
more clearly seen in figure 15 which shows the ratios, bin by bin, of the leptonic transverse

momentum and pseudo-rapidity distributions obtained in both approaches.
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Figure 14: The transverse momentum (a) and pseudo-rapidity (b) distributions of the final state
lepton arising from combining MC@NLO event samples for Wt and tt̄ production, subject to tt̄
signal cuts described in the text (black). Also shown is the result from the consistent tree level plus
parton shower approach discussed in the text. Uncertainties are statistical, and the vertical axis
shows arbitrary units.
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Figure 15: The ratio of normalized distributions in transverse momentum (a) and pseudo-rapidity
(b) of the final state lepton, from the MC@NLO and MadGraph (plus HERWIG) computations,
for the top pair production signal cuts discussed in the text. Uncertainties are statistical.

Having normalized the tree level calculation to the MC@NLO pseudo-data using top

pair production signal cuts, one may then investigate what happens for the Wt-like signal

cuts of section 3. Given that these depend separately on the number of b jets and the

number of light jets, the K-factor for these cuts (defined analogously to eq. (5.3)) will
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