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ANALYSIS STRATEGY

2 Pseudo-scalar By decaying into vector-vector final state = 3

final states with L =0, 1 or 2 + one more state with S-wave
KK configuration. Disentangled by angular analysis. States
with L =0, 2 are CP-even, states with L = 1 and with S-wave

2 Bs-meson is electrically neutral and can mix
with its antiparticle, just like neutral kaons do

2 B, — B, mixing occurs due to weak flavour
changing currents — through loops with two

W bosons

CP-VIOLATION IN BS — J/1)¢p DECAY

2> The amount of CP-violation is characterised
by ¢s — weak phase difference between the
mixing amplitude and b—ccs decay amplitude

combining beauty and kaon physics
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24.9 fb-! from 7 TeV data

2 In the Standard Model (SM) ¢y is estimated by

FLLAVOUR TAGGING

2 b-quarks are produced in
quark-antiquark pairs

2 Initial flavour is correlated
with the charge of decay
product (e/u/jet)

> Trigger efficiency et

The uncertainty of trigger efficiency
weights propagated to the main fit (effect
found to be negligible)

le effect)

> Fit model variations

P Background angular model

Alternative pr binning and alternative
sideband mass regions taken to fit the
background angular shapes
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These results are published in:

fitted parameters taken into account

Alternative fit including By — J/Y K
contribution performed

Pseudo-experiments generated with
alternate models are fitted with the
default model

of mass, angular and
lifetime shapes as well as
relative fraction and
resonant pK invariant mass
structure taken into account

B Default fit model

Pseudo-experiments
generated and fitted with the
default model

28 TeV result is consistent
with 7 TeV result

2 Combined ATLAS
Run-1 measurement
agrees with other
experiments and with
SM prediction

2 World combination
(HFAG) is consistent
with SM
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