arXiv:2208.05000v2 [hep-ph] 15 Dec 2022

PREPARED FOR SUBMISSION TO JHEP

CGC for Ultra-Peripheral Pb+Pb Collisions at the
Large Hadron Collider: a more realistic calculation.

Haowu Duan,” Alexander Kovner,’ and Vladimir V. Skokov®°¢

@ Department of Physics, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC 27695, USA
b Physics Department, University of Connecticut, 2152 Hillside Road, Storrs, CT 06269, USA
¢RIKEN-BNL Research Center, Brookhaven National Laboratory, Upton, NY 11973, USA

ABSTRACT: We provide the first calculation of two-gluon production at mid-rapidity in
ultra-peripheral collisions in the Color Glass Condensate framework. To estimate system-
atic uncertainty associated with poor understanding of the wave function of the nearly
real photon, we consider two diametrically different models: the dilute quark-antiquark
dipole approximation and a vector meson, in which color charge density is approximated
by McLerran-Venugopalan model. In the experimentally relevant range, the target nucleus
can be faithfully approximated by a highly saturated state. This simplification enables us
to perform efficient numerical simulations and extract the two-gluon correlation functions
and the associated azimuthal harmonics.
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1 Introduction

Deep inelastic scattering off a nuclear target at high energies constitutes the best environ-
ment to probe the small x tail of the hadron wave function and to confirm experimentally
the existence of gluon saturation. There is a trivial reason why one is interested in the
smallest probe possible: to minimize the effect of final state interaction and make exper-
imental data interpretable from the perspective of the hadron wave function. At high
energy, the coherence length of the virtual photon is significantly larger than the proton
radius. Thus the larger the nuclear target the denser the gluon field which the projectiles
probes. While the Electron Ion Collider will be the best discovery machine for the satu-
ration physics, the ultra-peripheral collisions [1, 2] at RHIC and the LHC may also be a
very useful probe of the small x hadron wave function as a nearly real photon likely has
a smaller partonic content than the proton, and consequently the influence of final state
effects should be smaller as well.

In this paper we focus on correlations between produced particles in Ultraperipheral
Collisions (UPC). Traditionally, hydrodynamics has been successful in dealing with cor-
relations produced in heavy ion collisions. However, the discovery of such correlation in
small systems brought to the fore the question of their origin. Following the high multi-
plicity pp measurement by CMS [3], a set of measurements was done in the past decade,
specifically, p-Pb at LHC [4-6] and p-Au, d-Au, He-Au at RHIC [7-9], see more details
in review articles [10, 11]. In addition similar correlations have been recently observed in
UPC [12]. Similar measurement was also performed in ete™ collision [13], and ep Deep-
inelastic-scattering [14], and no ridge correlation was found in this data.

Our focus in this paper is on the possibility that particle correlations originate from the
quantum correlation in the initial state hadronic wave function. From theoretical perspec-
tive, the wave-function of a nearly real photon is poorly understood due to uncontrollably
large non-perturbative effects. Thus theoretical results describing scattering and particle
production in UPC are unavoidably model dependent. In this paper, in order to at least
provide a sense of the systematic uncertainty, we consider two models for the photon wave
functions. The first one is based on a naive perturbative process of photon splitting into a
virtual quark-antiquark pair. The second assumes that the real photon can be represented
as, in general non-perturbative, hadronic state, e.g. p-meson [15]. A p-meson wave-function
evolved to asymptotically high energy/small x would be similar to the wave function of a
nucleus or a proton and thus can be approximated by the McLerran-Venugopalan (MV)
model. For the energies available at the LHC and especially at RHIC, this approximation
can be expected to be wanting. Nonetheless, two diametrically opposite approximations
may help to understand the influence and the importance of the associated systematics.

Within the Color Glass Condensate approach, the scattering and central rapidity par-
ticle production in photon-nucleus collisions pose yet another challenge (see Ref. [16] for
hydrodynamic approach to UPC). At the moment, the two - particle production was only
studied in the forward, photon going direction [17], which is not appropriate to describe
the central rapidity production for two reasons. First, theoretically, forward production
is a significantly different process than the production at central rapidity and as such it



has qualitatively different systematics as a function of the control parameters. Second, the
experimental data shows extremely strong rapidity dependence, see Ref. [12]. The lack
of boost-invariance [18-22] invalidates approximating of the mid-rapidity physics by the
physics of the forward region. In particular only a small fraction of particles is produced in
the forward region. Thus it is hard to imagine that particle correlations integrated over a
sizable rapidity interval can be reasonably described in terms of these hadrons alone as in
[17]. Thus addressing mid-rapidity production is absolutely crucial in order for the CGC
based theoretical analysis to be taken seriously.

Here we undertake such a calculation, albeit within the constraints mentioned above.
As in the rest of the CGC based calculations, we consider inclusive two-gluon production
from the projectile wave function in the eikonal approximation for the emission vertex.
This approximation is justified if the gluons have sufficiently different rapidities. On the
other hand when the rapidity difference becomes too large, ~ a% this approximation has to
be revised as one would be required to account for the evolution between the gluon emis-
sions [23]. However experimentally one is not dealing with such large rapidity differences,
and so our simple approximation should be adequate.

The calculation of particle production in the CGC framework necessitates averaging
of products of Wilson lines over the color field ensemble of the target. This in general is a
rather complex endeavor since to study correlations we are forced to go beyond the large
N, limit which then requires us to calculate correlators of a large number of Wilson lines.
In order to make the calculations tractable and not overly numerically demanding, in this
paper we use the so-called factorized dipole approzimation (FDA) discussed in Ref. [24, 25]
and successfully applied to study particle production and correlations in Refs. [26-30]. This
approximation is well suited for a dense nuclear target in and close to saturation regime.
We will explain this in more detail in the following.

The paper is organized as follows. We start from summarizing the machinery used to
calculate particle production in dilute-dense scattering in Sec. 2. In Sec. 3, we calculate
a general expression for double gluon production cross section. In Sec. 4 and Sec. 5, we
discuss projectile ensemble average for the dipole and MV models respectively. Sec. 6 lays
out the details of our numerical procedure. We conclude with the discussion of our results
in Sec. 7.

2 Particle production in dilute-dense scattering

In this section we outline the most important ingredients of the formalism and define the
observables. The formalism of our choice is the wave function approach of Refs. [31, 32].
Alternatively one can use diagrammatic methods of Ref. [33]. While the final expressions
are the same, the representation we use is convenient for organizing calculations.

Consider a projectile at high energy before a collision with a hadronic/nuclear target.
The projectile’s wave function can be written in the general form

i) = Y o{a kT ap) [T lei k) (2.1)

{m,kT,a} i



where x; is the i-th parton’s transverse position, kf longitudinal momentum and «; the
color index. Subject to the physical process, the latter can belong to either (anti)fundamental
or adjoint representation describing a (anti)quark or a gluon in the incoming wave function.

At high energy, the separation of relevant timescales allows for significant simplifica-
tions of the analysis of the scattering process. The propagation time through the target in
high energy collisions can be arbitrary small compared to effective inter-parton interaction
time. One thus can neglect the interactions between the partons and approximate the scat-
tering process by independent propagation of partons. For a similar reason, at high energy
the partons do not change their transverse positions during the scattering process. The
high energy scattering in QCD is non-trivial due to the different eikonal phases acquired
by different components of the wave function. This difference in phases is responsible for
decoherence of the components of the wave function and leads to particle production in
the final state. The wave function of the outgoing projectile right after scattering is

[Wout) = S|Tw) = Y d({z, k", a}) HUW @) |z, ki, B (2.2)

{x,kt,a}

where U is the Wilson line defined in the representation of SU(N,) group appropriate to
the color charge of a given parton:

Uy = Pet [ 7T AL (@), (2.3)

Here A™ is the + component of the gauge field of the target.

To calculate the expectation value of a gluon observable in the final state, one has to
allow for the propagation of the projectile state (2.2) to asymptotic time ¢ — oo. This
evolution results in emission of additional gluons which dress the bare partons by their
WW fields as well as in recombination of some of the outgoing soft gluons into the WW
field of the outgoing fast partons. It is straightforward to account for the evolution after
scattering (or equivalently to change the basis from free to dressed partons) by introducing
the coherent operator

. Bi T ;
o 'Pe“/ifd%dg bi (&) [aiya(f,w)+az,a(§7w)i| (2.4)

where the WW field operator is defined through the total charge density operator 5% (&, y)
integrated from the rapidity of the projectile to &

o) = L [ de“”prp@ y)+ (2.5)

27 |

Here we have explicitly written out only the leading order in oy expression. Higher order
corrections can be included, but we will not take them into account in our calculations.
The expectation value of a gluon observable O(a,a') in the final state is then given by
<\I’out|00(aaaT) CT|\Ijout>'

For example the differential single inclusive gluon production is given by

dN

M < 011t|Ca ( )alb(yv )CT‘\I’Out> (26)



This is nothing but the high energy counterpart of the Faddeev-Kulish construction of
dressed states in theories with massless gauge bosons.

In this paper we will consider double gluon production, which is a straightforward
generalization of the previous equation

dN

m = <\I/outlca;r,b(777 QI)ag,b(& Q2)ai,b(777 q1) ai,b(fv QQ) C”‘I/out> (2-7)

To perform the actual calculations, we need of course a model for the wave function
of the projectile. In general, in the high energy CGC approach, this wave function has the
form of a wave function for valence charges dressed by the WW field, that is

|Win) = Clv), (2.8)

where C' is the coherent operator Eq.(2.4) and |v) describes a state in the free Fock space
of a small number of valence (large rapidity) partons. As mentioned in the introduction,
we use two models for the valence wave function |v) - the dipole and MV model, which we
describe in detail below.

Finally, the target is treated as an ensemble of classical gluon field configurations which
have to be averaged over.

We now proceed with the detailed calculations within the framework just described.

2.1 Modelling the Projectile and the Target

As stated earlier, we explore two models for the wave function of a nearly on shell photon.

2.2 Dilute dipole projectile

For a nearly on-shell photon, the longitudinal polarization is suppressed by a square of
the virtuality. Hence only the transverse polarization is of importance. The leading order
perturbative expression for the photon state is given by [34]

d’k;
h/)\ Z/ 27‘1‘ 1_2)/(ZW)QWK(kala51782)ba81(k1+7k1)d-rasz(k;’_k1)|0>

51,52

- Z / 271' (1-— ) /d2z1d2z2\113§(z,r,51’ S2)ba ,51 (kl ,zl)d]; 152 (k;,z2)|0>

51,52

(2.9)

where s; o are polarizations of quark and anti-quark, « is the color index in the fundamental
representation, A = +1 is the photon polarization, r = z; —29. The longitudinal momentum
of the (anti)quark is k" = 2p™ (k3 = (1 — 2)p™). The above expression is written in the
reference frame where the photon has zero transverse momentum. The photon splitting

functions in the momentum and coordinate space are

k:l-e)\
2 2
k7 —l—Ef

2ee
\Ilf(z,r,sl,SQ):—12—7:6817_52(22—1+2)\81)\/( o)A - ’ AerKi(eglr)), (211

ULz, k1, 51,80) = —2eeds, 5, (22 — 1+ 2Xs1)1/2(1 — 2) (2.10)



In the perturbative photon wave function one has &2 7= 2(1 — 2)Q?. This z dependence
of € is such that for z = 0 and z = 1 it vanishes, and therefore for these “alligned jet”
configurations the values of the dipole size r can grow arbitrarily large. For our goal, a
model of an almost real photon with transverse size determined by a nonperturbative soft
scale is required. To achieve this, we will modify the perturbative wave function in the
simplest possible way, i.e. will take ¢ = /2 independent of the value of z.

In numerical calculations we use a small but nonzero value of () ~ 200 MeV, see Sec. 6
for details.

2.2.1 Correlators of the charge density.

For the calculation we will need to know correlators of up to four color charge density
operators. Here we calculate those in the dipole model of the photon. The charge density
operator in terms of the quark and anti quark creation and annihilation operators is defined
as

plx, x) = bla(‘riv m)tgz,b’bﬂﬂ(xi7 x) — dlg(xi, aj)t%adl%(xia ) (2.12)

For the purpose of a CGC calculation we need the correlators of the integrated quantity
(x) = / do (2, ) (2.13)

We now evaluate the correlators of p in a dipole state |¢g) = bl (21)dhe(22)]0), where we
have suppressed indices and arguments irrelevant for this computation.

Using
P ()b}, (z1)d}, (22)[0) o1
- [tzth<z1>dL<zz>6<2><w — 21) — b} (1)} (22)0? (@ - 23)] 0) |
and
(0ldi(z2)bi(21)p" (x) 2.15)
=(0] [#f5d3(22)b1(21)0) (@ — 21) — gy (22)bi(21)52 (@ — 22)] ‘
we obtain
(4919 (1) (x2)|qq) = %5 H (62 (@i = 21) — 6P (@i~ 22)) . (2.16)

1=1,2

For higher correlators, to simplify expressions, we account explicitly for the symmetry of
the photon splitting function zy <+ 22 (and z <> 1 — 2)! to obtain

(aqlp* (1) (x2) 5 (23)]4q)
:Zfabc ((5(2) (.’132 — 21) + (5(2)<:132 — Z2)> H <(5(2)<:13, — zl) — 5(2) (.’13Z — ZZ)) (2-17)

4 .
i=1,3

!That is we consider |qg) = % [bLJ(zl, 2)dl (22,1 — 2) + bly (22,1 — 2)dlo (21, z)} |0)



and
4
(a2l (21)0" (@2) (w3 (wa) lad) = Tr(1¢"4°1")

)
_ fcde fabe
8

[5@) (; — 2z1) — 6P (5 — zz)}
1

52 (@n = 21) + 62 (@s — 22)| 0P (wg — 21) + 0P (w5 — 22)|
< T 0@ @i = 21) = 02 (s — =)

i=1,4
(2.18)

where T\I.(tatbtctd) — 4Lj\]ﬂéab(scd + % (dabe + ,L'fabe) (dcde + idee).
In the following we will need a representation of this trace in terms its fully symmetric
and the remaining parts: Tr (t“tbtctd) =Tr (tatbtctd)sym + Tr (t“tbtctd) s With

1 1
Tr (t“tbtctd>sym == [ﬁ(aa%ed %6 4 6°06%) + 2 (dabedeae + dacedbae + dadetiee)
(2.19)
and
1 1.
Tr (tatbtctd> s = E (fadefbce - fabefcde) + éz(dabefcde + dcdefabe) . (220)

For N. = 3, one can use the following identity (the factor of two was missing in Refs. [35];
the validity of our identity can be easily checked by summing with respect to a = b)

2
dapedede + dacedpge + dadedpee = g(aabacd + §2cbd 4 gadgbey (2.21)
to obtain
N.=3 1
T&"(zﬁ“tbtctd> = E(5‘”’50‘1 4 §acgbd 4 gadgbey (2.22)
Sym

We stress again that this expression is only true for N, = 3.

2.3 The MYV model for the projectile

The other model we use to describe the photon wave function is the McLerran-Venugopalan
model. It posits that the averaging over the “classical” color charge density of the projectile
should be performed with Gaussian weight, so that all correlators are expressed in terms
of Wick contractions of the basic ”propagator”

(pa(@)pp(y))mv = 17(2)8P) (@ — y)dap - (2.23)

Note that (2.23) goes beyond the conventional MV model in that it includes the dependence
of the color charge density on the impact parameter b = % In principle one can go even
further and account for the color neutrality by substituting a suitable function instead of
6@ (x — y), sce e.g. Ref. [36]. We will not do this in the current paper.



One has to be aware that the “classical” charge density in (2.23) is not identical to
the color charge density operator p. To calculate the correlator of color charge density
operators, one has to perform the operator symmetrization first, and use the MV for the
completely symmetric parts. This was shown in [37] and explained from the point of view
of quantum-classical correspondence in [38].

For bilinears, the symmetrization is straightforward:

A~ ~ ~

pol@)in(y) = & {al), i)} + 5 [Pul), i(w)]
= pu(@m(y) - 0P ~ 9)Tipel2) (224)

where we have replaced the fully symmetric combinations by the classical color density
{pa(), pp(y)} — pa(x)pp(y) and took into account that the commutator [p.(x), op(y)] =
—%(5(2)@ — )T pe(x) as follows from the definition of p. We thus see that

(pa(@)pp(W))niv = (pa(@)pp(y))niv = 1 (2)5) (@ — y)dap (2.25)

This procedure can be extended to any number of operators p.
For three operators we obtain:

Pa()Po(Y)pe(2) = pa(T)pp(Y)pe(2)

0Oy — 2 TEpu(@)pe(y) + 67 (@ — 2)Teum(y)pe() + 0@ — y)Toypel)pe(2))
(2.26)

with Ty, = —ifap.. Here the terms linear in p were omitted as they do not contribute to
the expectation value over the color invariant ensemble 2. Thus in the MV model :

(pa(@)pp() pe(2))mv = —%5(2)(56 — )0 (y — 2)TE 1’ () (2.27)

2Note that this expression also reproduces the result of the previous section. Indeed, taking into account
the symmetry of the dipole wave function we need to account only for the term quadratic in p

(pa(@)pp(y)) = {pa(), pb(y)}) = %(5(93 —z1) —0(z — 22))(6(y — z1) — 6(y — 22)).-

Therefore

(pa(®)p6(Y)pe(2)) = — %Tz?c [5(2)(2; —2)(0(x — z1) = 6(x — 22))(6(y — 21) — 6(y — 22))

— 6 (@ — 2)(6(x — 21) — 8(x — 22))(6(y — z1) — S(y — 22))
+ 8P (x — y)(5(x — 21) — 8(x — 22))(6(2 — 21) — §(z — 22))

= S TE((@ — 1) — 6(@ — 22))(6(2 — 1) — 8(z — 22)) (6(y — z1) + 3y — z2)).



Similarly for four operators, we obtain

(Pa(®)pb(Y)pe(2) pa(u)) mv

= 12 () (2)8°°6°6 D) (2 — )6 (2 — ) + 12 (@) (y)6°°6™ 6P (x — 2)6) (y — )

+ 1A (z) 1 (2)0°%6%6 ) (2 — u)6@ (2 — y)
) o

M2(33 2 2
6 (5 ( y)5( )(33 - z)5( )(QE - u) (fadefbce - fabefcde) (228)

The last term here is of lower order in p? and is thus subleading for a projectile with high
charge density. We do not neglect it here, but as will become clear later, it does play a
somewhat different role than the first two terms even for a dilute projectile.

2.4 Small z gluon component of the projectile wave function

At the leading order, the dressing of the color charge by gluons of rapidity n is given by
the coherent operator:

C, = exp{zf/d%bl ZT( x) + a’ (n, :13)]} (2.29)

where the creation/annihilation operators are introduced as the decomposition of the trans-
verse gluon field

i < dk* i —ik~xt i ik~ xt
Aa(x+,a:):/0 W(aa(/ﬂ+,m)e ooty it (k) et ) (2.30)

The rapidity variable is defined here as

dk*
and the corresponding
i ki
ag(n, ) = ag(k™, ). (2.32)
47r
The commutation relations for the creation/annihilation operators are
[, ), ol ()] = 676520 — 1/)o(@ — ) . (2.33)

The Weizsacker-Williams field at the leading order is proportional to the color charge
density operator

wwzijfﬁff”ww. (2.34)

The distribution (wave function) of p can be modelled by the previously discussed dipole
or MV models.

Our calculation requires the knowledge of the incoming wave function at the rapidities
of both observed gluons: n and £ < 7. As we alluded to in the introduction, we restrict our



calculation to the case when the difference between the rapidites of the observed gluons
n — £ is large enough to use the eikonal vertex, that is n — & > 1, but small enough to
neglect corrections due to evolution, that is n — & < 1/as.

The gluon with rapidity n itself contributes to the source for emission of gluons at
lower rapidity. This can be accounted for by an appropriate redefinition of the Weizséacker-
Williams field at lower rapidity b7 (a) — b, () 4 00 (). Thus at rapidity & we have

Ce :exp{z\/ﬁ / &z (Bg(m) +5z§;(m)) [az‘j(g,m) +ag(g,m)}} (2.35)

where the extra contribution due to the presence of the gluon in the dipole wave function
is given by

@) = o [ ac [y c) (2.36)

where
PG @) = ap (¢ @) Tieac(C, @) - (2.37)
Thus to the required order, the valence state dressed by the gluon cloud is
[Win) = CeCyl0)|v) (2.38)

2.5 Scattering off the dense target

To describe a large nucleus, we use the classic field approximation for the gluon field of the
target. In the eikonal approximation we have,

Stai, (¢, )5 = Ug¥aly (¢, @) (2.39)

for gluon scattering, where U is the infinite Wilson line in the adjoint representation:

Ug = Pexp{ig/ deTT*A, (xT, a:)} . (2.40)

— 00

Similarly for quark and antiquark

51ba(@)S = Vas(@)ba()

A . i (2.41)
Slda(x)S =V, (x)dg(x)
where the Wilson line in the fundamental representation is given by
V(x) = Pexp{ig/ dztt*A; ($+,m)} : (2.42)

The consequence of these equations and the definition of the color charge density is that

St pa(@)S = UL po (@) (2.43)

~10 -



and similarly

~

$1pa(¢ WS = 4 (¢, Wac(¢, @) |ULT"Ua| = U pur(C. ). (2.44)

A calculation of a physical observable requires averaging over the ensemble of target
fields which determines various correlators of the Wilson lines. For a large nucleus at small
x, the ensemble of the color fields of the target is frequently taken as an MV model with a
relatively large value of the saturation momentum. This procedure in practice works well
for calculation of a correlator of a small number of Wilson lines, but becomes increasingly
complicated and cumbersome for more complicated correlators.

As we will see, the observable we work with leads to the expectations values of four
Wilson lines in the adjoint representation. In the limit of large number of colors, this
can be reduced to a product of up to two dipoles and a quadrupole in the fundamental
representation in the coordinate space. In order to get particle production cross section, this
combination has to be Fourier-transformed with respect to four two-dimensional transverse
momenta. Although, there are analytical expressions for the dipole and quadrupole in
the McLerran-Venugopalan model, the Fourier transforms render the problem numerically
prohibitively complex, as fast Fourier transform is not feasible in this multidimensional
space while Monte-Carlo integration is extremely ineffective due to the presence of the
oscillatory phases.

The two particle correlations at large N, (in the classical approximation, see e.g.
Ref. [39]) only arise at order 1/N?2 [40-42]. Partly this can be attributed to the nature
of the correlations arising either from gluon HBT or gluon Bose-Einstein correlations [26].
Therefore the large N, limit does not capture the physics we want to study. Going be-
yond the large N, limit provides additional level of complication, as the cross section also
involves sixtupoles and octupoles for which explicit analytical expressions, if exist, are too
complex for a numerical simulation.

Instead we will use another approach applicable for a well evolved, near black disc,
target. The approximation in question is the so-called factorized dipole approrimation
(FDA) discussed in Ref. [24, 25] and successfully applied to study particle production and
correlations in Refs. [26-30].

The idea behind this approximation is extremely intuitive. Consider an arbitrary
combination of even number of Wilson lines (Uy, Uy, . .. Uy,, ) which is multiplied by a non-
trivial function of coordinates and integrated with respect to all two-dimensional vectors
xi, ¢+ = 1,...,2n over some finite, but large compared to the inverse saturation scale of
the target squared, transverse area S|. If a single Wilson line were to have a nonzero
expectation value the largest contribution to the integral would be of order Si” arising
from the integration over the part of the phase space where the coordinates of all Wilson
lines are far away from each other. However for a dense target (Uy,) = 0, and so the largest
power of the transverse area possible is S”', with corrections of order Sﬁfl. The leading
order contribution includes terms which contain smallest color singlets in the projectile
propagating through the target. On one hand, any non singlet state that in the transverse
plane separated by more than 1/Q, from other propagating partons must have a vanishing

- 11 -



S-matrix on the dense target due to color neutralization on the scale of 1/Qs, see e.g.
[43-46]. On the other hand, if the singlet state contains more than two partons, one
looses a power of the area when integrating over the coordinates of the partons. Thus the
leading contribution in the dense target regime is the one where only dipole contribution
to the S-matrix should be accounted for. For illustration lets consider a four Wilson line
observable

4
/ T Paif @, wa) (60U, Uny Uy Ua)
i=1

4
- /H P (@, wa) | (USUR ) (UstUE?)
=1
+ (U0 (U Ut + (st Uz U U] + O(S.)

where the function f is assumed to have support for all  within the area S| . The correlator
<UgbU§d> is non zero only for a color singlet state, in this case — the dipole:
1

<U$bU§d> = W(SacfsbdD(\x -yl), (2.45)

c

where D(r) = @tr[UTTUO]. The quality of this approximation was explicitly checked for
a number of Wilson line combinations in Ref. [29]. The key necessary (albeit not sufficient)
condition for its applicability is QESme 1 > 1, where Qs is the saturation momentum of
the nucleus and Sp,05,1 is the effective transverse area of the projectile. For LHC energies
this condition is satisfied if we use the natural Sy = Q%H where Qg is the larger
between the QCD non-perturbative scale Aqcp and the virtuality of the photon. For
the nearly real photon we thus have Spo51 ~ AééD. One has to be aware that when
large momentum particle production is considered the effective area of the projectile might
be significantly smaller than AééD. Although this is a process-dependent statement, in
general it means that at large momenta & > )5, the FDA is not uniformly applicable.
Nevertheless even for high momenta the approximation can be justified a posteriori for
many momentum configurations. In particular, using the MV model for near real photon,
we checked the quality of the FDA for contribution to double gluon production dominant
at large density, see Eq. (5.4), and found excellent agreement. A somewhat different set
of Wilson line correlators were considered in Ref. [29]. Most of the combinations show
excellent agreement. At the same time, Ref. [29], also identified a few examples where
the FDA fails. These particular correlators do not appear in our expressions required to
compute azimuthal anisotropy.

For calculations in this paper we apply the FDA to evaluate the correlators of more
than two Wilson lines. As our calculations are mostly in momentum space, the basic
correlator used in the FDA is the Fourier transform of Eq. (2.45):

(27)?

UV r = 57 actbad® (p + @) D(p) (2.46)
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where D(p) is

1
(N2 -1)S1.

We will also assume spatial isotropy of the target field ensemble, so that D(p) = D(|p]).

D(p) = <Tr(Uj,Up) Vr. (2.47)

We will use the MV model for the dipole. That is in the coordinate space, we have

D(r) = exp [—1@37“2 1n<A21r2>] (2.48)
with D(|p|) = [ d?re®P"D(r).

3 Double inclusive gluon production - general expressions

The differential cross section for double inclusive gluon production with rapidities and the
transverse momenta (7, g1) and (£, g2) is given by

dN 1
dndq1 alfalq2 (277)4
x (v*1CT81Cal ,(n, wr)al (€, ua)aia(n, B1)aj (&, B2) CTSClY")

/ d2u1d2u2d2ﬁ1d2ﬁ26_iql (w1—u1) ,—igz2(uz2—u2)
(3.1)

The coherent operator C' is given by the product of C' = C¢C), see Sec. 2.4. For double-
inclusive gluon production, it is sufficient to expand the coherent operator to the leading
order in the argument:

Cy _1+zxf/d2v1bl v1) [ (n,v1)+a2(777”1)} ;
| | | (3.2)
Cg ~1 +Z\/§/d (%) bg)(vg) +(5bi(77,'02)) [ag,T(gva) +ai(£a'02)

Hence to the required order, the coherent operator can be approximated by Ceg
Cegr =1 %—Z\f/dlvlbZ v1) [ T(n,v1) +a2(n,vl)}
V2 / d%g bg(w) +5b{,(n,v2)) [agj (€, v2) +a{,’(§,v2)}
~2 [ ooy (B(oa) + 5800 v0) [aff (€. 02) + a0

< By (01) [aif (m,v1) + alm,v0)|

The matrix element in Eq. (3.1), can be decomposed into three different contributions
classified by the number of gluons emitted directly from the photon state M = Yo+33+34,
or equivalently, the powers of color charge density, schematically,

b2 (b + 0b)* = b* 4 2b%6b + b*(5b)*. (3.3)

Here every factor of b corresponds to a gluon emitted directly from the photon, while a
factor of db corresponds to a gluon emitted from another gluon with larger rapidity. We

~13 -



17,49, -4
6»612 f?‘b

Figure 1: An illustration of two types of contribution to the two gluon production amplitude.
Note that the number of actual diagrams is significantly larger, as the position of the shock wave
can vary. For example, in total, there are six diagrams for the topology of the left diagram.

will denote the corresponding contribution to the matrix element by 3,,, where n is the
number of gluons emitted directly from the projectile. To elaborate on this: o contributes
to the probability of the process where a gluon with rapidity n is emitted from the photon,
and subsequently this gluon splits into a pair of gluons which are then observed in the final
state. The splitting can occur either before of after the scattering on the target field. >4
contributes to the probability of the process where both gluons are emitted directly from
the photon state. Finally X3 represents the interference of the previous two contributions.
We now turn to evaluating the production amplitude.

3.1 Production amplitude
Our goal is to evaluate the production amplitude in the coordinate space defined by
Ay, 1) = STa; o(n, 81)a;, (€, W) CTSClY*) . (3.4)

We have introduced the factor ST for convenience, although it cancels in the calculation in
the matrix element M = AT A. Using Eq. (2.39), we arrive at

Alar, az) = U2 U a; o (n, @1)a; 5 (€, @2)STCTSCly) = Ay + Ay . (3.5)

The operator StCtSC has terms proportional to b and to b?, and these terms have been
separated in the previous equation into the two amplitudes A; and As. These amplitudes
are directly related to the aforementioned %,, Yo = A1 A7, ¥3 = A1 A5 + Aj Ay and
Y4 = A Aj.

3.1.1 Amplitude A,

Expanding the coherent operators and collecting the terms of first order in b, we obtain
the production amplitude for two gluons with colors a, b, polarizations i, j at positions @
and u9:

Ay (ay, )
=2 [ d*vd*USe UL al (n, @ )a, (€, 2) | ST0BE (0, v2)akT (&, 02) SBy(v1)al] (n,v1) (3.6)

— T8k (1 )alf (n, 0135 (1, 02) kT (€, 02)S — 68 (n, w2)alT (€, w)bly(wn)ayf (m, 01)] 1y*)

The second term in this expression gives zero when the operator 53’;(7],02) acts on the
gluon vacuum at rapidity n (we always assume that £ < 7).

— 14 —



We thus have two non-trivial terms which can be readily evaluated. The first one gives

U%‘f/U?g/d%ld%wi/(mﬁl)@ir(&ﬁz)gmyﬁ(n,Uz)afT(ﬁ,Uz)géé(vl)ag(%vl)|7*>

3.7
— [ daitas - i@ - o) 1] @) 7
where
Ji@) =55 (38)
The last term in Eq. (3.6) simplifies into
A / dPord*vaag, (n, )aj, (€ 52)00E (0, v2)ag! (€, v2)by(v1)ag (1, v1) 1) o)
3.9

_ / PaeU UL TS, 1 (@ — @) £ (a — )pa@)ly)
Combining these two contributions we complete A4;
A (1, 29) =2 / P (s — ) (s — )(Uay — Us))" [US, TV Jyapale)  (3.10)
where to obtain the final expression we used the identity
U TS, = [UL TUsq,lay - (3.11)

3.1.2 Amplitude A,

Following similar calculations, we obtain:

Az (g, ug)
= 2/d2md2yfi(ﬁl - m)fj(ﬁQ ) [U£EU32ﬁ6($)ﬁC(y) + UchgfﬁC(y)ﬁe(m)
U U pe(@)pely) — UacUL pel(y)pe()] (3.12)

—2 [ Padyia - o) (@ - )
x |Use (Uls = U ) pel@)iely) + Ugs (Ul = UL ) pely)pel@)| -

If we were to forget about the quantum nature of the color charge density operators (neglect
their commutation relations) the later expression would be identical to the frequently used
expression for two gluon production in the dilute-dense limit, see e.g. Appendix A of
Ref. [47].
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3.2 Matrix elements X

We now compute the matrix elements. The matrix element proportional to the second
power of the projectile charge density is:

Z:2(11'1a uz, alv ﬂ'2) = AT’ (u1> UQ)Al (ﬂla ’ELQ)
- / T / Pxf () — @) f (ur — @) f (@ — ) f (uz — w) (o (@)pa)) p
a T a
(|h, 7V iU, - UL, Vs, = Ua, WU, U] ) (3.13)
i [ o [ o - a)f (- ) @ - @) w - w) (oo @a(a)
<Tr(Uu1Te[U,12 — U} [Usy — Uﬁl]TEUgl) >T
The interference terms involving the cubic power of the projectile charge density:
Y3(ur, ug, w1, u2) = Ay (u1, u2)Ar (a1, u2) + A (w1, uz) As (i, u2)

= 4/d2wd2yd2wfj(u2 —w) f' (a1 — ) f (w1 — &) f (ug — )

x ((pe(@)pe (@)pal@)) p

><<UT€,“ )[UT —UT Ua, —Um”UngaUﬁl]L,)T

+ {pe(@)pe (@) pal)) p

< (U1 ) [[Uf = UL, [Us, — Ua) UL, T°0a))] ) ) (3.14)

+ 4/d2wd2yd2wf] (ug — wr) f' (w1 — @) f'(a1 — @) f/ (w2 — y)
X ((Par (Z)pe(®)Pe(Y)) p

(| W}, 70,1V, - UL, ] Ua, - Uy
(P

(@) pely)pe(@))
< ([[0d, TV, - UL 0y - Vs, U7 (@) )

X

2V @),

_.I_

Finally the term with the highest power of the projectile density is

Ya(wr, ug, w1, uo)

= A (ur, uz) As (T, B2)

_ 4 / Pady / Padg [ (a — ) (1 — y) f (u — &) f (s — g)

><(<ﬁc/(§)ﬁe/(i)ﬁe(w)ﬁc( >>p<[UfUm1 v, —U*H —Uyﬂ D, (3.15)
+ (per (@) (§)e @) p (UL, Uslere [0 = UL, )0 = 0] )

+ (o (@) (§)5c(y)pe(@)) p (UL, Ui Jere | U uz]} 0,

+(per (9)per (®) P p<U* wJere [[UL*UT Uy — w} > )
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4 Inclusive two gluon production: the dipole model

The two particle inclusive cross section in terms of the matrix element ¥ = Yo + X3 + X4
computed previously, reads

dN 1 /1 dz / T T
_— = - E _— Uy *(2,21 — 22,81) Uy (2,21 — 22, 81)
dpdgidédgy 4 = Jo 2m2(1=2) Joyzy 0 ( JEA

81, (4.1)
1 . _ 4 _
X )t /u L CHER O
1,u1,u2,u2
Summing over the quark and (transverse) photon polarizations we obtain
32¢2¢2
Z |\I/,§(Zv Z] — 22, 51)|2 = <2ﬂ_>2f (22 + Z2)225?”[(1(6f|’r|)2 (42)

317527)‘

where we introduced z = 1 — z to simplify notation.
We now integrate over z explicitly:

! 2
/0 dz (2* + 7% = 3" (4.3)

Hence the cross section reads
dN 16e2e>
3 5 = é/ €?K1(6f|Z1—Z2|)2
dndqidédgs  3(2m)% /., 2,

1 i —an) —i i _
X o7 eI (=) =i (U2 U) 5 () @1y, D)
(277) u1,U1,u2,U2

(4.4)

where as discussed earlier we set 5 = Q/2.

Numerical calculations are easier performed in momentum space, therefore in the fol-
lowing we present all expressions in terms of momentum integrals.

It is convenient to split the production cross section into three terms corresponding to
Y9, X3 and X4. Using the correlators of the color charge density in the dipole, calculated
in Section 2, we obtain for the contribution of Xs:

2.2
O WG T
dndqidédgs 37t C Jprg  P? o (4.5)

Tr (Uq1+k7PT€U]1;_q2 UE—qg TeU;JrE—P) )

In Eq. (4.5) we introduced

7., (1P| = /0 T drrE K2 (eglr)(1 - Jo(ir |1 P))

(P? + 2e§)1n<2’:f + 1+ f;)
(4.6)

1
= —— 4 R
2 |P|, /P2 +4é2
- @ K\ (4 K
T(gk k)= (2 -2 ) (-2, 47
(@2, 5 k) (q% k2> <q§ k2> ot
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Note that the ratio Z(e ¢, P)/P? as a function of P? approaches a finite constant in the
IR(P/ef — 0).

The contributions involving >3 cannot be simplified into one homogeneous expression.
Instead we have

AN® aN{® AN AN aN{
dndqidédq3 — dndqidédqs — dndgidédq3 — dndqidéde? — dndqidédqs

(4.8)

We list all four terms separately.

(3) 2.2
dN; 8e s 2/ . s

2 ie712 Tr |TU, U, TU, U, _
dndq%d&dq% 34 Qg kl,kz,k3< 1"[ kq Y k2 ksVk1 k2+k3} >T
L (@1 + a2+ ko — k)
(q1 + @2 + ka — k3)?
X [Igf(|‘h +qo + k2 — k3|) + L, (|g2 + k1]) — Zc, (lq1 — k1 + k2 — k3|) | -
(4.9)

I'(g2,q2 + k1,92 + k2)

Note that this expression does not have poles at g2 + k =0 and q1 + g2 + ko — k3 =0 as
the combination of Z functions vanishes at these points.
Similarly for the remaining three contributions we have

3) 2.2
dﬁdcigzédqg - _8§wif o /kl,k%kg <Tr [TdU’il Uk2TdUli3Uk1—k2+k3} >T
(g1 — k1 + ko —k3)-(q1+qo + ka — k3)
(q1 — k1 + k2 — k3)*(qu + q2 + k2 — ks3)?
[Tl — e — Ral) + T (s + @2+ e — Kal) — T2 (g + K.
(4.10)

F(q27 q2 + kla q2 + k?)

AN 8e2e? . o

= - T[TUUTUU, D
dﬁdQ%dqu% 3t “s /kl,k27k3< r kq k2 ks Y k1—ko+ks -
L D@t — kst k)

a}(a + a2 — ko + k3)?

X |Tey(laz + oy — Ko+ ksl) + T, (la1 + @2 = ko + Ksl) = T (jan = Ka])|]

I'(g2,q2 + k3,q2 + k1 — k2 + k3)

(4.11)
and, finally,
dN;” 8ee] dyrt drrt
=— Tr [T U, U, TU, Uy, _ }>
dﬁd‘ﬁdqug 3md o /k1,k:27kg< oy k2 ks 1 —kath T

(g1 — k1) - (g1 + q2 — ko + k3)
(g1 — k1)%(q1 + g2 — k2 + k3)?

X [Zsf(lfh — ki) + Ze,(la1 + g2 — ko + ks|) — Zo ((|g2 + k1 — k2 + ks|) | -
(4.12)

I'(g2,q2 + k3,q2 + k1 — ko + k3)

~ 18 —



Switching to the contribution from ¥4 involving four p(x) correlators, we again obtain
four terms that cannot be obviously combined:

AN AN ANV dNSY AN
dndqidédqs dndqldédqg dndqidédqs — dndqidédqs — dndqidédqs

The explicit expressions are:

(4.13)

d N(4>
dndqidédgs

326 e 1
= faz/ —1(q2,q2 + k3, q2 + k1 — k2 + k3)
3md k1,k2,k3 ql

X [UIL Uk2]€/e |:Uk:3 Ukl +k3—k2} e

X {Tr(tC'te'tetC) (Igf(‘tp + k) + T, (Jqu + Ka|) + I, (Jgo + ki — ko + Ka))

7, (lq1 + ka|) — Zc, (Jk1 — ka|) = I, (lq1 — @2 + ko — k3]) — I, (lq1 + @2 + k1 + k3\)>
Télche
A ( er(la2 +ks|) = L (lar + k) + Ze (g2 + ki — ko + k)
—Te(lq1 + kal) — Zc, (|k1 — ka|) + Zc, (|q1 — g2 + k2 — k3|) + I, (lq1 + g2 + k1 + k3|)>]

(4.14)

One in principle can substitute an explicit expression for the trace of four Gell-Mann
matrices, in practice however, this does not help to simplify the expression.

dN(4)
dndqldédqz
32¢2e2 . k
¥ 2/ q1 - (q1 + k1)
- a 5 1(q2,q2 + k3,q2 + k1 + k3 — k2
3md ki ko ks @5 (q1 + F1)? ( )

X [Ul:fu Uksere |:U113Uk1+k3—k2}clc
X [Tr(t@'tC'tetC) (IEf(qu + k) + I, (Jqu + Ka|) + I, (|go + k1 — ko + Ka))

+Ze (lq1 + ka|) — Ze, (k1 — ka|) — Ze, (g1 — q2 + k2 — ks3|) — I, (|q1 + @2 + k1 + ks\))
TTS e

(L (ot hal) + Tey (o Kal) + 2oy (g2 + Ry — e 4 hal)

T (jan + o) + T (K1 — Kal) = T, (101 — @3 + Ko — Kal) = To, (Jqn + g2 + Ko + s )|

(4.15)
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AN

dndq;dédqs
32e2e? ( ko) - k
f 9 q1 + k2) - (q1 + k1)
= I'(g2,qo + k3, qo + k1 + ks — k
37T4 /k:hk:z,kg (ql +k2)2(q1 +k1)2 (q2 © 52 ! ’ 2)

x [Ulil Ukz]e'e |:UIJ<r:3 Uk, +k3—k2:| .

X [Tr(te/tcltct‘f) (Igf(|q2 +ks|) + I, (g1 + k1|) + I, (lgz + ki — k2 + ks])

/¢

+I€f(’q1 + ka2l) —Isf(|k1 — ka) —Isf(|CI1 —q2 + k2 — k3|) —Isf(|(h +q2+ k1 + k3|))

TLTS ,
M( = Ie; (g2 + ks|) + Ze, (lan + Fal) + Zc (g2 + ko — k2 + k)

8
+ (|1 + Kel) = Ze (R = o) = Ty (1 — g+ o — k) + Iz, (la1 + g2 + o + Ka])) |
(4.16)
AN
dndqid¢dq;
32e%ef (g1 +k2) @

= a e ———
3wt F /kl,kQ,kg (q1 + k2)%q}
X [Ulil UkQ]e/e |:UI-I<;5 Uk1+k3_k’2i| c

I'(g2,q2 + k3,q2 + k1 + k3 — k2)

/¢

T1"<tclte,tcte> (Ief(\lh +k3|) + Zc,(lq1 + k1) + Z:, (|q2 + k1 — k2 + k3))

|
L (lay + Ral) = T (et = Fal) = Ty (a1 — @2 + ko — Ksl) — T, (lay + @2 + Fo + ) )

TLTS .,
+ =2 (L (|2 + Kal) = Ze, (11 + Kal) = I (g2 + ko — e + K

+ T (a1 + ko) + Ty (b — Kal) = Ty (a1 — @+ ko = ksl) + T (Ja1 + @2 + oy + Ks)) )|
(4.17)

Note that the combinations of the functions Z multiplying the trace of the four Gell-Mann
matrices are identical, while those multiplying the product of two adjoint matrices are
different in different terms due to distinct patterns of signs.

It is interesting to separate out the contribution which is analogous to calculations
performed in the “classical” MV model. As we have discussed above, it corresponds to
keeping only those terms in ¥4 which are completely symmetric in the color charge density
operators. Here this corresponds to symmetrizing the four generators in the trace with
respect to the color indices. For this symmetric part of the trace, see Eq. (2.22), and
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N, = 3 we obtain

AN 16626? 2 r k ko)D k ki —ky+ k
dndg2dédgd  27m as/kl,ktz,k3 (@i, q1 + ki, q1 + k2)I'(q2, g2 + k3, g2 + k1 — ko + ks3)

< [(Tey a2 + sl) + T (lan + ) + T2 (las + K — Ko+ K
+ 2, (lqu + Kaf) — Ze, (|k1 — Kaf)
—Z.,(lg1 — g2 + ko — k3|) — Zc . (|q1 + g2 + k1 + k’3‘)>]
(Tr [U,LU;Q} Tr |:U];|;3Uk1+k3—k2i|
+ Tr [U,; UkQU,ZSUkﬁkrkz}
+ T (U], U U4y U] )
(4.18)

This expression has a few physically transparent properties. First, it vanishes if any
of the four interactions with the target is set to zero, Uy — 6 (k), due to I'(q, k,q) =
I'(q,q,k) = 0. Second, the color neutrality of the dipole suggests that a zero momentum
gluon will not be able to resolve the dipole and thus lead to a trivial contribution. Gluons
originating from the dipole have the momenta q1+ k1, g1 + ko, go+ ks, and g2+ k1 — ko + k3
(this can be read off the arguments of I' functions). Setting any of this to zero leads to
vanishing contribution in the integral due to the combination of Z functions. Finally, one
can trivially show that the cross section is symmetric under go — —gs.

4.1 Averaging over the target in FDA

We now need to average over the target field ensemble using the FDA. We present here
the detailed computation only for the term Yo. We have

<Tr<U‘11+k*PTeUIZ 0 Uk-a eU; +k— P> T

)
__re e ted df a
=T5. g Ut - PUp ) (Uf_ a2 ;f+k pT (4.19)
e e cd a ’
+Tbchg<U 1+k— PU >T<Uli q2U2f+k p)>T
a cd d
T3 T (U o U;ak (UL UE
The first term vanishes since T}y, = 0. The second term

T Ty Ugt i pUp o ) (U, UM o))

bet fg\Yq1+k—P T\Vk—g,Y g +k—pP )T

= TbchC]\(]2 ik 5(0)0®(q1 +k+k — P —q2)D(g2 — k)D(g> — k) (4.20)

= —(2m) NcSﬁ( Nqi+k+k—P—q)D(q2— k)D(q2 — k),
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where we took into account that in the momentum space 62 (0) = S, /(27)2. The third
term

e tga ted df
Tbchg<U 1+k— Uqg+k p)> <Uk qQUE q2>T
= (2m)* Te(T°T*)S16®) (k — k) D(q1 + k — P)D(q2 — k) (4.21)
= (21)*Ne(NZ —1)5.6®) (k — k)D(q1 + k — P)D(q2 — k).
Hence the cross section for the contribution involving ¥ is
dN @) _64e : o2 / I(elg + @2+ k + E|)
dndgidédg; 3 Tk (@t qt+k+k)? (4.22)

Similarly we obtain

AN®) 32e2e2

e

f 2 _

= Neai, S {I k—k|)L(g1,k —
d’r/dq dé_dq2 37T2 as J_/_ Ef(|q1+q2+ |) (ql ql)

)

_ =1 (E—k—qi—q) (4.23
-|-(Igf(|l~z:+¢12|)—Igf(\k:—(11\)>L(€h,(11—k:)]'(,—c Ky — qi qz) 429)

X ((Nf —)l(q2,q2 + k,q2 + k) —T(q2,q2 + k, q2 — k))D(k)D(E)

For the symmetric part of 34 at N, = 3 and using FDA, we obtain
st(;}I)n 16e2e2 Sl o2

NZ+1 4.24
drdgded ~ zrT N DO+ W+ W) (4.24)

where W; are the following integrals (although our equations are valid for N, = 3 only, we
keep explicit variable N, in order to distinguish different contributions)

Wy = (NZ - 1)/I€EF(Q1,Q1 +k,q1 +k)(q2,q2 + k,q2 + k)D(k)D(k)
% (22, (142 + Fl) + 22, (Ja1 + k|- (4.25)
~Z(ep |2 — @+ k— k)~ L (a1 + @2+ k+ k).
Wy = /kEF(CIb(h +k,q1 — k)T(q2,q2 — k,q2 + k)D(k)D(k)
% (Z.,(1a: — k) + Z.,(la1 + Kl) + Z., (la2 + E|) + Z., (|1 — ) (4.26)
~ L, (1 + @) ~ ., (k + B) — Z., (12 — a1 + E — K]) ),
Wi = /kE L(q1,q1 +k,q1 + k)T(q2, g2 + k, q2 + k) D(k)D(k)

x (Z., (12 + Kl) + Z., (la1 + Kl) + Z., (|1 + Fl) + Z(es. a2 + Kl (4.27)

~ (g2 — i) — T, (lk — k) ~ Z.,(Jq1 + @2 + k + E])) .

In these contributions one can identify the underlying physical origin:
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Uncorrelated production: the terms appearing in the second line of Eq. (4.25) and
proportional to Z(ey, |q1 + k| and Z.,(]g2 + k|) represent uncorrelated production.
This is manifested by factorization of the momenta g; and g2 as well as the integral
with respect to k and k.

Bose Enhancement in the projectile: the last line of Eq. (4.25) is due to Bose En-
hancement in the projectile wave function. The two gluons from the projectile scatter
on the target independently. This contribution is peaked at the momenta when the
emitted gluons from the projectile have either colinear or anti-colinear momenta,
that is when the arguments of the Z function vanish. There is also an N2-suppressed
corrections to this contribution in the last terms of Eqgs. (4.26) and (4.27).

e Hanbury Brown and Twiss effect: the terms Z(ey, |g1 + go|) originate from the HBT
effect.
e Bose Enhancement in the target: Gluons originating from the target and having

either colinear or anti-colinear momenta lead to the Bose Enhancement in target wave
function. This is the origin of the rest of terms in the above expression. This is obvious
for the contribution is proportional to Z. . (|k & k|). The rest of the contributions are
also due to Bose enhancement of the target: they correspond to the situation where
the two gluons from the projectile scatter in the correlated manner from the target-by
exchanging either the same or opposite transverse momenta. The somewhat unusual
momentum combinations in factors of Z, like 7., (|k—q1|) express the fact that gluons
with momentum of order of inverse dipole size are emitted from the dipole in coherent
fashion.

Interestingly from Eq. (4.25), one observes that Bose enhancement in the projectile is
parametrically of the same order in N, as the uncorrelated production. This is very
different compared to the MV model for the projectile, see Eq. (5.10), where Bose
enhancement in the projectile is suppressed relative to the uncorrelated production
by the factor of (N2—1)~!. This difference is due to the fact in the dipole model of the
quasi-real photon the ¢ pair is strongly correlated in color (¢q is always in the single
state). On the other hand in MV model the valence degrees of freedom are assumed
to be completely uncorrelated. This difference in the initial color structure leads to
different parametric dependence of the correlated production in the two models.

The remaining, non-symmetric part has kinematic factors that cannot be combined to
Lipatov vertices. We again write it as a sum of three contributions

d ng‘sl) 326263c 9
~ a
dndg?dédq? 3md

S

S LNC<W1 W W3) (4.28)
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with

(N2 -1
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k

(4.31)

We will use this equations for the numerical evaluations.

5 Inclusive two gluon production: the MV model.

In this section we compute two gluon production by approximating the wave function of
the (almost) real photon using the MV model. Note that although we use MV model, we
do not discard terms which are suppressed by powers of color charge density, and which
are customarily neglected in the CGC literature.

We start with ¥V which is trivial to compute,

SV (ur, ug, iy, @2) = 4/d2mu2(w)fi(ﬁ1 —x)f(ur — ) (B2 — 1) f (ug — uy)

(5.1)
<ﬁWJW%*%M%*%MWH%
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This expression modulo the projectile wave function is very much the same as the one we
obtained in the previous section, see Eq. (4.5).

The contribution in Z%W
yiv

involves two terms, both of which are of the same order in
color charge density as

S, n,2) =2 [ o ) — ) @ @)~ )z )
Tt [V + U T = U, )V, — Ua, | T°UL ]|

‘ . ' . (5.2)

2/d2mu2(m)fj(u2 —up)f'(u; —x)f(u1 —x)f/ (ug — x)
T [V, TOUY, — UL, )1Us — Vs, JTOUS + U]

Finally, ¥}V has two contributions, which can be organized by the power of 2. We
refer to p? contribution as quantum and p* as classical. We start with the former. Using
Eq. (2.28) we obtain

ﬂ%WMWJmaﬁ:/ﬁ%ﬁ@n%m—wﬁ%m—wﬁ%u—wku—@
(Te([Ud, — UlllUa, — UalT* U} — UL, )[Us — Una)T*)
— 2 1(1Ud, + ULV, + UalT*) T (U ~ UL, [V — Vsl T*)

1
— 5 tr ([0, + Ull[Us, + U T°[U} = UL,V = UsT°)
(5.3)

The classical part is dominant at large color charge density in the projectile and reads
S (w, ug, y, 4g) = 4/d2wd2y/d253d227fi(ﬂ1 —x) [ (@2 — y) [ (w1 — &) f (ug — )
T . — . —
< (Wi, - vlliva, ] U, - Uf][Ua, Uy]LC>T
x (070 12 (@)% (2)0P) (@ — )6 (@ — 9)
+ 5c’e5e’clu2(w)u2(y)5 (2)
+ 07 (@) (y)d D (@ — 2)6) (y — )

|
S
=

5
0

|
<

(5.4)

Here the first term in the classification of Ref. [41] corresponds to the “square” diagrams
involving the quadrupole, the second to “cross” diagrams. The last contribution represents
emission where the correlations can only originate from the correlations in the target; this
term also gives the leading contribution to the uncorrelated production.
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5.1 Momentum space and FDA

As in the dipole model, we convert our expressions to momentum space and average over
target using FDA. We get
dN2 . 4g4
dqZdg3dnds ~ (2rm)!

/ 2 (e + Ky — oy — k) (T (U, U, U, U}, | )
k1,k2,k3,ka T

(g1 +q2+ks— k) (q1+q2+ ko — kp)
(g1 +q2 + ks — ka)%(q1 + g2 + k2 — k1)?
(5.5)

L'(q2,q2 + k2) L7 (g2, g2 + k3)

Using FDA, this simplifies into

dN> 4N, .g* / o o
= dxp(x D(ki1+ q1)D(—ko + g2
dqidgidndé  (2m)* (@) k1 ks ( D )

2 (k2 — k1) - L(ga, ko) \?
{vz-1) ( o) ) (5.6)
(k2 — k1) - L(q2, ko) (k2 — k1) - L(g2,92 — k2 — k1)}
(k2 — k1)? (k2 — k1)?
Similarly for 33 contribution we obtain
dNs  4g*
dgidgidnds — (2m)*

/ 2 (R + Ky = ey — by ) T [Uk, T°UL, Ui, T°U, |
K1,ko,ks3,ka (5.7)
(ks — ks —q1 — q2)"
(ks — ks —q1 — q2)?

where we assumed that p?(—k) = p?(k). The FDA leads to
dN3  4N.g*

dgidgzdnds — (27)*

(k1 — ko)’

{(ch - 1)Li((h,k1)m

(k1 — ko)’
mr(%,k%‘h ai kl)}

T(qa, q2 + k2, q2 + k3) L (q1, k1 — q1)

/deﬁ(m)/k . D(k1+ q1)D(—k2 + q2)
['(q2, k2, k2) (5.8)

- Li(qla kl)

Finally the ¥4 contribution is given by two terms proportional to p? and p*. Starting
with the former, in FDA we obtain

ANZ
dqidq3dndg
_g'N.
- 2m)* ik

1 _ _
{(Nf —-1) [F(Qh q+k,q+k)— gF(QL —q1 —k,—q1 — k)]F<Q27QQ +k,q2 + k)

(~k)D(~F) / Py (x)

2 _ _
+ gf‘((h, —q1 —k,—q1 —k)'(q2,q2 + k,q2 + k)
1 _ _
+ I'(q1,q1 + k,q1 + k) — gf‘((h, —q1+k,—q1 — k’)}f‘(%,fh +k,q2+ k)}

(5.9)
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The latter is given by

N Ao (—k)D(E){F( +k,q1 + k)I( —k,qo— k)
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[E2(0)P(NZ = 1)* + (N7 = 1| (g1 — g2 + k + F)[?]

+ (N2 - D)|p* (g1 + @2+ k+K)|°T(q1,q1 + k,q1 + k)T(q2, g2 + k, g2 + k)
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+T(qi,q1 +k,q1 + k)T(g2,92 — k,q2 — E)((NCQ — )| (q + q2))

Fla -tk BP0k~ B)P)
(5.10)

The physical origin of different terms can be easily identified:

e Uncorrelated production: the contribution proportional to (N2 —1)2|2(0)|? describes
uncorrelated two gluon production

e Bose Enhancement in the projectile: this term is proportional to (N2 — 1)|u?(q1 +
q> + k -+ k)|2. Tt is suppressed by the factor of 1/N2 compared to the uncorrelated
production as the initial gluons have to have the same color. As in the dipole case,
there is a correction to Bose Enhancement in the projectile which is suppressed by a
further factor of 1/N2. It is proportional to |u?(q1 £ qo + k + k)|

e Bose Enhancement in the target: the terms proportional to |u?(k — k)|? represent

Bose Enhancement in the target; they are suppressed by 1/NZ in the dense regime.

e HBT: finally the terms (N2 —1)|u?(q1 & g2)|? represent HBT correlation. This term
is suppressed by 1/N?2 relative to the uncorrelated production as the color of the final
state gluons should be the same.

6 Numerical results

In this section we evaluate numerically inclusive two gluon production in both models for
the projectile wave function.

We do not have ambitions to fit experimental data, and we therefore do not try to
optimize parameters of the model. Nevertheless we want to be able to have at least a
qualitative idea on the ballpark of the CGC predictions for relevant observables.

The first question we are faced with is that of subtraction of the background. In
experiment, low multiplicity events are used to subtract trivial contribution from high
multiplicity data, which is then analyzed in terms of flow harmonics. In our calculation
using the MV model for the projectile, this procedure naturally corresponds to subtracting
the u? terms as they play a dominant role at low multiplicity and are negligible compared
to u* terms at high multiplicity. We thus take as our “signal” only the p* contribution,

_97 —



which corresponds to the classical gluon production as defined in the previous section.
In the dipole model for the projectile wave function, the distinction between low and high
multiplicities is trickier to make since we do not have an explicit parameter ;2. Nevertheless
motivated by the MV model, we will use the symmetric part of the matrix element 34 as
our high multiplicity “signal”. For N, = 3, as we demonstrated in Sect. 4, it has a compact
form and is clearly not dominated by back-to-back production.

For numerical calculations we will use the following set of parameters: the saturation
momentum of the target is chosen as Qs = 2 GeV, the infrared cut-off entering into the
Poisson equation of the MV model is set to be equal to A = 200 MeV, additionally to
insure that the logarithm of the argument of the logarithm entering into the adjoint dipole
of Eq. (2.45) does not change sign we use

D(r) = exp [—ngrQ ln<A21T2 + e)] : (6.1)

For the nearly real photon wave function, we use a small but non-zero value of ) in order

to regularize large distance physics. In our calculations we fix e; = 100 MeV. This roughly
corresponds to @ ~ 200 MeV.

To ensure that the projectile photon has a finite size, in the projectile MV model we
introduce the projectile size R through the impact parameter dependent parameter u?(x):

2

12 (z) —Nexp{—zz}. (6.2)

Since our signal is a homogeneous function of 42, the constant A/ does not play any role
in the normalized quantities considered below and we do not need to specify it. Here we
do not explore the dependence on the shape of the projectile as it has little effect on the
observable in this approach, except for unrealistically large ellipticities, see Ref. [27].

The code is publicly available in Ref. [48].

In order to compute the two particle v9 as a function of the transverse momentum, we
define the n-th Fourier mode of the particle production cross section V,,(p)

mlx d
w(q1) /d01/ d?qy exp mAG)dq 22 dnde (6.3)
10493

where Af = 65 — 01 is the angle between q; and gs. Additionally, the integrated Fourier
modes are defined according to

v [ g [ 2 nAg)—— N 6.4
A R T o
Then we have
@) Va(pi)
v = 6.5
2 (pJ-) VO(PL) ( )

for the second Fourier harmonic of the two particle correlation function 3

3To relate to notations of Ref. [12], our (v{? (pL))? is the same as va2(pL = pa, ps) of Ref. [12] with p
integrated over the specified momentum range.

~ 98 —



0.100 p °e @ Dipole Model 0.100 p @ Dipole Model
A MV Model R = 1/GeV A MV Model R = 1/GeV
14 0“ @ MV Model R = 3/GeV @ MV Model R = 3/GeV
L A L
0-075 & o * Q —2Gev 00751 o o aaa Q —2Gev
M‘ P =2 Gev piax — 4 GeV
o 0.050 '.: 0:. o) 0.050F /g
9,
@ A
0.025 | X 0.0251 ¥ %o
: & & ' & ®0ee, *a
o...“ oy o Ny
@
0.000 k. . . poeebés. 0.000 b . . . __®0eo
0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5
P, GeV P, GeV
Figure 2: The second Fourier harmonic of the two particle correlation function, vém, see Eq. (6.5),

as a function of the transverse momentum of the ”trigger” gluon. The momentum of the ”associ-
ated” gluon is integrated from 0 to p**.

(2)

Experimental collaborations, in addition to vy’ (p, ) also extract v, whose definition is

based on the assumption of the factorization of the hydrodynamic flow. In hydrodynamics,

(2)

a two-particle azimuthal harmonic vy is a product of single particle azimuthal anisotropies,

vo. This motivates considering the observable

Va(p1)/Volp1)

Vv Va/Vo

Experimentally the two observables are quite close to each other [12]. In our calculations,

va(pL) = (6.6)

there is no reason at all to expect such hydrodynamics-like factorization. It is nevertheless
useful to consider vs in order to get an idea of how much the two quantities differ from
each other in our framework.

We plot these two quantities in Figs. 2 and 3. To guide the eye we also added exper-
imental data to compare it to vo. Note that we did not plot the last experimental point
which is located at rather large negative values of vy, see ATLAS [12]. The calculations
are done for two upper limits of the integration with respect to the transverse momentum
P =2 and 4 GeV. The former choice is the same as in the ATLAS measurements, while
the later choice is motivated by comparison with the study in Ref. [17].

7 Discussion: factorization and forward production.

We now discuss our results. We stress again that our goal was not to fit the ATLAS data
as we do not believe that our calculational framework is constrained enough for such an
endeavor. First, we do not include hadronization in our calculation, and that may have
a large effect on the correlated part of particle production. In addition the wave function
of the real photon has to be modelled in some way, and this modelling leaves a lot of
freedom. Instead we studied two ubiquitous models used in a variety of CGC calculations
to understand the qualitative features of the effect. Consequently we did not try to optimize
the parameters of the MV model and the dipole model of the photon when calculating vs.
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Figure 3: The elliptic flow vs extracted from two particle correlations function using the definition
motivated by factorization, vs, see Eq. (6.6), as a function of the transverse momentum of the
"trigger” gluon. The momentum of the associated gluon is integrated from 0 to p'**. To guide the
eye we plotted ATLAS data from Ref. [12].

Before we proceed, we want to put our study in the perspective by commenting on
the existing literature and comment on the comparison of our results to those of Ref. [17].
Direct comparison between the two is hard, since the calculational frameworks are very
different, even though both calculations are based on the CGC approach. Our calculation
is appropriate at non forward rapidities where particle production is dominated by gluons,
whereas the authors of Ref. [17] use the hybrid approach which restricts their calculation
to the photon going direction. One could attempt to take the model used in Ref. [17] for
valence parton distribution in the photon and use it as yet another model for the photon.
This is however not a well posed problem since no color correlations between valence partons
have been taken into account in Ref. [17] due to collinear approximation invoked there,
while such color correlations are clearly important away from forward rapidity especially
at relatively low transverse momenta.

There is however one qualitative observation that we can make with confidence. The vg
is our calculation exhibits in all models the same qualitative trend: it rises at low transverse
momentum to a maximum at p; around 1 GeV, and drops thereafter, see Figs. 2 and 3.
This is also a clear trend in the experimental data. On the other hand v calculated in
Ref. [17] never reaches a maximum, but instead keeps growing at high momentum far
beyond the point where experimentally it is observed to fall. Qualitative this difference
in behavior is easy to understand. As we will explain below the origin of the turnover
in our calculation is the dominance of a very narrow gluon HBT peak. We stress that
the dominance of the HBT peak in correlations at mid rapidity is not an artifact of our
approximation. It was demonstrated both, within the FDA in Ref. [26] and also using the
lattice simulations of the MV model without invoking FDA in Ref. [27] .

In contrast to the above, in the calculation of forward production in Ref. [17] the
gluon HBT effect is simply absent. This calculation treats forward moving partons as
distinguishable, and therefore does not account for quantum statistics effect, like Bose
enhancement and HBT. Instead the physical origin of the correlations in Ref. [17] is the

— 30 —



A MV Model 0.4 GV < p | <09 GeV A Divole Model 0.4 GeV < p < 09 GeV
0.125 t @ MV Model 0.4 GV < p | <2 GV 0.125 } @ Divole Model 0.4 GeV < p | < 2 GeV
@ MV Model 0.9 GeV < p = <2 GeV @ Dipole Model 0.9 GeV < p < 2 GeV
*8®
0.100 M 0.100
3 % e
5L ! L
PR PO s, 0075
0.050f #g & % 0.050 }
A A& ®
0.0251 #@ A *0 0.025
° A& &
0000 8% 22223890000000s 0.000
1 2 3 4 5
P, GeV

Figure 4: The elliptic flow vy for three different kinematic ranges of the trigger particle. Here as
in the previous figure, Qs = 2 GeV. The size of the projectile is set by R = 1/GeV.
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Figure 5: The same as Fig. 4 but binned with the same bin size as the ATLAS analysis.

so called color domain structure in the target [40]* The color domain effect is the more
efficient, the higher the transverse momentum of produced particles. High p| particles are
produced nearby in the coordinate space, and therefore are more probable to probe the
same domain in the target. Thus the approach of Ref. [17] does not contain a mechanism
that could lead to decreasing v, at high momentum®.

Consider now our numerical results on Figs. 2 and 3. The first observation is that
both the MV model and the dipole model produce vy of the same order as the experimental
data. The shape of the momentum dependence in the two models is slightly different, with
MYV mode vg rather sharply peaked at low momentum.

4Note that although color domains are not introduced explicitly in Ref. [17], they are an inherent feature
in the configuration by configuration realization of the MV model used in the calculations of Ref. [17].

5The color domain structure in principle also contributes to correlations in our approach where it appears
in the guise of target BE correlations. However as explained above it is strongly suppressed relative to the
gluon HBT. For example in the MV model at large N.. the target BE correlations are suppressed by 1/NZ2
relative to the leading correlated terms. Even if one such sub-leading contribution grows at high p, this
does not necessarily result in the growth of the total correlated signal, as there are other contributions of
the same order (e.g. sub-leading BE of the projectile corrections). Those are not necessarily positive and
may naturally temper this growth. In the kinematic region we consider here the gluon HBT effect is by far
the dominant one, and its behavior determines the overall behavior of the correlated signal.
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One somewhat surprising feature of our results is that vy and 1152) turn out to be not
very different. Naive expectation is that ve should drop very quickly once the momentum
of the trigger particle is outside the integration interval of the momentum of the associate.
The reasoning for this is that the two particle correlations in the CGC framework receive a
very large contribution from the gluon HBT effect. The HBT peak is very narrow, in fact
for a large projectile its width in momentum space is inversely proportional to the area.
As a result for a large area projectile the correlation drops by several orders of magnitude
once the momentum of the trigger is outside of the momentum bin of the associate [26].
It is thus natural to expect Va/Vy > Va(py1)/Vo(p.) and therefore vy < 1152) (p1) when

max

p1L > py
pL > p'™¥, the difference is not that spectacular especially for the dipole model photon.

Instead we observe that although vo does indeed drop somewhat faster for

We believe this is due to the finite size of the projectile wave function, which leads to
widening of the HBT peak and tempers the drop in the HBT correlation.

With these considerations in mind we plot the dependence of vy on the choice of the
momentum bin of the associated particle. We choose the bins the same as in the ATLAS
data [12]. As mentioned above, the hydrodynamic-like universality /factorization would
suggest that this quantity does not depend on the bin size and location. Our results on
the other hand are not expected to display such independence. In Fig. 4 we plot vy as
a function of the momentum of the trigger particle for three different bin choices of the
associate. Indeed we observe a rather strong dependence on the bin choice consistent with
the discussion above. Namely, vy is large when the momentum of the trigger particle p, is
within the bin, and drops fairly quickly once p, is outside the bin. This behavior is common
for the MV model and the dipole model of the photon. At some values of p| the difference
between the values of vs is very large, with ratio between vo for different bins reaching about
7 or 8 at the maximum. This seems to be in stark contradiction with experimental data.
However, one has to keep in mind that the experimental test of universality/factorization
in Ref. [12] was not performed for a fixed momentum of a trigger particle, rather p, was
also binned. Following the same procedure we plot on Fig. 5 values of vs for four bins of p |
chosen in the same way as in Ref.[12]. Interestingly, the binning has a very strong effect:
since the curves in Fig. 4 are all bell shaped on the scale comparable with the bin size,
integrating over the p| bins leads to significant reduction of differences in the values of vs.
The ratio between the values of v for different associate bins is now at most 3 or 4 rather
than 7 or 8. This is still significantly larger than for the ATLAS data, where the maximal
ratio is closer to 2, but the difference is now not as drastic. Interestingly, the systematics of
momentum dependence of our results is quite similar to that in the data, with v initially
rising, and subsequently falling with p,, and vy for some of the bins crossing over in the
vicinity of 1 GeV.

We stress again that our purpose in this exercise is not to force-fit the data. It is
quite clear that fiddling with the model parameters would allow us to get much closer to
experimental points, but it is unclear what it would teach us. Instead, our take home
message is twofold. First, we conclude unambiguously that a CGC calculation does not
yield results consistent with the hydrodynamic inspired universality of vy, although the
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values of v9 we obtain are roughly of the same magnitude as the experimental ones. Second,
it seems to us that the test of the said universality conducted in Ref. [12] is inconclusive.
The variation between the different bin values found in Ref. [12] albeit broadly consistent
with universality, is also quite similar to our (not optimized) CGC results due to binning of
the momentum of the trigger particle. A more detailed study of this point seems desirable.
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