 10 tolerance
would not be sufficient, given the agreement between the input set and fit can be at the edge of
or even beyond these uncertainties.

As described above, in the CT18 analysis [12], in the default parameterisation there are 29
free parameters, in line with the n = 2 case, albeit with a different underlying parameterisation.
The above results therefore indicates that this number of free parameters would be insufficient to
provide a faithful representation of a global fit of the sort performed by CT18. Indeed, this point
is acknowledged in this analysis, where an enlarged uncertainty band is formed by performing
multiple fits with differing forms of the parameterisation, and numbers of free parameters (in
some cases more than 29) and ensuring that the nominal PDF uncertainty covers these. However,
as the above results show, the n = 2 MSHT fit would result in a significant loss of accuracy at
the level of this closure test and hence we would expect at the level of a genuine fit. Enlarging
the PDF uncertainties to account for this loss of accuracy may in the end ensure that the PDF
uncertainty is representative, but only at the cost of an unnecessary loss of precision that could
be avoid by taking a more flexible parameterisation.

In [12] it is argued that increasing the number of free parameters beyond ~ 29 would result
in overfitting of statistical noise in the data, and destabilisation of the fits. We will discuss this
further below, but note here that while in the context of the unfluctuated global fit overfitting
is by construction less of an issue, the fact that the n = 2 (and n = 4) fits provide a rather
poor description of the input set at the level of the 72 = 1 uncertainties (which are due to
the experimental errors on the data) would indicate that overfitting is unlikely to occur at this
point, at least in the context of the MSHT parameterisation. That is, overfitting would only be
expected to occur in the case of a parameterisation that has sufficient flexibility to provide a
good description of the underlying data, and this is not seen to be the case for the n = 2,4 fits.
As further evidence for this point in the case of the default n = 6 fit, we recall that we do also
perform fluctuated closure tests in Section 3] where overfitting could occur more readily, and
find no evidence that the PDF uncertainties are not faithful, as would be expected to occur if
there a significant amount of overfitting occurring to the fluctuated pseudodata replicaﬁ

We next turn to the impact of modifying the number of free parameters on the full global
fit, starting with the perturbative charm case. In Table [4] we show the impact on the fit quality

13We note that evidence for overfitting is found in [30], see Fig. 4, when the number of free parameters extends
beyond ~ 30. This is however to the CT14HERA2 dataset, for which the precision and extent of data entering
the fit is more in line with the older MMHT14 fit [46], where indeed fewer free PDF parameters, 37 rather than
the 52 used in MSHT20, are required. In addition the fit is performed at NLO, which to some extent is expected
to be less stable than a NNLO fit. A parameterisation in terms of Chebyshev polynomials is also not used, which
we recall is motivated in part by the avoidance of overfitting. There are therefore various potential reasons for
this apparently different result, though a detailed analysis of this would be useful in future work.
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n=2 n=3 n=4 n=>5 n = 6 (default) n="7 n=3~8
+215.9 (0.047)  +147.5 (0.032) +128.3 (0.028) +71.1 (0.015) 5736.7 (1.240) -4.3 (0.0009) -7.2 (0.0016)

Table 4: Fit qualities for a range of MSHT fits to the NNPDF dataset/theory settings, with perturbative charm.
The value of n indicates the number of Chebyshev polynomials used in the parameterisation of each parton set, as
described in the text, with n = 6 being the default MSHT20 parameterisation, with 52 free parameters. The relative
number of free parameters is then given by the change in n with respect to this, multiplied by 6. The absolute global
x? for the default case (which is the same as in Table is given, while the change in x? with respect to this is given
in all other cases. All results correspond to the ¢, definition.

of reducing the number of free parameters, now with n =2 to 5 (i.e. 28 to 46 free parameters),
and also of increasing them, with n = 7,8 (i.e. 58 to 64 free parameters). A clear trend
for an increase in the y? as we decrease n is observed, as we would expect, and indeed the
deterioration is larger than in the closure test: the y? increases by a factor of ~ 2 more for the
n = 2,4 cases considered there. This is perfectly possible, as the underlying best fit distribution
will be different in the baseline n = 6 case, and bearing in mind the fact that the pseudodata
in the closure test case are not fluctuated. Moreover, the underlying nature of the real data in
the fit, with the known departures from statistical consistency between data and theory, and
between datasets may be more sensitive to parameterisation inflexibility.

On the other hand, when the number of free parameters is increased we actually observe a
relatively limited improvement in the fit quality. Some caution may be needed in the interpre-
tation of these n = 7,8 results, however as given the increasing number of free parameters the
possibility that e.g. a saddle point, rather than the true global minimum of the 2, has been
found in the minimisation becomes more likely. Therefore it is possible that some further im-
provement in the fit quality may be achievable here, although clearly no trend for any significant
further improvement is seen.

We recall that in the MSHT20 analysis [13], the impact of increasing the number of free
parameters from 36 (corresponding to the MMHT14 parameterisation@ to 52, i.e. by 16 was
found to improve the fit quality by ~ 73 points. Given the 36 free parameter case lies in terms
of the number of free parameters between the n = 3 and 4 fits in Table [4] this is a somewhat
milder, but qualitatively similar change; given the underlying fits are rather different, this is
perfectly consistent.

The impact on the PDFs are shown in Figs. 23] and [24] which give the ratio of the n = 2,4, 5
and n = 7,8 fits, respectively, to the baseline at Q%> = 10* GeV? (with 72 = 10 uncertainties
given) for a range of PDFs. Only the central values are given for the fits with n # 6, but we note
that there is a moderate but non—negligible trend observed for a reduction in PDF uncertainty
with reducing n, such that in the n = 2 case these are in many regions a factor of ~ 1.5 — 2
smaller. This point will be relevant when considering other public PDF fits with more restricted
parameterisations.

Starting with Fig. we can see a clear trend for the n = 2 fit but also the n = 4 to
disagree with the baseline result at a level that is comparable to and often even larger than the
quoted T2 = 10 uncertainties. Indeed, this level of disagreement is greater than that observed
in the case of a closure test as shown in Fig. for the n = 2 fit, consistent with the larger
deterioration in fit quality observed. This difference is somewhat larger in the case of the quark
flavour decomposition, though is also non—negligible for the gluon and quark singlet in the n = 2
case in particular. It is therefore clear that these fits are not compatible with the baseline, even

"1n [46) this is described as being 37, but in this definition the low 2 power of the strangeness asymmetry is
considered to be free, when it is in fact fixed to a sensible value, as is done here. Accordingly, labelling this as a
fixed parameter the number of free parameters is 36.

95



10 xg, PDF ratio, Q? = 10* GeV?

—— MSHT fit (pch, T2 = 10) “
== MSHTfit (n = 2) ,.
~ = MSHT fit (n = 4) :
1.05F=—" MSHT fit (n = 5) l' l_
IH
S
i
1.00 T
1 1
[
1 ]
1
0.95 Vi H
11
11
(]
i
EERETY BT RS TT SR TIT SR N
0'9{)0*5 107 1073 1072 107!
xr
zu, PDF ratio, Q2 = 10* GeV?
= MSHT fit (pch, T2 = 10)
== MSHT fit (n = 2)
~ = MSHT fit (n = 4)
1.1+ =+ MSHT fit (n = 5) .
0| — M:.-/—__\\ o
L~ \
2l
7
0.9¢F
‘.
0. AT S AR R IR TTH R T R,
180*5 107 1073 1072 107t
x
) xd, PDF ratio, Q% = 10* GeV?
—— MSHT fit (pch, T2 = 10) H
== MSHT fit (n = 2) |
~ = MSHT fit (n = 4) I
1.1 ="+ MSHTfit(n=5) /"‘~\_\s "_
LLem TS S 1
Lolpazozzme—= T = 0N
i 22 // ‘~\_\
v
/ \
> |
09k H
i
|
1 1 1 1 :i
0. T R R I T T R
igO’E‘ 1074 1073 1072 107t
x

0 2%, PDF ratio, Q2 = 10* GeV?

(s 4 5), PDF ratio, Q2 = 10* GeV?

0.90 5

Figure 23: A selection of PDFs at Q? = 10* GeV? that result from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 dataset/theory
(perturbative charm) setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The default result, and fits with the number of
Chebyshev polynomials fixed to 2, 4 and 5 (i.e. decreased by 4, 2 and 1, respectively, for each PDF in comparison

107

10-*

T

1.2 T
1
1
L1 il‘- 5
i S - N
b . RNy Il
,/’ 55\‘*\\\\‘.»: ~. /‘/ |:
1.0 A = ~= L
A et -\ n i
e ~ \\ II\I |:
s AN Vi
0.9 —— MSHT fit (pch, T2 = 10) S 1 1
== MSHTit (n = 2) = i
== MSHTit (n = 4) \ i
=+ MSHT it (n = 5) i
0 Cond s e 4 N,
?0’5 1074 1073 1072 107!
T
21, PDF ratio, Q2 = 10* GeV?
—— MSHT fit (pch, T2 = 10) H ¥
== MSHTfit (n = 2) ,'l' 1
~= MSHTfit (n = 4) i b
1.1F =+ MSHTfit(n=5) H ||“|L|
|
f
‘," i
L0 s e - #
/, 4//” tt\\i:.\-_—‘/ = ,’ l !
L RN Il i '!
7 Strzeooe ) |||!
It N N 11
0.9 Nl '.:'H
L)
(I
0 Conl ol il ol b
'ﬁ)% 1074 1073 1072 1071
T
L ad, PDF ratio, Q% = 10* GeV?
| = MSHT it (pch, 72 = 10) i ', ::
== MSHTfit (n = 2) ,"' iif
~ = MSHT fit (n = 4) 1] ::I
11k =+ MSHTfit(n=5) i ::OH
1 {l
il
{l
e “' nh
1.0 == e — ]
b / *~::§§ S — '\. I” : |
/ §‘\‘ ___\..’II’ : :
~==227 I
0.9F )'1 |
1
Vg
[
|
0 T R RN RN RN S ¥
?075 1074 1073 1072 107t
xT
= MSHT fit (pch, 72 = 10)
== MSHTfit (n = 2)
~ = MSHTit (n = 4)
== MSHTfit (n = 5) 4
N
3
T BT R
1072 107t

to the default) are shown. Results are shown as a ratio to the default fit, with 72 = 10 uncertainties indicated.

o6



10 xg, PDF ratio, Q? = 10* GeV?

—— MSHT fit (pch, T2 = 10) H i —— MSHT fit (pch, T2 = 10)
== MSHTfit (n = 7) 1\ == MSHTfit (n = 7) n
= MSHT fit (n = 8) : ~ = MSHT fit (n = 8) ,"l
1.05— 1 H 1.1+ 11—
1 [I ]
1
: -~
Nl [CoTIIITToTT e cmmne S 1)
1.00 =7 1.0 =St v
v\ A |||
‘. !
0.95 H 09k 4
1 1
i 1y
I 1y
I 1y
el e el vl bl covnnl e el Nl
0'9{)0’5 1074 1073 1072 107t 0?0’5 1074 1073 1072 107!
T T
1 zu, PDF ratio, Q2 = 10* GeV? L 21, PDF ratio, Q2 = 10* GeV?
’ —— MSHT fit (pch, 72 = 10) | —— MSHT it (peh, 72 = 10) i
== MSHTIit(n = 7) == MSHTIit (n=7) !
== MSHTfit(n =8) == MSHTit (n =8) i
11k g L1 |H
i
o
__________________ I 7\
T —— - 1.0 e ——e
Nl
!
oy
o
0.9 — 0.9 \‘ H’
\
i
1\
HI
ap
0 Lo il vl il 0 NI R TTTY BRPRTETTTY BRI SR ¥ |
?0’5 1074 1073 1072 107! ?075 1074 1073 1072 107t
x T
L xd, PDF ratio, Q% = 10* GeV? L ad, PDF ratio, Q% = 10* GeV?
' —— MSHT fit (pch, 72 = 10) | = MSHT it (pch, 72 = 10) !
== MSHTIit (n=7) | == MSHTIit (n = 7) !
== MSHTfit(n =8) ! == MSHTit (n =8) i
11 T 1.1 :Ir
| i
/ n
e -/ b _emT T TS A H
L= e . N e ——— ~ "E:
\ \ ll,|l
1 vl
1 \ \
0.9F = 09F VA
1
: i
vk
0 ool sl il 0 ol il 1l
?0’5 1074 1073 1072 107! %0’5 1074 1073 1072 107t
x xT
0 2%, PDF ratio, Q2 = 10* GeV?
= MSHT fit (pch, 72 = 10)
== MSHTfit (n = 7)
~ = MSHTIit (n = 8)
1.05 Tl
J1] e — = <
\
\
\
1
0.95— 1|'
".
0.00 il il il il Lo
PO_" 1074 1073 1072 107!

(s 4 5), PDF ratio, Q2 = 10* GeV?

T

Figure 24: A selection of PDFs at Q? = 10* GeV? that result from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 dataset/theory
(perturbative charm) setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The default result, and fits with the number
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within the 7% = 10 uncertainties of this fit, and this strongly suggests that performing fits with
such a restricted number of parameters will lead to unrepresentative results.

For the n = 5 case the agreement with the baseline result is significantly better, although far
from perfect in some regions. Therefore we can see that there is some trend towards stability
as we increase n, with the n = 5 case providing a better but imperfect representation of the
baseline. Related to this, and turning now to Fig. we can see that the impact of increasing
n further to 7 and 8 is in general very limited. There are some PDFs where the change as
n is increased is more visible, most notably for the strangeness and d, although these changes
are always within the 72 = 10 uncertainties. Broadly then we can see an encouraging degree
of stability, with limited changes in the PDFs as n is increased above the baseline value of 6,
but on the other hand a more significant effect if n is reduced. The choice of n = 6 for the
MSHT?20 fit [13] was motivated by the original study of [40] and in particular the observation
that this choice allows a fit with sub—percent level precision, it being expected that this would
be required by the increasingly high precision LHC data now entering the fit. Our results here
clearly support this expectation quantitatively.

Having discussed the overall trend with changing n, it is interesting to consider these results
in light of the original comparison in Section to the NNPDF4.0 fit. From Table [2] we can see
that once positivity is imposed the fit quality remains ~ 90 points better for the baseline MSHT
fit, while we can see in Table [4] that a similar level of difference is seen between the MSHT fits
with n = 4,5 and the baseline case. It is therefore interesting to compare directly the resulting
PDFs to the NNPDF4.0 set. This is shown in Fig. where we compare the n = 4 fit, with
positivity now imposed in order to be consistent with the NNPDF4.0 fit, to the NNPDF4.0
(perturbative charm) result, as well as the baseline MSHT fit, again with positivity imposed.
Rather strikingly, we can see that the MSHT fit with n = 4 is in significantly better agreement
with the NNPDF4.0 fit. This result, along with the comparison of the fit qualities, is therefore
suggestive that the NNPDF case may be characterised by a lower degree of variation or flexibility
than the baseline MSHT set, and be more in line with the n = 4 case; we will return to this
issue later in the section. In terms of the fit quality, once positivity is imposed the n = 4 result
is actually ~ 100 worse than the NNPDF result, but this deterioration is arguably indicative of
the difficulty the rather less flexible parameterisation has in satisfying such stringent positivity
requirement on the PDFs at rather high x, in this case the d.

We do not present a detailed analysis of the fitted charm case here for brevity, but in Fig.
we show the same comparison as in Fig. but for the fitted charm case, and in this cases
without positivity imposed. The impact on the fit quality is to give a deterioration of ~ 54
points (i.e. very closely in line with the NNPDF4.0 fit quality), which is rather less than is
observed in the perturbative charm fit, see Table 4] This is most likely in part driven by the
fact that the number of free parameters in the baseline fitted charm case is higher, due to the
treatment of the charm, with 61 rather than 52 free parameters. Hence the n = 4 case has
49 free parameters in total, which may be still be sufficient to provide a reasonable description
of the data. This effect is also observed in the PDF's, for which the change is rather more
moderate. There is arguable some tendency though for the @, d and s (3) quarks to lie closer to
the NNPDF4.0 case, but this is less clear for the u and d. A rather lower charm quark at high
x appears also to be preferred, though here the role of F charm positivity is most significant.

We note that, for the reasons described above we do not consider increasing the value of
n to 7 and/or 8, as was investigated in the perturbative charm case, as at that this point the
overall stability of the fit may become unclear. Similarly, we in fact find that for the reduced
n = 2 fit the charm parameterisation is not sufficiently flexible to give a suitable description
of the fitted charm, with the resulting fit becoming rather unstable in order to compensate for
this. We therefore do not show any results in this case either.
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Figure 25: A selection of PDFs at Q? = 10* GeV? that result from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 dataset/theory
(perturbative charm) setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The default result, without positivity applied,
and a fit with the number of Chebyshev polynomials fixed to 4 (or more generally reduced by 2 for each PDF in

comparison to the default), and with and without a positivity constraint applied, are shown. PDF uncertainties for

the MSHT fits correspond to 72 = 1. Results are shown as a ratio to the NNPDF4.0 fit to the same dataset/theory

settings.
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Figure 26: A selection of PDFs at Q = 10* GeV? that result from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 dataset/theory
(fitted charm) setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The default result, and a fit with the number of
Chebyshev polynomials fixed to 4 (or more generally reduced by 2 for each PDF in comparison to the default),
in both cases with a positivity constraint applied, are shown. PDF uncertainties for the MSHT fits correspond to
T? = 10. Results are shown as a ratio to the NNPDF4.0 fit to the same dataset/theory settings.
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We also note that in [39] two measures of overfitting are discussed, namely the Akaike
information criterion (AIC) [86] and Bayesian information criterion (BIC) [87], whereby the
improvement in fit quality with an increase in the number of free parameters, Npa,, for a given
number of datapoints, Ny, is judged in comparison to the increase in Npu, In N and 2Np,,,
respectively. In the context of the unfluctuated closure tests, the improvement in the x? also
corresponds to an improvement in the BIC, for which the addition of 2/Np,, corresponds to 48
and 24 in the n = 2, 4 cases, while the x? improves by 103.8 and 69, respectively. On the other
hand, for the BIC we find that Npa In Np¢ (which gives ~ 200 and 100, for the n = 2,4 cases,
respectively) is larger than these improvements, and so according to that criterion using the
n = 6 parameterisation would not correspond to a relevant improvement in the fit. However,
looking at Fig.[22]it is clear that at the level of the PDFs the n = 2,4 fits are significantly worse
at representing the input set, which calls into question to use of the BIC in this context. In
the full fit, as indicated in Table 4] the improvement in the AIC is again evident in going from
n = 2,4 to n = 6, while for the BIC it is marginal. For the n = 7,8 case there is clearly no
improvement in either measure.

Finally, it is useful to consider in a little more detail the form of the fit PDFs themselves, given
the evidence we have found above that the MSHT baseline fits may actually be representative
of a higher degree of flexibility than the NNPDF4.0 central sets. To this end, we consider the
so—called PDF kinetic energy discussed in [71], defined as

KE = \/1 + <dl(1xa;f(a:,Q2)>2 , (34)

such that this variable integrated over Inx gives the arc-length of the curve of the PDF as a
function of Inz. This is then in essence is a measure of the amount of variation in a curve, given
for any two fixed endpoints in x a PDF with a larger value of the arc-length will by definition
vary more between the points. Of course for any given comparison between two PDF sets the
values at fixed endpoints in x are not the same, and hence this interpretation requires some care.
Indeed in |71] the kinetic energy is discussed in terms of the context of the ‘wiggliness’ of the
PDFs, with a larger local (or average) value of the KE corresponding to more of this property,
however as we will see even a relatively smooth change in the PDF such that it increases or
decreases in a certain region can result in a larger KE with respect to a PDF set that exhibits
less change. This point should be kept in mind in the comparison which follow.

In Fig. [27] we show the kinetic energy for a selection of PDFs at the input scale Qg = 1 GeV
for the perturbative charm fit. We compare the default MSHT fit with the NNPDF4.0 (pch)
result, while also plotting the central values for the n = 2,4, 8 cases. Care should be taken to
note the y scales on these plots, which differs significantly between partons in order to highlight
the principle features. For the default fit, the 72 = 10 uncertainties are shown, which consistent
with the discussion above tend to be rather larger then the NNPDF4.0 uncertainties. Broadly
speaking, we can see that in various regions of x there are certain peaking structures in the KE,
the most significant of which occur in similar fashions in the NNPDF and MSHT fits. In some
cases these are essentially guaranteed by the sum rules, e.g. for the u and d quark we can see
sizeable peaks (beyond the upper limit of the presented y axes) in the high z region, driven by
the non—zero up and down valence structure of the proton PDFs, which results in turn overs of
the PDFs in this region. Other peaks are simply preferred by the fit to the data, e.g. in the
@,d, s and gluon at higher .

We note that there is no evidence for a particularly larger KE in general, and indeed the
arc—length integrated over the displayed x regions agree at the sub permille level in all cases,
with the exception of the gluon in the perturbative charm fit, where the behaviour at low = leads
to a ~ 10% increase with respect to the NNPDF4.0 PDFs. However, there are some regions of
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increased structure in the MSHT default fits. In particular, the @ shows moderate local increase
above the NNPDF result around x ~ 0.05 and again at lower x. Similarly for the d, the peak
in the KE at  ~ 0.03 is somewhat larger in the MSHT case. The strangeness at large x is one
exception, where the NNPDF result exhibits some peaking not seen in the MSHT fit. For the
low z gluon the rather striking behaviour at low x is driven by the turn over of the gluon as it
become negative, which as discussed above is not present in the NNPDF fit, where positivity is
imposed. While these effects appear relatively prominent when the results are plotted in terms
of the KE, in Fig. we show the corresponding PDFs at Q9 = 1 GeV, and we can see that in
general there is no particularly obvious lack of smoothness for these PDFs. The one exception
is arguably the u, though this not dramatic.

In terms of the fits with modified number of Chebyshevs, we can clearly see that for the
n = 2,4 cases these match the KE of the NNPDF set more closely. For example, the additional
peaking structure in the w at © ~ 0.05 is absent, and the peak in the d at  ~ 0.03 is much more
in line with the NNPDF case. It therefore seems clear for this perturbative charm case that
the NNPDF fit, while initially deriving from a significantly more flexible NN parameterisation,
provides an inherent degree of flexibility that is more in line with the restricted n = 2,4 cases
then the default n = 6 MSHT fit, once the NNPDF methodology (training/validation, post—
selection etc) has been applied to produce the PDF prior. This lower degree of variation is also
evident in Fig. at the level of the PDFs, where again the n = 2,4 results are more in line
with (though not in perfect agreement with) the NNPDF case. For the n = 8 case this is largely
in line with the baseline result, with the most significant exception of some additional features
in the strangeness at intermediate x seen in Fig. however here differences are also observed
in the n = 2,4 cases.

Therefore, while the default MSHT parameterisation does result in some local regions of
larger PDF KE, these are in general moderate and do not provide any particularly strong
evidence that a significant degree of overfitting is occurring. Moreover, we emphasise that in
Fig.[27| (and in Fig. 29| below for the fitted charm case) there are clear regions of locally increased
kinetic energy in both the MHST and NNPDF4.0 fits, at a similar level. For example, the
increases in the up quark case around x ~ 0.1 or the gluon around z ~ 0.2 are clearly preferred
by both fits. With this in mind, it is arguably not clear to what extent one can identify the
‘correct’ amount of variation in the kinetic energy.

We next turn to the fitted charm case, for which the KE is shown in Fig. Here, the
difference between the baseline MSHT and NNPDF is less visible, in line with the closer fit
qualities in this case. There is some mild indication of a larger peak in the @ are z ~ 0.1, and
the rather different behaviour of the low z gluon also results in evident differences in this region,
albeit within large PDF uncertainties in the MSHT case. The one exception is the charm quark,
where some more prominent peaking structure at intermediate to high x is seen, again within
reasonable PDF uncertainties. In terms of the fit with n = 4 the differences with respect to the
baseline are generally moderate, but not negligible.

The PDFs at input Qo = 1.65 GeV are shown in Fig. 30} with results in line with these
findings, i.e. no significant degree of additional variation in the gluon and light quark PDFs.
For the charm, a dominant factor here is that we have not imposed positivity in the case of
the MSHT fit; if this is imposed the dip around x ~ 0.1 is no longer present and the KE is
correspondingly lower. Indeed we have verified that performing a NNPDF4.0 fit directly, but
with Fy positivity removed, results in a similar dip structure in this region. In terms of the large
KE at lower x, we can see in Fig. [20| that the peak around x = 0.03 may be expected, given the
corresponding peak in the purely perturbative component in this region.

In summary we have seen clear evidence, at the level of both closure test and fit to the real
data that restricted parameterisations with fewer Chebyshev polynomials present in the input
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Figure 27: The PDF Kinetic energy, defined in the text, for a selection of PDFs at @ = 1 GeV that result from
a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 dataset/theory (perturbative charm) setting, but using the MSHT20 parameteri-
sation. The default result, and fits with the number of Chebyshev polynomials fixed to 2, 4 and 8 (i.e. in the first
cases reduced by 4 and 2 and in the last increased by 2, respectively, for each PDF in comparison to the default)
are shown. For the gluon, the result without an explicit second term in the parameterisation, of the form given in ,
is also shown.
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Figure 28: A selection of PDFs at Q = 1GeV that result from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 dataset/theory
(perturbative charm) setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The default result, and fits with the number
of Chebyshev polynomials fixed to fixed to 2, 4 and 8 (i.e. in the first cases reduced by 4 and 2 and in the last
increased by 2, respectively, for each PDF in comparison to the default) are shown. The NNPDF4.0 (pch) set is also

shown.
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Figure 29: The PDF Kinetic energy, defined in the text, for a selection of PDFs at Q = 1.65 GeV that result from a
global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 dataset/theory (fitted charm) setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The
default result, and fits with the number of Chebyshev polynomials fixed to 2, 4 and 8 (i.e. in the first cases reduced
by 4 and 2 and in the last increased by 2, respectively, for each PDF in comparison to the default) are shown. For
the gluon, the result without an explicit second term in the parameterisation, of the form given in , is also shown.
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Figure 30: A selection of PDFs at Q = 1.65 GeV that result from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 dataset/theory
(fitted charm) setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. The default result, and fits with the number of
Chebyshev polynomials fixed to 2, 4 and 8 (i.e. in the first cases reduced by 4 and 2 and in the last increased by 2,
respectively, for each PDF in comparison to the default) are shown. The NNPDF4.0 set is also shown.
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PDFs are not sufficient to describe the data entering current global PDF fits with sufficient
precision and accuracy. This is achieved by the default n = 6, for which there is no strong
evidence of overfitting, or of the fit quality and description changing dramatically if further free
parameters are included. In terms of the comparison to NNPDF, it would appear the resulting
PDFs are more in line with the restricted n = 4 parameterisation (i.e. with 12 fewer free
parameters then the baseline case of 52), with the default MSHT fit exhibiting a moderately
increased degree of variation for certain PDF's, in the perturbative charm case. For fitted charm,
this distinction is less evident, perhaps because of the additional freedom allowed by fitting the
charm PDF.

7 Cross Section Benchmarks

Having compared the MSHT and NNPDF fits at the level of the fit quality and PDFs, it is useful
to also compare the corresponding predictions for some relevant LHC observables. In this section
we therefore show some benchmark cross section results. In particular, we use n3loxs [88] to
calculate the Higgs boson production cross section in gluon fusion, and the Z, W+ production
cross sections, both at 14 TeV. The theoretical settings are as described in [21].

First, we show in Fig. [31] the result of using the unfluctuated closure test. In the left plot the
Z boson and ggH production cross sections are shown, with the corresponding PDF uncertainty
ellipses for the MSHT fits, with both 72 = 1 and 72 = 10. As usual, the corresponding axes of
the ellipses indicate the size of the PDF uncertainties, while the angle indicates the correlation
between the two predictions. In the right plot the W results are shown. The difference between
the input and unfluctuated closure test result is as expected almost invisible on the plot, and
much less than the 72 = 1 (or 10) uncertainties, providing further support for the minor role
of parameterisation flexibility at the level of such a closure test, and in the default MSHT20
parameterisation.

We also give the results of taking a restricted parameterisation as described in Section [6]
with n = 2,4 Chebyshevs, corresponding to 28 and 40 free parameters in total. While the n =4
case in fact shows rather good agreement with the input at the level of these cross sections, for
n = 2 we can see that the agreement reaches the edge of the 72 = 1 uncertainty. This is in fact
a rather closer matching then is always seen at the level of the PDFs shown in Fig. which is
perhaps unsurprising given these cross sections involve sums over various PDF combinations and
integrals over their x dependence, that may be rather better constrained than a given individual
PDF. It is in particular of note that there is much DY cross section data entering the fits.

Next, in Figs. [32| and [33| we show the results for the MSHT fits to the real data entering the
NNPDF fits, with perturbative and fitted charm, respectively. The left (right) plots show the
MSHT fits without (with) positivity imposed. In the perturbative charm case, Fig. we can
see that there is as expected rather poor agreement between the NNPDF prediction and the
MSHT fits without positivity. The Higgs cross section is larger in the MSHT fit, in line with
the discussion relating to Fig. where it was observed that perturbative charm fits without
positivity of the low x, Q% gluon imposed allow a larger gluon at intermediate z. The Z cross
section is mildly suppressed, due to the differing flavour decomposition. Both the W# are also
suppressed, due to the suppression in the u,d and d observed in the relevant z region in Fig.
while for the w some enhancement is seen, leading to a milder suppression for the W—.

When positivity is imposed the agreement is greatly improved, as we would expect given the
discussion before. Of particular note is the improved agreement for the Higgs cross section, an
effect which is again in line with the discussion relating to Fig. [L8| although improved agreement
is also seen in the W™ case in particular. Nonetheless, some difference remains. We recall in
particular that, as described in the case of the PDF comparison, given the fit quality in the
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Figure 31: Cross section predictions for Higgs production via gluon fusion and on—peak Z production, calculated
as described in the text. Results shown for the unfluctuated closure test with 72 = 1 and 7% = 10 errors, and the
central value from the input NNPDF set is shown (the difference is barely visible from the predicted central value).
Also shown are the central values of the MSHT fits with restricted n = 2, 4 parameterisations.

MSHT cases is actually better than that of the NNPDF4.0 fit, the correct assessment of the
overall consistency between the NNPDF and the MSHT results is between the central value of
the MSHT and the NNPDF results, within the NNPDF errors. With this in mind, we can see
that the central MSHT result for the Higgs and Z case lies at the edge of the NNPDF uncertainty
band, while for the W it is over 20 away. In terms of the size of the PDF uncertainties, the
NNPDF result is found to lie somewhere between the 72 = 1 and T? = 10 case (without
positivity), with the biggest departure from the MSHT T2 = 1 case being in the Higgs cross
section, as we would expect given the previous comparison of the PDF uncertainties. When
positivity is imposed the MSHT uncertainties are a little more qualitative, given the rather
extreme, and non—quadratic, constraints that positivity can impose.

For the sake of comparison we also show the result of the MSHT20 fit, which applies the
same parameterisation as the MSHT fits presented here, but with different theoretical and data
inputs. The size of the uncertainty is in line with the MSHT T? = 10 case, as we would
expect. Comparing the MSHT20 and MSHT (72 = 10) results provides an indication of the
level of difference between the MSHT20 and NNPDF4.0 fits due to the datasets included and
theory settings alone. These are clearly playing an important role and interestingly, while the
Higgs and Z production cross sections would individually appear consistent within the quoted
T? = 10 uncertainties, there is an indication of some tension at the level of the correlated pair of
observables. The agreement in the W¥ case is rather better. However, we also show in the dashed
ellipse the case with the MSHT20 uncertainties scaled down by a factor of 3, approximately
corresponding to T2 = 1 PDF errors. From this, we can see that both comparisons provides
further evidence of the need for a tolerance in the fit; clearly if 72 = 1 uncertainties are used
we would find significant tension between these predictions, which can only be due to the fact
that different datasets are fit (or given datasets are treated differently) and theoretical inputs
are used.

We again also give the results of taking a restricted parameterisation described in Section [6]
The impact of this is significant, and larger than in the unfluctuated closure test case, consistent
with the larger impact on the PDFs seen in the comparison of Fig. [23] with For the Higgs
and Z production cross sections the n = 4 prediction is at the edge of the T2 = 1 uncertainty
band and the n = 2 at the edge of the 72 = 10 uncertainty bands. For the W¥ cross sections the
difference is even larger, with both of the n = 2, 4 results lying outside the 72 = 10 uncertainty
bands. This latter effect is consistent with the results of Fig. where it was found that
the most significant impact of restricting the PDF parameterisation is on the quark flavour
decomposition. It is also of note that restricting the parameterisation in this way tend to move
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Figure 32: Cross section predictions for Higgs production via gluon fusion and on—peak Z, W* production, calcu-
lated as described in the text. Results shown for the perturbative charm case, and with the MSHT fits to the NNPDF
dataset/theory settings. The left (right) plots show the case without (with) positivity imposed in the MSHT fits. In
the left plots the MSHT20 prediction is shown for comparison, where the dashed ellipse corresponds to dividing the
uncertainty by a factor of 3, approximately corresponding to 72 = 1 PDF errors. Also shown in the left plots are the
central values of the MSHT fits with restricted n = 2, 4 parameterisations.

the resulting cross sections into better agreement with the NNPDF4.0 results.

In the fitted charm case, the agreement between the MSHT and NNPDF results is better,
and the difference between the cases with and without positivity imposed smaller, as we would
expect given the results in the previous sections. However, again given the fit quality is better
in the MSHT fit, the relevant comparison is between the central value of the MSHT and the
NNPDF results, within the NNPDF errors alone. Here we can see that there are still clear
differences, with the central MSHT prediction lying roughly ~ 1 — 20 away from the NNPDF
central result, with respect to the NNPDF uncertainties. In terms of the uncertainty size, the
NNPDF result is clearly much closer to the T2 = 1 case (though still somewhat larger than
it) than for the perturbative charm fit, and is certainly significantly smaller than the 7% = 10
case. The MSHT20 result is again shown for the sake of comparison, although here this is
not completely direct, given this treats charm perturbatively. The impact of positivity is not
negligible, but is as expected significantly milder in this case.
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Figure 33: Asin Fig.but for the fitted charm results in the case of the MSHT fits and NNPDF baseline.
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Figure 34: As in Fig.[33] (left) but without the MSHT20 result, and comparing to the hopscotch scans of [85] for
the case that Ax? < 0 and -20, in the t, definition.

We note that in , by taking a suitable linear combination of the NNPDF4.0 replicas via
a so—called ‘hopscotch’ scan, better fit qualities were found to the central data than for the the
central NNPDF replica, and cross section predictions outside the quoted NNPDF uncertainty
band were found. Taking the subset of the publicly available replicas that correspond to an
improvement with respect to the ty definition of the fit quality, we compare these predictions
against our fit results in Fig. As discussed in the precise distribution of these replicas does
not have a statistical interpretation but is due to the hopscotch scan methodology. Moreover,
the majority of these replicas correspond to changes in the fit quality that are significantly lower
than the improvement observed in the MSHT ﬁﬁ Nonetheless, it is interesting to examine to
what extent these lie in a region of cross section space that is consistent with the MSHT best
fit.

15See also where a response to this analysis is presented by NNPDF; it is not the aim of the current paper
to comment further on the discussion presented in these papers, which we simply highlight here.
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Comparing to these we observe a similar trend for larger Higgs production cross section to
be larger. On the other hand, for the Z cross section no particular trend is observed. For
the W¥ cross sections there is again an interesting level of consistency between the general
region of hopscotch replicas that lie outside of the NNPDF uncertainty band and the MSHT fit
results. However, the majority of these that lie towards the MSHT fit region show rather milder
improvements in fit qualities of less than —20.

8 PDF Sets: Availability

To enable further studies and comparisons by the community we make a selection of PDF sets
resulting from the MSHT fits to the NNPDF4.0 data and theory settings publicly available at
the following website:

https://www.hep.ucl.ac.uk/msht /NNPDFgrids.shtml
The perturbative charm sets described in Section are available via the following links:

MSHT _NNPDF40input_pch_Teql
MSHT _NNPDF40input_pch_Teq10

while the fitted charm sets described in Section are available via the following links:

MSHT NNPDF40input_fch Teql
MSHT_NNPDF40input_fch Teq10

In both cases the PDF sets without positivity imposed, and with a fixed tolerance of T? = 1
and 10 are made available. We do not make the sets with positivity imposed available because,
as discussed in earlier sections, the Hessian uncertainty is is rather unstable in this case.

9 Summary and Outlook

In recent years there has been a great deal of progress in the development of global PDF fits, as
exemplified by the CT, MSHT and NNPDF fitting collaborations. These combine high precision
theory, such that NNLO is the standard and now even approximate N3LO QCD precision is being
accounted for, with a wealth of global measurements, in particular with much high precision data
from the LHC. Combing these ingredients, we can hope to constrain proton structure with high
levels of precision and accuracy, in order to match the ever increasing precision requirements of
the LHC physics programme.

However, as well as differing in the data and the relevant theoretical ingredients that enter
the fit, these global PDF analyses also differ rather significantly in the methodologies they apply.
Moreover, these methodological effects alone are observed to have a significant impact on the
resulting PDFs and, crucially, their uncertainties. Therefore, arriving at more complete under-
standing of this source of difference is arguably as important to the LHC precision programme as
the continued progress being made within each fit. It has been the aim of this paper to begin to
address this issue directly. To achieve this, it is certainly necessary that the fitting methodology
of each individual collaboration be tested as robustly as possible. However, it is also essential
that a completely direct comparison between the different methodologies be made, in order to
make real progress.
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We have presented results that aim to address both of these directions of investigation.
With the first issue in mind, we have presented the first full global closure test of a fixed
parameterisation approach to PDF fitting, focusing on the MSHT20 case. We have found
that the default MSHT20 parameterisation can reproduce the features of the input set in such
a closure test to well within the textbook Ax? = T2 = 1 uncertainties. This non-trivial
result provides strong evidence that parameterisation inflexibility in the MSHT20 fit is not a
significant issue in the data region, and hence that should not be a major contribution in the
enlarged error definition (a so called ‘tolerance’), which is commonly applied in PDF fits. In
the extrapolation region, most notably at very high x, some discrepancy is found, highlighting a
potential limitation of the fixed parameterisation approach. Interestingly, if instead MC replica
error generation is applied, but with the same fixed parameterisation, then the PDF uncertainties
at high = are potentially more representative.

With the second issue in mind, we have also presented the first completely like—for—like
comparison between two global PDF fits, namely MSHT and NNPDF, where the only difference
is guaranteed to be due to the fitting methodology, and PDF parameterisation in particular.
To achieve this, we have made use of the public NNPDF fitting code to perform a PDF fit
to exactly the same data and theory settings that are used in the NNPDF4.0 NNLO public
release, but with the MSHT20 fixed parameterisation applied instead of a neural network (NN).
Two fits, one with perturbative and one with fitted charm, have been presented; in the latter
case this represents the first model independent fitted charm determination outside of the NN
approach. Somewhat surprisingly we find that, despite the inherently larger flexibility in the NN
used in the NNPDF4.0 case, the fit with the MSHT parameterisation produces a moderately,
but noticeably, better fit quality than the central NNPDF results, both with perturbative and
fitted charm. More significantly, we have found that the resulting PDFs and various predicted
benchmark cross sections due to the public NNPDF4.0 releases are not compatible with these
MSHT fits within the nominal NNPDF uncertainties.

The role of prior constraints, in particular the PDF positivity that is imposed by NNPDF,
are considered and this is found to play an important role in the fit with perturbative charm with
respect to the gluon at low x, but is not found to explain the difference entirely. The question
of whether the MSHT fit may lead to overfitting (which is controlled against in the NNPDF
fits, given the more flexible NN architecture) is also considered by a close examination of the
breakdown in the fit quality between datasets, the form of the underlying PDFs, and the impact
of restricting and extending the number of free parameters in the fit. No particular evidence for
this is found, although if on further analysis some evidence for this were indicated, we note that
this would only serve to further support the result that parameterisation inflexibility is not a
major issue in the MSHT fit. Studying in detail the form of the resulting PDF's, we have found
that the MSHT fit case appears to have moderately more flexibility associated with them, which
therefore results in a better fit to the data being achieved. This is also supported by restricting
the number of free parameters in the MSHT parameterisation; reducing this from 52 to 40 gives
a result more closely in line with the NNPDF4.0 case, although it should be emphasised that
this performs rather less well in the closure tests fits than the default MSHT parameterisation.

Putting aside the reason for this difference in the underlying PDF's, we have also compared
the corresponding PDF uncertainties and have indeed found that with respect to the quark
flavour decomposition the NNPDF4.0 uncertainties are rather closely in line with the MSHT
T? = 1 uncertainties, while the gluon and quark singlet being somewhat larger, but still signifi-
cantly lower than the 72 = 10 uncertainties, which are representative of the enlarged tolerance
applied in e.g. MSHT20. In other words, the NNPDF4.0 fit, as a result of changes in methodol-
ogy alone, produces PDF uncertainties that are rather more closely in line with those of the fixed
MSHT20 parameterisation if the textbook 72 = 1 criterion is applied. Given it has long been
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argued by the MSHT collaboration, and others, that this 72 = 1 criterion is not applicable in
global PDF fits, this at a minimum points to an inherent inconsistency between the approaches.
In particular, the possibility that the MSHT approach is less accurate due to its fixed parame-
terisation and therefore requires an enlarged error definition due to this, has been largely ruled
out by the results of this study, namely the successful closure tests and the improved fit quality
that is seen with respect to NNPDF in the real fit. Therefore, either the NNPDF uncertainties
are too aggressive (i.e. too small), or the MSHT uncertainties are too conservative (i.e. too
large), or the truth lies somewhere in between.

We have formulated our conclusion in this rather agnostic way in order to state this key result
as clearly, and with as minimal additional interpretation, as possible. In this way, we believe
it could serve as a motivation for further developments both on the fixed parameterisation
side, through the refinement of the tolerance criterion that is applied, but also on the NN
side, through a reconsideration of how the uncertainties are defined. However, it should be
emphasised that there are very good reasons for including an enlarged tolerance in global PDF
fits. In particular, the textbook Ax? = 1 criterion is applicable to the ideal scenario of complete
statistical compatibility between the multiple datasets entering the fit, a completely faithful
evaluation of the experimental uncertainties within each dataset, and theoretical calculations
that match these exactly. There is a great deal of evidence that the first two situations do
not hold in a PDF fit, while for the latter case it is of course well known that the fixed—
order theoretical predictions are not exact (although as described above there has been recent
progress in evaluating the uncertainty due to this [22,23,|31]). Indeed, at the level of the global
fit quality, and the pulls of individual datasets in global fits, departures from textbook statistics
are certainly evident.

In the current study, we have also compared the result of the public MSHT20 fit with the
MSHT fits presented here. In other words, these compare the difference due to the change in
dataset and theory setting alone (keeping the fitting methodology fixed) in the resulting PDF's.
We find broad consistency at the level of the PDF's and benchmark cross sections if an enlarged
T? = 10 definition is used, but crucially not if the 72 = 1 definition is used, when evident
significant tensions appear. This provides further support for the need for an enlarged error
definition, as provided by the tolerance. Further to this, we have also presented a detailed
discussion of the role of statistical incompatibilities within a toy model, and highlighted the fact
that tensions between datasets are not reflected by increased PDF uncertainties if the textbook
T? = 1 criterion is applied. These are then found to be unrepresentative, as they do account
for any increased spread in the PDF error that should be present due to these tensions. We
have then demonstrated this effect explicitly in the context of a set of global closure tests, where
incompatibility between different datasets, or between data and theory, is included in the test.

Finally, we have as described above addressed the question of parameterisation flexibility
from the point of view of restricting the number of free parameters to be less than the nominal
52 in the MSHT20 case. By restricting the PDF parameterisation to instead have 28 or 40 free
parameters, we confirm that these more restricted parameterisations are insufficient to match the
input of the global closure test within the 72 = 1 (and even in some cases T? = 10) uncertainties.
Hence, in such cases parameterisation inflexibility would clearly play a more significant role in
requiring an enlarged tolerance, but this can be largely avoided by simply taking a suitably
flexible parameterisation. This result should be of particular relevance to those PDF analyses,
such as CT and ATLASpdf, where more restricted parameterisation are taken by default.

We have in addition considered the evidence for intrinsic charm within the MSHT fit to the
NNPDF4.0 data and theory. Given the discussion above about the increased uncertainties in the
default MSHT fit (with the appropriate 72 = 10 uncertainty definition) it is not surprising that
the statistical significance of an intrinsic charm component at high x is observed to be markedly
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lower than in the nominal NNPDF4.0 fit. However, a mild preference for this is evident, albeit
one where the significance is rather increased by imposing positivity of the predicted Fj structure
functions at relatively low scale. The most significant improvement in the fit quality that comes
from fitting charm, is observed to lie in the low to intermediate = region, which indicates that the
most statistically significant intrinsic charm, or more strictly fitted charm component may lie in
this region, where it is even found to be negative at intermediate x. However, a full analysis of
these effects and indeed precise interpretation of our results in terms of purely intrinsic charm
has not been presented here, and is beyond the scope of this study.

In summary, we have presented in this study the first full global closure test of a fixed pa-
rameterisation approach to PDF fitting, focusing on the MSHT20 case, and the first completely
like—for—like comparison between two global PDF fits, namely MSHT and NNPDF, where the
only difference is guaranteed to be due to the fitting methodology, and PDF parameterisation in
particular. The closure tests are successfully passed, and we in particular find no evidence that
parameterisation inflexibility plays a significant role in the uncertainty budget of the MSHT fit.
At the level of the full fit, we find a moderate improvement in the MSHT fit quality with respect
to the NNPDF4.0 central results, and a non—negligible difference in the corresponding PDFs
and benchmark cross sections. At the level of the PDF uncertainties, the NNPDF4.0 case is
found to be broadly in line with the MSHT result, but only if the textbook tolerance of 72 = 1
of used, which is arguably unsuitable in the non—trivial environment of a global PDF fit.

This indicates an inherent inconsistency between these approaches that clearly begs to be
resolved if progress is going to made with respect to the LHC precision physics programme.
On the NN side, these results indicate that a critical reassessment of the origin of the current
PDF uncertainties in this approach, and extension to account for an effective tolerance may
be required. On the fixed parameterisation side, refinement and reassessment of the current
approaches to including such a tolerance is well motivated, and related to this further work
towards an explicit account of the elements in a fit that contribute to such a tolerance in the
fit. Indeed, progress has already been made and is ongoing on for example the inclusion of
theoretical uncertainties from missing higher orders, and an estimation of the error on experi-
mental systematic uncertainties, both of which will play a role in this. Through continued such
work, and collaboration between groups that apply different fitting approaches we can hope to
continue to make progress in high precision LHC era.
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A Subleading Eigenvectors and Parameter Fixing in Hessian
PDF Uncertainties

In this appendix we demonstrate in more detail the role of subleading eigenvectors and the fixing
of PDF parameters in the Hessian matrix when the PDF uncertainties are evaluated according
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to the eigenvector prescription described in Section [2| In particular, it has been demonstrated
clearly in Section [f]that a given degree of parameterisation flexibility is required in order to match
the requirements of a given PDF fit. Nonetheless, when it comes to considering variations of
these PDF parameters around the global x? minimum it is common for there to be a certain
amount of redundancy between some of these PDF parameters, such that small changes in the
values of some parameters can be largely compensated for by changes in other parameters. As
a result of this high degree of correlation, the behaviour of certain PDF eigenvectors about the
x? minimum can become highly non-quadratic.

Further details are provided in [33,44], where a practical solution of fixing certain PDF
parameters at their best fit values, when these exhibit a signficant degree of correlation with
other PDF parameters, is proposed. In this way, a set of more quadratic eigenvectors is arrived
at, and a more stable application of the Hessian approach becomes possible. We emphasise that
this is not the same as starting with fewer free parameters to start with in the fit, e.g. setting
higher Chebyshev coefficients to zero as in Section [6] and there is in particular no contradiction
that fewer free parameters are required in the eigenvector evaluation stage than in the initial fit.
Moreover, as discussed in [34},44], this method of fixing certain PDF parameters provides PDFs
uncertainties that are consistent with other methods of error propagation, such as Lagrange
multiplier scans and the MC replica technique.

Nonetheless, it is useful to return to this issue here, not least given the emphasis placed
in this study on having a sufficiently flexible fixed parameterisation at the fit stage. We first
show in Fig. the values of the rescaled PDF eigenvector variations, t;, defined in for
unfluctuated closure test fits to the NNPDF4.0 global dataset, as well as the HERA only and
hadron collider only subsets. The ¢; are defined such that a x? variation of 72 = 1 occurs for
each eigenvector, and these are ordered by decreasing size of the eigenvalues, \;. These are
provided, in particular, without fixing any PDF parameters in the Hessian before performing
the eigenvector evaluationﬁ In general, doing this can result in a Hessian matrix with negative
eigenvalues, in which case these are discarded as they correspond effectively to directions where
the global minimum has not been reached. This does not occur in the full global case, but does
for 2 (3) eigenvectors in the hadron collider (HERA) only fits.

Focusing on the global dataset shown in the top left figure, we can see that there is a
noticeable trend for the first 35 eigenvectors to have t; ~ 1 rather closely, indicating that these
exhibit good quadratic behaviour, but beyond this there is a rather distinct change in behaviour,
with ¢; < 1, indicating a higher degree of redundancy for these higher eigenvectors in the manner
described above. It is notable that this is rather close to the number of eigenvectors that are
produced in the MSHT20 fit [13], where 32 is arrived at through the process of PDF parameter
fixing. For the more constrained fits, on the other hand, there is a clear trend for the onset of
this ¢; < 1 behaviour to occur for a lower number of eigenvectors, in particular at ~ 20 (30) for
the HERA (hadron collider) only fits. This is of course exactly as we would expect: for these
reduced fits a lower degree of parameterisation flexibility is required, and this translates into a
higher degree of redundancy between PDF parameters. The negativity of certain eigenvalues
for these reduced fits can be understood in the same light.

A further noticeable trend in all cases (with the exception of two eigenvectors in the HERA
only fit) is that the trend with increasing eigenvalue is for ¢; to decrease rather close to monoton-
ically beyond the point where t; ~ 1. This is consistent with the interpretation given in [33,44],
namely that while these correspond to those eigenvectors with smaller eigenvalues, such that
according to @ these are nominally less well constrained parameter directions, in reality this
simple counting masks the fact that non—quadratic terms tend to dominate for these variations.

16To be precise, these particular fits are performed with the low = power of the strangeness free, but of the
strangeness asymmetry fixed, and hence have 53 free parameters in total.
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Figure 35: Values of the rescaled PDF eigenvector variations, ¢;, defined in for unfluctuated closure test fits
to the NNPDF4.0 global dataset, as well as the HERA only and hadron collider only subset. The t; are defined
such that a x? variation of T2 = 1 occurs for each eigenvector, and these are ordered by decreasing size of the
eigenvalues, \;, defined in . The positive/negative values correspond to the + variations for each eigenvector.

As a result, the compensation between PDF parameters fails rather dramatically with only a
small variation from the minimum, and the y? rises sharply. This results in rather low values
of ¢;. This is particularly true for the lowest eigenvalues, where the contribution to the PDF
uncertainty becomes negligible, and the precise determination of ¢; less numerically stable.

We next turn to the impact of these higher eigenvectors, and of fixing PDF parameters in
the Hessian matrix, on the PDF uncertainties themselves. This is shown in Fig. [36] for the same
unfluctuated global closure test discussed in Section We consider the 72 = 1 uncertainty for
concreteness, although note that the comparison with 72 = 10 leads to very similar conclusions.
Here the T2 = 1 uncertainty band corresponds to precisely that shown in Fig. but we also
indicate the size of the PDF uncertainty if instead of including all eigenvectors in the uncertainty
evaluation only the first 35 are included, guided by the observation in Fig. 35

We can see that broadly the contribution to the PDF uncertainty that comes from these
higher eigenvectors is negligible, especially in the data region. The only visible exception is in
the down and up quark valence at relatively low x, and in certain distributions, such as the
gluon, at very high x. Clearly, to very good approximation we could just account for the first
35 eigenvectors, for which quadratic behaviour is well observed, and get a realistic evaluation of
the uncertainty in the Hessian approach in almost all cases. It is in particular encouraging that
the contribution from the higher eigenvectors, where a breakdown in quadratic behaviour and
the linear assumptions underlying linear error propagation is observed, is very small.

If instead we fix the same 32 PDF parameters as in the MSHT20 fit we can see again
this rather closely matches the result of including all eigenvectors, that is of not fixing any
parameters. The PDF uncertainties are somewhat smaller in some cases in comparison to the
35 eigenvector results, most notably at higher x and in strangeness at intermediate x, but these
differences are relatively minor. This therefore validates the approach taken so far in the MSHT
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Figure 36: The T2 = 1 PDF uncertainties that result from the unfluctuated closure test fit to the NNPDF4.0
dataset, as shown in Fig.[3] but now also with the result of including only the first 35 eigenvectors (out of 53) shown,
as ordered in decreasing size of the corresponding eigenvalue, and of fixing PDF parameters in the Hessian matrix
such that only 32 are left free in the eigenvector evaluation. The latter case is indicated by the MSHT20 label.

77



zg, PDF ratio, Q% = 10* GeV?

(s 4 5), PDF ratio, Q? = 10* GeV?

1.2 7 T
—— MSHT, HERA only (12 = 1) ! S !
LO4 == MSHT, HERA only (T2 = 1, N,s = 25) / n Semm " !
/’ // 1
L / 1.1 g “
102 L = - '
So s —"
N —’,’ _____________ |
1.00 1.0
,,—" —————— s\‘\\ ___________ s‘\\ "
0.98 "~ AN — 00 sl !
AN T SN =
\ S !
0.96 \ = MSHT, HERA only (T = 1) S~all ','
Sl \ B == MSHT, HERA only (T2 = 1, N,i, = 25) AN
T R ST R TITY ARSIV N 0 - ‘y‘(uw..“‘ AN O nnundl o nody
107° 107 1073 1072 107! '180*5 10~ 1073 1072 107!
0 21, PDF ratio, Q2 = 10* GeV? ) ad, PDF ratio, Q% = 10* GeV?
1
—— MSHT, HERA only (T2 = 1) / —— MSHT, HERA only (T2 = 1) | !
== MSHT, HERA only (T2 = 1, N, = 25) /’ == MSHT, HERA only (T2 = 1, N,;, = 25) j
e /
1.05 - e i Lk y |
/’— ’/
1.00 1.0 S —
x\\~__~ ‘\\
0.95 =~ - 09 N =
N\, \
\ A
\ \
\ \ |
0.9 Covvend el il I 0. T ETTT! E R U TTT! E R U ETT! IR STt M VT
90’5 1074 1073 1072 107! ?0’5 1074 1073 1072 107t
x T
. zdy, PDF ratio, Q2 = 10* GeV? . zuy, PDF ratio, Q% = 10* GeV?
\\ \\ = MSHT, HERA only (T2 = 1)
RS _ \ == MSHT, HERA only (T2 = 1, N, = 25)
121 Tl B ] \\_/,/—'-\\\ -
\\‘~—”'—’ \\\*~_§ A
1.0 1.0 ————— =
//’_\\\s ,/”’
’r’ h‘\\ Pl ’/’
0.8 e ¥ 08 /, SeeT 7
—————— . 7/
’—‘— ,I
/” 4
0.6~ e - 0.6~ 4 =
s == MSHT, HERA only (T2 = 1) /4
7 == MSHT, HERA only (T? = 1, N, = 25) 4
0.4 AT Y| H e e O 0.4 Col v el el
105 1074 1073 1072 107t 10-° 1074 1073 1072 107t
x x

Figure 37: Asin Fig.@but for the HERA only fit. The result including only the first 20 eigenvectors (out of 54) is
shown, while that of fixing PDF parameters is not given. Note the different y scale in certain cases.
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global PDF fits. We note in particular that as the underlying data being fit here and in the
MSHT?20 fits are far from identical, there is not strict requirement for the number of relevant
eigenvector here, namely 35, to exactly match the number of parameters left free in the MSHT20
uncertainty evaluation, namely 32. In particular, a direct application of the parameter fixing
approach to this differing dataset may well lead, upon inspection of the corresponding Hessian
matrix and the correlations between different PDF parameters, to the fixing of fewer parameters,
more closely in line with the 35 eigenvector result.

We note that the above trend is not guaranteed to occur in all fits, and is in particular
a feature of a more global PDF fit where all PDFs in the plotted regions are relatively well
constrained by data. To demonstrate this, in Fig. [37]| we show the equivalent comparison for the
HERA only fit, but where the number of eigenvectors is limited to 25 eigenvectors, again guided
by Fig. For some PDFs in the plotted region, notably the gluon and up quark sector, there
is again a close matching between the restricted and full eigenvector uncertainties. However for
the strangeness and down quark sector there is a clear trend for the 25 eigenvector uncertainty
to lie below the full result, most notably for the d. These are the PDF combinations that
are least well constrained by HERA data alone. In this case, some of the higher eigenvectors
will be particularly sensitive to these PDF combinations, with the lower eigenvalues genuinely
indicating that these PDF directions are rather poorly constrained by the data. By removing
these, or simply restricting the parameterisation in the first place |15, we are therefore liable to
underestimate the true uncertainty on these PDFs. We note that by including 25 eigenvectors, we
are already accounting for some cases where the ¢t ~ T' equivalence has broken down significantly,
and hence if we took a more restrictive choice of e.g. 15 eigenvectors, demanding that the
quadratic ¢ ~ T behaviour is always obeyed, then the corresponding PDF uncertainty would be
smaller still in some cases.

Finally, we emphasise for concreteness that in all results shown in this paper, we include all
(positive) eigenvectors in the PDF uncertainty evaluation. However, as shown above we could
take an approach that more closely matches that taken in the MSHT20 family of fits, with little
impact on the overall comparisons.

B Role of Integrability

In this appendix we discuss the impact of imposing integrability on the MSHT fits, as is done
in the case of the NNPDF fits, see [14]. In principle, this corresponds to requiring that

lim 2.f(2,Q%) = 0, (35)

for all Q2 for the relevant PDF combinations that we will consider below. In practice this is
imposed by NNPDF at Q% = 5 GeV? at certain low = points z; € {107,1078,107"}, with a
x? penalty imposed to suppress larger values of z;f(x;, @%). In the MSHT fit this can instead
be imposed directly at the level of the PDF parameterisation (albeit at the somewhat lower
value of the input scale Qp). The integrability of the valence distributions is at low enough x
is guaranteed by the relevant sum rules, while numerically we have confirmed they satisfy the
integrability criteria imposed by NNPDF very well. The remaining distributions where this is
not by default imposed in the MSHT fits are for

T3 = (u+a)— (d+d), (36)
Ts=(u+u+d+d)—2(s+73). (37)

In the former case this would correspond to requiring that d/u — 1 at low z, which while
in general rather well satisfied is not required; this could be readily imposed by fixing the
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Figure 38: (Left) The Ty distribution, defined in the text, at Q% = 5 GeV?, result from a MSHT fits to the NNPDF
dataset/theory settings, with perturbative charm, with the low = behaviour allowed to be free (the default), or fixed to
vanish as in the NNPDF fit. (Right) The impact of fixing the low x behaviour of the Ty distribution on the strangeness,
which is only distribution that shows any noticeable change, at Q? = 100 GeV?2. The NNPDF (pch) result is given in
both cases for comparison and the MSHT uncertainties correspond to a fixed 72 = 10 tolerance.

normalization of the d/u distribution in terms of the coefficients and the known low 2 behaviour
of the Chebyshev polynomials. For Ty while the low x power of the strangeness is fixed to that
of the sea, this is not sufficient to ensure that Ty vanishes at low z, but this can be achieved
by suitably fixing the normalization of the strangeness in terms of the normalization of the sea,
and again the coefficients and the known low z behaviour of the Chebyshev polynomials in these
distributions.

In general, as observed in [14] for the case of the MSHT20 fit, the central values of the
T3 g distributions do not vanish as x approaches zero, but these are consistent with zero within
uncertainties. This is as we might hope for if there are general expectations for these to vanish,
but this is not imposed directly, i.e. the fit itself prefers distributions that are consistent with
zero. It is not the purpose of the current discussion to consider in detail the merits of imposing
the constraints at the level of the fit, however we do note that in the case of Ty in particular the
larger strange quark mass is expected to lead to some deviation in this behaviour, as is clearly
true when considering e.g. the rather more massive charm quark distribution, especially at the
rather stringent level imposed by NNPDF. Hence it is an open question as to what extent it is
sensible to impose this integrability, rather than observe to what extent it is (or is not) preferred
by the fit. However, we note that not imposing this will clearly lead to more conservative PDF
uncertainties in the low x region.

Here, we focus for simplicity on the Ty distribution, for which the MSH'T fits tend to show
larger deviations from zero at low z than the T5. Fixing the strangeness normalization so that
this integrability is imposed at low z, we find that the fit quality in the perturbative charm
case is almost indistinguishable from the case that this is allowed to be free, while for the fitted
charm case the fit quality deteriorates by ~ 3 points. That is, in both fits the impact of this
is very minor indeed on the fit quality. The impact on the PDFs is shown in Figs. [38] and
both on Ty at Q% = 5 GeV? but also on any relevant distributions where some change is seen
at higher scale Q?> = 100 GeV2. We can see that a non-zero value of Ty is indeed permitted
by both fits at Q> = 5 GeV?, but that these are consistent with zero within the representative
T? = 10 uncertainties.

Imposing integrability of Tg, in the perturbative charm case, we can see that Ty vanishes at
low x as required. The impact on the PDFs in the data region is very small, consistent with
the smaller impact on the fit quality. The strangeness distribution exhibits the only noticeable
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change, must notably at the level of the PDF uncertainties, which are rather smaller due to the
additional constraint imposed. For the fitted charm case, the deviation of Ty is somewhat larger,
and the impact of imposing integrability correspondingly a little more significant, consistent with
the somewhat larger (though still small) impact on the fit quality. The impact on the low x
strangeness is clearly non—negligible, and brings the result closer in line with the NNPDF fit,
with a notably smaller uncertainty. For the u,d PDFs the central values at intermediate to low
x in fact lie somewhat further away from the NNPDF baseline. However all changes are within
the MSHT uncertainties. We note however that integrability is imposed at the input scale Q,
i.e. slightly lower than in the NNPDF case, and so this may enlarge its impact somewhat.

In summary, the impact of imposing integrability of Tg at the level of the fit quality is very
mild and in general small at the level of the PDFs. The biggest exception is for the strangeness
in the fitted charm case, where imposing integrability has a clear impact on the PDF uncertainty
at low x.

C Fit Quality: Perturbative vs. Fitted Charm

In this appendix we compare the fit qualities between the fits with purely perturbative and fitted
charm. In Tables |5 and |§| we show results for the MSHT fits to the NNPDF dataset/theory,
with and without positivity imposed, respectively. In Table [7] we show results for the default
NNPDF4.0 fits.
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Perturbative Charm

Fitted Charm

SLAC FP (33) [90] 25.4 (0.77) 31.2 (0.94)
BCDMS FP (333) [50] 471.6 (1.42) 451.8 (1.36)
BCDMS F¢ (248) [50] 262.9 (1.06) 251.6 (1.01)
DIS Fixed—Target (1881) 2029.2 (1.08) 2018.6 (1.07)
E886 o? (NuSea) (89) [52| 120.7 (1.36) 112.5 (1.26)
DY Fixed—Target (195) 201.8 (1.04) 192.1 (0.99)
NC etp 920 GeV (377) [15] 536.1 (1.42) 506.0 (1.34)
NC, ¢ (37) [54] 117.7 (3.18) 82.7 (2.24)
HERA DIS (1145/1135) 1650.2 (1.44) 1557.6 (1.36)
LHCb W, Z — 11 7 TeV (29) (62 40.6 (1.40) 51.8 (1.78)
LHCb W, Z — 1 8 TeV (30) [64] 34.3 (1.14) 41.1 (1.37)
Collider DY (576) 727.5 (1.26) 743.1 (1.29)
CMS incl. jets 8 TeV (185) [91] 353.2 (1.91) 332.7 (1.80)
LHC Jets (500) 813.2 (1.63) 796.7 (1.59)
LHC V+ Jets (122) 137.7 (1.13) 140.4 (1.15)
Isolated Photon (53) 41.3 (0.78) 40.5 (0.76)
ATLAS tt I+ jets 8 TeV (8) [83] 23.8 (2.97) 30.6 (3.82)
Top quark (81) 82.0 (1.01) 87.4 (1.08)

Global, to (4616)
Global, exp. (4616)

5736.7 (1.240)
5374.3 (1.164)

5645.2 (1.222)
5322.5 (1.153)

Table 5: x? values for the MSHT fits to the NNPDF dataset/theory settings, without positivity imposed, and with
and without fitted charm. The fit quality for the different major subsets the constitute the global dataset are given in
bold, and above each subtotal the fit qualities for individual experiments in theses subsets where there difference
with respect to the perturbative charm case is roughly larger than £0.50 = \/Npts/2. When these differences are
less than —0.5¢0 the result is highlighted in blue, while the result is highlighted in red when it is greater than 0.5¢.
Both the absolute x? and the per point value in brackets, is given in all cases, while the number of points is indicated
in brackets next to the dataset description. For the total x2 both the experimental and t, definitions are shown, while
in all other cases only the latter definition is used. For the sake of comparison the same cuts as in the fitted charm
case are applied for both fits.
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Perturbative Charm

Fitted Charm

NMC oNCP (204) 49] 337.2 (1.65) 313.2 (1.54)
SLAC F? (33) |90] 25.0 (0.76) 31.8 (0.96)
BCDMS F? (333) (50| 483.2 (1.45) 453.9 (1.36)
BCDMS Fy (248) [50) 260.9 (1.05) 250.1 (1.01)
DIS Fixed—Target (1881) 2063.3 (1.10) 2015.3 (1.07)
E886 o (NuSea) (89) [52] 118.4 (1.33) 110.0 (1.24)
DY Fixed—Target (195) 198.6 (1.02) 190.2 (0.98)
NC e~ p 575 GeV (254) [15] 259.0 (1.02) 247.2 (0.97)
NC etp 920 GeV (377) [15] 574.1 (1.52) 506.0 (1.34)
NC, ¢ (37) |54] 109.8 (2.97) 91.1 (2.46)
NC, b (26) [54] 67.9 (2.61) 60.5 (2.33)
HERA DIS (1145/1135) 1671.5 (1.46) 1565.8 (1.37)
LHCb W, Z — 1 7 TeV (29) [62] 43.9 (1.28) 53.6 (1.85)
LHCb W, Z — 1 8 TeV (30) [64] 36.1 (1.20) 431 (1.44)
Collider DY (576) 741.6 (1.29) 754.4 (1.31)
CMS incl. jets 8 TeV (185) [91] 354.6 (1.92) 334.7 (1.81)
LHC Jets (500) 826.5 (1.65) 797.6 (1.60)
LHC V+ Jets (122) 139.5 (1.14) 139.2 (1.14)
Isolated Photon (53) 40.7 (0.77) 40.6 (0.77)
ATLAS % I+ jets 8 TeV (8) [83] 23.8 (2.97) 30.6 (3.82)
Top quark (81) 83.9 (1.04) 83.0 (1.02)

Global, t; (4616)

5724.0 (1.240)

5651.0 (1.224)

Global, exp. (4616)

5463.1 (1.183)

5341.5 (1.155)

Table 6: x? values for the MSHT fits to the NNPDF dataset/theory settings, with positivity imposed, and with and
without fitted charm. The fit quality for the different major subsets the constitute the global dataset are given in
bold, and above each subtotal the fit qualities for individual experiments in these subsets where the difference with
respect to the perturbative charm case is roughly larger than +£0.50 = /Npts/2. When these differences are less
than —0.5¢ the result is highlighted in blue, while the result is highlighted in red when it is greater than 0.50. Both
the absolute x? and the per point value in brackets, is given in all cases, while the number of points is indicated in
brackets next to the dataset description. For the total x* both the experimental and ¢, definitions are shown, while
in all other cases only the latter definition is used. For the sake of comparison the same cuts as in the fitted charm
case are applied for both fits.
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NNPDF4.0 (pch) NNPDF4.0
NMC oNCP (204) 49] 349.2 (1.71) 311.0 (1.52)
BCDMS FP (333) [50) 497.6 (1.49) 473.6 (1.42)
BCDMS FY (248) [50] 263.6 (1.06) 252.6 (1.02)
NuTeV %, (37) [51] 28.2 (0.76) 21.1 (0.57)
DIS Fixed—Target (1881)  2076.1 (1.10) 2011.6 (1.07)
DY Fixed—Target (195) 190.4 (0.98) 185.6 (0.95)
NC e~ p 575 GeV (254) [15] 265.5 (1.05) 250.6 (0.99)
NC etp 920 GeV (377) [15] 576.5 (1.53) 518.6 (1.38)
NG, c (37) [54] 114.7 (3.10) 82.8 (2.24)
NC, b (26) [54] 71.0 (2.73) 62.0 (2.38)
HERA DIS (1145/1135)  1698.4 (1.48) 1575.6 (1.38)
ATLAS W, Z 7 TeV (£ = 4.6fb=1) (61) [56] 119.9 (1.97) 104.5 (1.71)
CMS DY 2D 7 TeV (110) 156.3 (1.42) 146.2 (1.33)
LHCb Z — ee (17) [61] 28.8 (1.70) 22.4 (1.32)
LHCb W, Z — 1 7 TeV (29) 62| 45.7 (1.58) 56.3 (1.94)
LHCb Z — pu 13 TeV (16) [64] 22.7 (1.42) 17.2 (1.08)
LHCb Z — ee 13 TeV (15) [64] 28.8 (1.92) 24.6 (1.64)
Collider DY (576)  794.7 (1.38) 767.8 (1.33)
CMS incl. jets 8 TeV (185) [91] 348.2 (1.88) 330.8 (1.79)
LHC Jets (500)  823.9 (1.65) 804.8 (1.61)
LHC V+ Jets (122)  136.6 (1.12) 136.1 (1.12)
Isolated Photon (53) 39.3 (0.74) 41.9 (0.79)
Top quark (81) 82.7 (1.02) 85.0 (1.05)

Global, to (4616)
Global, exp. (4616)

5917.1 (1.282)
5538.2 (1.200)

5692.1 (1.233)
5354.1 (1.160)

Table 7: x? values for the default NNPDF fits and with and without fitted charm. The fit quality for the different major
subsets the constitute the global dataset are given in bold, and above each subtotal the fit qualities for individual
experiments in these subsets where the difference with respect to the perturbative charm case is roughly larger than
+0.50 = 1/ Npis/2. When these differences are less than —0.50 the result is highlighted in blue, while the result is
highlighted in red when it is greater than 0.50. Both the absolute x? and the per point value in brackets, is given in
all cases, while the number of points is indicated in brackets next to the dataset description. For the total x2 both
the experimental and ¢, definitions are shown, while in all other cases only the latter definition is used. For the sake
of comparison the same cuts as in the Fitted charm case are applied for both fits.
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D Further PDF Comparisons

D.1 MSHT Fits with Perturbative Charm: Comparison to MSHT20

In this appendix (Fig. we compare the results of the public MSHT20 fit [13] to the
MSHT fit to the NNPDF4.0 data/theory settings, consistently with perturbative charm. The
PDF parameterisation is therefore identical in the two cases, and the difference is due purely to
the differing data and theory settings entering these fits. The NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm)
result is also shown for guidance.

As discussed further in the main body of the text, it is clear that there is strong statistical
incompatibility between the two results if the textbook 72 = 1 criterion is used. For the dynamic
tolerance the compatibility is greatly improved, with no significant tension observed. On the
other hand, even if these are broadly consistent within these uncertainties, there are differences
between the underlying PDFs. We do not present a full analysis of this here, but note that for
example: in the case of the high = gluon, this is found [13] to be rather sensitive to the precise
choice and treatment of LHC data that are sensitive to this region, and which is known to be
rather different between the NNPDF4.0 and MSHT20 fits; the difference in the down quark may
be due in part to the differing treatments of deuteron corrections, which in NNPDF4.0 are by
default centred on zero [92], while being allowed to vary away from this in MSHT20 [13]; the
treatment of the D — u branching ratio differs between the two groups, which enters into the
neutrino—induced dimuon production cross section in DIS and has an important impact on the
strangeness.
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Figure 40: A selection of PDFs at Q? = 10* GeV? that result from a global PDF fit to the NNPDF4.0 dataset/theory
(perturbative charm) setting, but using the MSHT20 parameterisation. This results of the MSHT fit with the dynamic

tolerance criterium applied for the PDF uncertainty are shown, as well as the MSHT20 and the NNPDF (perturbative
charm) PDFs, for comparison.
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Figure 41: Asin Fig.but the MSHT fit is shown with 72 = 1 uncertainties, while the MSHT20 PDF uncertainties

are divided by 3, approximately corresponding to 7?2 = 1.

D.2 MSHT Fits with Perturbative and Fitted Charm: Comparison

In this appendix we compare directly the MSHT fits with perturbative charm (both with
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and without positivity imposed) and with fitted charm, as shown in Fig.
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Figure 42: A comparison of the PDFs at Q> = 10* GeV? that result from MSHT fits to a global PDF fit to the
NNPDF4.0 dataset/theory with perturbative and fitted charm. In the perturbative charm case, results both with and
without positivity imposed are shown, whereas for the fitted charm result only the case with positivity imposed are
shown.
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D.3 NNPDF Fits Without Positivity Imposed

In this appendix we compare in Figs. [43] and [44] the baseline NNPDF4.0 fits with perturbative
and fitted charm, respectively, to the case where a fit within the same NNPDF4.0 framework

is performed, but positivity is not imposed. The MSHT fit, with 72 = 1 and no positivity
imposed, is shown for guidance.
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Figure 43: A selection of PDFs at Q% = 10* GeV? due to the baseline NNPDF4.0 (perturbative charm) fit, a fit
within the same NNPDF4.0 framework but without positivity imposed, as well as the MSHT fit to the NNPDF4.0
dataset/theory with T2 = 1 (and no positivity imposed).
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Figure 44: As in Fig. [43]but for the fitted charm case.
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