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The helicity correlation of two back-to-back hadrons is a powerful tool that makes it possible
to probe the longitudinal spin transfer, G1L, in unpolarized hadronic collisions. In this work, we
investigate the helicity correlation of back-to-back dihadrons produced in photon-nucleus collisions
with both spacelike and quasireal photons and explore its potential in understanding the flavor
dependence of spin-dependent fragmentation functions. We present helicity amplitudes of partonic
scatterings with both virtual and real photons and make numerical predictions for the dihadron
helicity correlations at the future Electron Ion Collider experiment and the current RHIC/LHC
ultraperipheral collision experiment. Future experimental measurements can also illuminate the
fragmentation function of circularly polarized gluons.

I. INTRODUCTION

The longitudinal spin transfer of fragmentation functions, G1L, encodes information on how the polarization of the
fragmenting parton is inherited by final-state hadrons [1–3] during the hadronization. Therefore, it is an important
quantity in understanding the hadronization mechanism of high-energy partons, providing a new dimension beyond the
momentum distribution [4–21]. Since the longitudinal spin transfer describes the fragmentation of polarized partons,
we are not surprised by the fact that it was first investigated by the LEP experiment [22–25] and the polarized
semi-inclusive deeply inelastic experiments [26–31]. However, the quantitative study of this polarized fragmentation
function is far from being satisfactory. Currently, only one parametrization [32] for G1L of Λ is available in the market,
which stopped updating after 2000 since there are no new experimental data available. The flavor dependence of G1L

remains unsolved.
The dihadron longitudinal polarization correlation (refereed to as the helicity correlation in the rest of this paper)

[33] has been proposed as a novel observable that allows us to probe the longitudinal spin transfer even in the Belle
experiment. However, no such measurement has ever been conducted yet in e+e− annihilation experiments. Equipped
with the helicity amplitude method, recent works [34, 35] have also extended this approach to unpolarized hadronic
collisions. This progress allows us to avoid the contamination of polarized parton distribution functions, which are
also poorly constrained so far, in the study of G1L in hadronic collisions. Moreover, albeit in a different context, the
polarization correlation of dihadrons has indeed been measured at RHIC experiment [36–38] demonstrating that such
a goal is indeed achievable. In light of the huge amount of experimental data that have already collected by RHIC,
Tevatron and the LHC experiments, it is promising to elevate the quantitative study of the polarized fragmentation
function G1L in the imminent future.

In the helicity amplitude approach, one can factorize the partonic hard scattering from the nonperturbative physics
in the helicity basis. In general, we obtain multiple helicity amplitudes since there are quite a few helicity combinations
of initial and final state partons. However, some of the combinations do not contribute and the rest can usually be
connected with each other. Therefore, the final formula is not as complicated as one initially imagined. Furthermore,
since we are interested in the longitudinal polarization, it is straightforward to employ the helicity amplitude approach.
Thanks to the number density interpretation of leading twist fragmentation functions, one can simply convolute the
helicity-dependent partonic cross-sections and the helicity-dependent fragmentation functions to derive the hadronic
cross-section that can be used to compute the dihadron helicity correlation. More applications of the helicity amplitude
approach can be found in [39–43].

With the next-generation electron-ion collider (EIC) [44] on the horizon, it is timely to investigate the opportunity
of exploring the longitudinal spin transfer in photon-nucleus collisions. In contrast with the previous proposals
using polarized beams [45–52], we focus on unpolarized collisions. Because of the parity conservation, it is not
possible to study the longitudinal spin transfer in the single-inclusive hadron production process. However, it becomes
feasible in the back-to-back dijet production process. From each jet, we select a Λ or Λ̄ hyperon and investigate the
helicity correlation of these two hyperons residing in different jets. Effectively, we consider the following process:
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γ∗ + A → jet1(→ Λ/Λ̄) + jet2(→ Λ/Λ̄) + X. The study is akin to those in Refs. [34, 35]. While neither of the
final state partons is individually polarized, their helicities are correlated. This partonic level helicity correlation is
eventually translated into the polarization correlation of final state hadrons. The benefit of including photon-nucleus
process in the global analysis is manifest. The flavor dependence of fragmentation functions can hardly be determined
by a single experiment, if not impossible. The photon-nucleus collision offers a new candidate that can help to
constrain free parameters in fragmentation functions.

On the other hand, the ultraperipheral relativistic heavy-ion collision (UPC) also offers a clean platform of studying
polarized fragmentation functions. This is different from the central nucleus-nucleus collisions where the partonic hard
scatterings are tainted by the jet-medium interactions. The quark gluon plasma does not form in UPC. There are
two sorts of UPC processes. The first one is that both nuclei remain unbroken, where the partonic interactions are
γ + γ and γ+Pomeron scatterings. This process has already been studied in Ref. [35]. Another process is that only
one of the nuclei remains unbroken, where the underlying events are γ +A → jet1(→ Λ/Λ̄) + jet2(→ Λ/Λ̄) +X. This
process has not been studied yet and it resembles the dijet production process in the EIC experiment. The difference
lies in the virtuality of the projectile photon. While the photons in the EIC experiment are spacelike with a large
virtuality, those in UPC are quasireal with typical virtuality at around 30 MeV. Therefore, we can safely utilize the
real photon approximation in the theoretical calculation. Nonetheless, a systemic investigation in the current UPC
experiments still offers a complementary role in understanding the G1L fragmentation function.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we lay out the formulas in the theoretical calculation.

Particularly, we present the helicity-dependent partonic cross-sections with a virtual photon. Convoluting with the
nonperturbative inputs, we obtain the hadronic cross-sections for EIC and UPC experiments. In Sec. III, we show
our numerical predictions for the dihadron helicity correlations employing the DSV parameterization. A summary is
given in Sec. IV.

II. FORMULAS

In this section, we first lay out the helicity amplitudes for γ∗ + g → q+ q̄ and γ∗ + q → g+ q with a virtual photon.
Taking the photon virtuality Q = 0 limit, we can immediately obtain the helicity amplitudes for the UPC process.
Then, we present the formulas to compute dihadron helicity correlations at EIC and UPC experiments.

A. Kinematics

The leading order partonic hard scattering is denoted as γ∗(q)+b(p2) → c(p3, λc)+d(p4, λd) with q and pi denoting
the four-momenta of the virtual photon and the corresponding parton and λc,d denoting the helicity. We can define
Mandelstam variables as

ŝ = (q + p2)
2 = 2q · p2 −Q2, (1)

t̂ = (q − p3)
2 = −2q · p3 −Q2, (2)

û = (q − p4)
2 = −2q · p4 −Q2, (3)

where we have employed q2 = −Q2 to arrive at final expressions. Because of the momentum conservation, it is
straightforward to verify that ŝ+ t̂+ û+Q2 = 0.
Since the projectile photon is spacelike, we have to consider both longitudinal and transverse polarizations of the

virtual photon. Therefore, we arrive at transverse and longitudinal partonic cross-sections given by

σT =
1

2

∑
λγ=±1

ϵµ(λγ)ϵ
∗
ν(λγ)σ

µν , (4)

σL = ϵµ(λγ = 0)ϵ∗ν(λγ = 0)σµν , (5)

Here λγ is the photon helicity and ϵµ is the polarization vector of the virtual photon. σµν is the hadronic tensor
with µ and ν indices coming from the quark-photon interaction vertices. The transverse and longitudinal polarization
vectors are given by

ϵµ(λγ = ±1) =
1√
2
(0, 0, 1,±i), (6)

ϵµ(λγ = 0) =
1

Q
(q+,−q−,0⊥), (7)
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in the light-cone coordinates. Here we have already utilized the fact that the spacelike photon moves along the z
axis. However, the above expressions for polarization vectors are difficult to implement in the computer language.
Therefore, we usually parametrize them as [40, 53]

ϵµ(λγ = ±1) =

(p3·q)(p2·q)+Q2p2·p3

p2·q p2µ + p2 · p3qµ − (p2 · q)p3µ ± iεµαβγp
α
3 p

β
2 q

γ√
4(p2 · p3)(p2 · q)(p3 · q) + 2Q2p2 · p3

, (8)

ϵµ(λγ = 0) =
Q

p2 · q

(
p2µ +

p2 · q
Q2

qµ

)
. (9)

Here, p2 moves along the −ez direction and p3 contains a transverse component. This parametrization differs with
Eqs. (4-5) by a gauge transform and it also satisfies

q · ϵL,T = 0, ϵT (λγ) · ϵ∗T (λγ) = −1, ϵL · ϵ∗L = +1. (10)

Since the final cross section is gauge invariant, we have the liberty to utilize either expression.
Moreover, employing the completeness relation −gµν − qµqν

Q2 =
∑

λγ=±1 ϵµ(λγ)ϵ
∗
ν(λγ) − ϵµ(λγ = 0)ϵ∗ν(λγ = 0) and

the current conservation qµσ
µν = qνσ

µν = 0, it is convenient to define σΣ as

σΣ = −gµνσ
µν = 2σT − σL. (11)

The subscript Σ merely indicates that σµν is contracted by a −gµν . σΣ defined above will only be used to compare
our unpolarized results with those in traditional textbooks, such as Ref. [54].

Last but not least, in this work, we have only considered the diagonal contributions, i.e., the photon helicities in
the amplitude and the conjugate amplitude are the same. Once mixtures between different photon helicities are taken
into account, the interference terms give birth to cosϕ and cos 2ϕ dependent contributions with ϕ being the azimuthal
angle between leptonic plane and the hadronic plane [53]. These azimuthal angle dependent terms also introduce a
host of interesting topics that are beyond the scope of this work. Since we will eventually integrate over the azimuthal
angle, these interference terms simply vanish and thus are not considered.

B. Helicity-dependent partonic cross sections

γ∗(q)

g(p2)

q(p3)

q̄(p4)

γ∗(q)

g(p2)

q(p3)

q̄(p4)

FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams of the γ∗ + g → q + q̄ channel.

We start with the γ∗(q) + g(p2) → q(p3, λq) + q̄(p4, λq̄) channel which is shown in Fig. 1. Since we only study the
final state helicity correlation in the unpolarized collisions, we average over the spin degrees of freedom of initial state
partons. The final-state helicity-dependent partonic cross-sections of this channel thus read

dσ̂
γ∗
T g→qq̄

+−

dt̂
=

dσ̂
γ∗
T g→qq̄

−+

dt̂
=

1

2

πααse
2
q

(ŝ+Q2)2

[
û

t̂
+

t̂

û
− 2Q2ŝ

ût̂
+

4Q2ŝ

(ŝ+Q2)2

]
, (12)

dσ̂
γ∗
Lg→qq̄

+−

dt̂
=

dσ̂
γ∗
Lg→qq̄

−+

dt̂
=

πααse
2
q

(ŝ+Q2)2
4Q2ŝ

(ŝ+Q2)2
. (13)

Here, +− or −+ in the subscript denotes the helicity combination of q and q̄. The other combinations (++ and −−)
simply vanish due to the helicity conservation.
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The unpolarized partonic cross-sections can be obtained by summing over all possible helicity combinations. We
find

dσ̂
γ∗
T g→qq̄

unpolarized

dt̂
=

πααse
2
q

(ŝ+Q2)2

[
û

t̂
+

t̂

û
− 2Q2ŝ

ût̂
+

4Q2ŝ

(ŝ+Q2)2

]
, (14)

dσ̂
γ∗
Lg→qq̄

unpolarized

dt̂
=

πααse
2
q

(ŝ+Q2)2
8Q2ŝ

(ŝ+Q2)2
, (15)

and σ̂Σ defined according to Eq. (11) agrees with that in Ref. [54].
Furthermore, taking the Q2 → 0 limit, we obtain the partonic cross-sections for the real photon which are given by

dσ̂γT g→qq̄
+−

dt̂
=

dσ̂γT g→qq̄
−+

dt̂
=

πααse
2
q

2ŝ2

[
û

t̂
+

t̂

û

]
, (16)

dσ̂γLg→qq̄
+−

dt̂
=

dσ̂γLg→qq̄
−+

dt̂
= 0. (17)

As expected, the cross-section of the unphysical longitudinally polarized photon disappears, while that of the trans-
versely polarized photon given in Eq. (16) exactly reproduces the result presented in Ref. [40].

γ∗(q)

q(p2)
g(p3)

q(p4)
γ∗(q)

q(p2) g(p3)

q(p4)

FIG. 2. Feynman diagrams of the γ∗ + q → g + q channel.

The second channel is the γ∗(q)+q(p2) → g(p3, λg)+q(p4, λq) diagram illustrated in Fig. 2. For the virtual photon,
the helicity dependent cross-sections are given by

dσ̂
γ∗
T q→gq

++

dt̂
=

dσ̂
γ∗
T q→gq

−−

dt̂
= −4

3

πααse
2
q

(ŝ+Q2)2
(ŝ+Q2)2

ŝû
, (18)

dσ̂
γ∗
T q→gq

+−

dt̂
=

dσ̂
γ∗
T q→gq

−+

dt̂
= −4

3

πααse
2
q

(ŝ+Q2)2

[
(û+Q2)2

ŝû
+

2Q2t̂

(ŝ+Q2)2

]
, (19)

dσ̂
γ∗
Lq→gq

++

dt̂
=

dσ̂
γ∗
Lq→gq

−−

dt̂
= 0, (20)

dσ̂
γ∗
Lq→gq

+−

dt̂
=

dσ̂
γ∗
Lq→gq

−+

dt̂
= −4

3

πααse
2
q

(ŝ+Q2)2
4Q2t̂

(ŝ+Q2)2
. (21)

It is intriguing to note that the helicities of final state quark and gluon also take the opposite signs for the longitudinal
photon. The cross-sections with same sign helicities vanish. On the other hand, for the transverse photon, both
same sign and opposite sign combinations contribute. A similar feature also emerges in the deeply virtual Compton
scattering γ∗

L/T + q → γ + q. Ref. [55] shows that the amplitude of γ∗
L + q → γ(λγ = +) + q(λq = +) also vanishes.

Furthermore, the three-gluon vertex does not appear at the leading order. Therefore, our helicity amplitudes in
Eqs. (18-21) for the γ∗ + q → g + q channel completely agree with their results [55] for the γ∗ + q → γ + q channel.

Summing over the final state spin degree of freedom, we obtain the unpolarized partonic cross-sections given by

dσ̂
γ∗
T q→gq

unpolarized

dt̂
= −8

3

πααse
2
q

(ŝ+Q2)2

[
ŝ

û
+

û

ŝ
− 2Q2t̂

ŝû
+

2Q2t̂

(ŝ+Q2)2

]
, (22)

dσ̂
γ∗
Lq→gq

unpolarized

dt̂
= −8

3

πααse
2
q

(ŝ+Q2)2
4Q2t̂

(ŝ+Q2)2
. (23)
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One can easily verify that σ̂Σ of this channel reproduces that in Ref. [54].
Again, taking the Q2 → 0 limit, the longitudinal cross-section vanishes and the transverse cross-section coincides

with those in Ref. [40]. We obtain

dσ̂γT q→gq
++

dt̂
=

dσ̂γT q→gq
−−

dt̂
= −4

3

πααse
2
q

ŝ2
ŝ

û
, (24)

dσ̂γT q→gq
+−

dt̂
=

dσ̂γT q→gq
−+

dt̂
= −4

3

πααse
2
q

ŝ2
û

ŝ
. (25)

C. Dihadron helicity correlation in photon-nucleus collisions

We assume the collinear factorization framework since we have integrated over the relative transverse momentum
between the final state hadrons. Therefore, the cross-section of dihadron production is obtained by convoluting the
dijet cross-section with two collinear fragmentation functions.

We first consider the dijet production process in SIDIS which is given by e + A → e′ + c + d + X with c and d
denoting the flavor of two final state parton. We work in the photon-nucleus collinear frame with nucleus moving along
the minus light-cone direction. The momenta of incoming and outgoing electrons are represented by l1,2 respectively.
The momentum of the intermediate spacelike photon is labeled as q ≡ l1 − l2, which satisfies q2 = −Q2. The per
nucleon momentum is denoted as Pn. Thus, we can define Lorentz scalars usually used in the language of DIS physics:
xBj = Q2/2Pn · q and y = Pn · q/Pn · l. To simplify the discussion, we employ the factorized approach to compute the
cross-section, which is given by

dσe+A→e′+c+d+X
λcλd

dxBjdQ2dycd2kTcdydd2kTd
=

∑
S=L,T

Gγ∗,S(xBj, Q
2)

∑
b

xbfb(xb)
1

π

dσ̂
γ∗
S+b→c+d

λcλd

dt̂
δ2(kTc + kTd)δ(1−

k+c + k+d
q+

), (26)

where S = L, T stands for the longitudinal and transverse virtual photons and fb(xb) is the collinear parton distribution
function with xb being the longitudinal momentum fraction (notice that xBj and xb are different variables). Here, λc,d

represents the helicity of final state partons, yc,d represents the rapidity and kTc = −kTd represents the transverse
momentum in the collinear factorization. Gγ∗,S is the photon flux whose dimension is −2 with longitudinal and
transverse sectors being given by

Gγ∗,T (xBj, Q
2) =

α

2πQ2xBj
[1 + (1− y)2], (27)

Gγ∗,L(xBj, Q
2) =

α

πQ2xBj
(1− y). (28)

Notice that our factorized approach is akin to that in Ref. [56] and we have taken our photon flux from Ref. [56].
However, Ref. [56] is interested in the gluon saturation physics and therefore employed the color glass condensate
effective theory to compute the photon-nucleus interaction. Our paper is interested in the spin physics in the moderate-
x region and therefore adopts the collinear factorization.

As mentioned in the previous section, the interference between virtual photons with different helicities in the
amplitude and conjugate amplitude disappears in the context that the azimuthal angle between leptonic plane and
hadronic plane has been integrated over [53].

Convoluting with the helicity dependent fragmentation function Dc→h1
(z1, λc, λ1) = D1,c(z1) + λcλ1G1L,c(z1) and

Dd→h2
(z2, λd, λ2) = D1,d(z2) + λdλ2G1L,d(z2) with z1,2 the momentum fractions and λ1,2 the helicities of final state

hadrons, we obtain

dσEIC
λh1

λh2

dxBjdQ2dy1d2pT1dy2d2pT2
=

∫
dz1
z21

dz2
z22

∑
S=L,T

Gγ∗,S(xBj, Q
2)

∑
b,c,d,λc,λd

xbfb(xb)
1

π

dσ̂
γ∗
S+b→c+d

λcλd

dt̂

×Dc(z1, λc, λh1
)Dd(z2, λd, λh2

)δ2
(
pT1

z1
+

pT2

z2

)
δ

( |pT1|√
2z1q+

(ey1 + ey2)− 1

)
+ {c ↔ d}. (29)

Here, λ1,2 represents the helicities of final state hadrons, pT1,2 represents the transverse momenta. Since we work in
the collinear factorization, the hadron rapidity equals the parton rapidity, i.e., y1 = yc and y2 = yd. Furthermore, we
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choose the Breit frame where the virtual photon has no energy. Thus the photon momentum is given by qµ = (0, 0, 0, Q)

in the Minkowski coordinates and q+ = −q− = Q/
√
2 in the light-cone coordinates.

The factorization scale µf in parton distribution functions and fragmentation functions and the renormalization
scale µr in the strong coupling αs are not shown explicitly for simplicity. In the numerical evaluation, they should be
considered. In general, the optimal choice is the typical hard scale of this process, which minimizes the higher order
contribution. We can also estimate the theoretical uncertainty by varying the scales by a constant factor.

In the ultra-relativistic nucleus-nucleus collisions, the exchanged photons are quasireal. Therefore, the contribution
from the longitudinal photon is eliminated. The differential cross-section thus reads

dσUPC
λh1

λh2

dy1d2pT1dy2d2pT2
=

∑
b,c,d,λc,λd

∫
dz1
z21

dz2
z22

xγfγ(xγ)xbfb(xb)
1

π

dσ̂γT+b→c+d
λcλd

dt̂

×Dc(z1, λc, λh1
)Dd(z2, λd, λh2

)δ2(
pT1

z1
+

pT2

z2
) + {c ↔ d}. (30)

The coherent photon flux in the classic electrodynamics [57] is given by

xγfγ(xγ) =
2Z2α

π

[
ζK0(ζ)K1(ζ)−

ζ2

2
[K2

1 (ζ)−K2
0 (ζ)]

]
, (31)

where Z is the atomic number of the large nucleus emitting quasireal photon and ζ = 2xγMpRA with xγ the per
nucleon momentum fraction carried by the photon, Mp the proton mass and RA ∼ 6 fm the nucleus radius. Here
K0,1 are modified Bessel functions of the second kind.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

Employing the DSV parametrization [32] for the polarized and unpolarized Λ fragmentation functions, we can now
make quantitative predictions for the future EIC experiment. We define the helicity correlation of the Λ-Λ̄ pair as

CLL(xBj, Q
2) =

∫
dy1dy2d

2pT1d
2pT2

[
dσEIC

++

dP.S. +
dσEIC

−−
dP.S. −

dσEIC
+−

dP.S. −
dσEIC

−+

dP.S.

]
∫
dy1dy2d2pT1d2pT2

[
dσEIC

++

dP.S. +
dσEIC

−−
dP.S. +

dσEIC
+−

dP.S. +
dσEIC

−+

dP.S.

] , (32)

where y1 and pT1 are the rapidity and transverse momentum of the Λ hyperon and y2 and pT2 are those of the Λ̄
hyperon.

EIC: 18 GeV electron on 110 GeV proton

Q2 = 10 GeV2, pT1,2 ≥ 0.5 GeV

Transverse Photon

µ2
f = µ2

r ∈ [0.5, 2] Q2

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
−0.15

−0.1

−0.05

0

0.05

xBj

C L
L
(x

B
j,
Q

2
)

Sce. 1

Sce. 2

Sce. 3

EIC: 18 GeV electron on 110 GeV proton

Q2 = 10 GeV2, pT1,2 ≥ 0.5 GeV

Longitudinal Photon

µ2
f = µ2

r ∈ [0.5, 2] Q2

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

−0.3

−0.2

−0.1

0

xBj

C L
L
(x

B
j,
Q

2
)

Sce. 1

Sce. 2

Sce. 3

EIC: 18 GeV electron
on 110 GeV proton

Q2 = 10 GeV2, pT1,2 ≥ 0.5 GeV

µ2
f = µ2

r ∈ [0.5, 2] Q2

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

−0.15

−0.1

−0.05

0

xBj

C L
L
(x

B
j,
Q

2
)

Sce. 1

Sce. 2

Sce. 3

FIG. 3. Numerical predictions for the Λ-Λ̄ helicity correlation as a function of xBj at Q2 = 10 GeV2 at the future EIC
experiment. In the numerical evaluation, we have employed the DSV parametrization [32] for Λ fragmentation functions and
the CT14 parton distribution functions [58]. Left: dihadron helicity correlation with a transverse photon; Middle: dihadron
helicity correlation with a longitudinal photon; Right: dihadron helicity correlation for the future EIC experiment averaging
over photon helicity.

Taking the EIC kinematics, we present our numerical predictions for the helicity correlation of the Λ-Λ̄ pair as a
function of xBj at Q2 = 10 GeV2 in Fig. 3. The theoretical uncertainty is estimated by varying the factorization
and renormalization scales by a few times around Q2. To avoid nonperturbative contributions, we have required the
transverse momenta of both final state hadrons to be larger than 0.5 GeV. The rapidities have been integrated in the
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whole kinematic region, i.e., y1,2 ∈ [ymin, ymax]. The lower limit ymin is set by requiring xb in Eq. (A4) to be smaller
than 1 and the upper limit ymax is determined by requiring z1 in Eq. (A1) to be smaller than 1.

We employ the DSV parameterization [32] to provide the unpolarized and polarized fragmentation function. For
the unpolarized one, the DSV parameterization only provides the sum of u → Λ and ū → Λ fragmentation functions

denoted by D
u/ū→Λ
1 (z). To separate these two contributions, we resort to a phenomenological prescription, e.g.,

Refs. [59–61]. Our prescription is laid out as

Du→Λ
1 (z) =

1 + z

2
D

u/ū→Λ
1 (z), (33)

Dū→Λ
1 (z) =

1− z

2
D

u/ū→Λ
1 (z). (34)

For the polarized fragmentation function, Ref. [32] does provide the separation of u and ū. Additionally, it also
provides three scenarios. The first scenario establishes on the naive quark model and therefore assumes that only the
s quark contributes to the Λ polarization at the initial scale. The second scenario, on the other hand, assumes that
the polarized fragmentation function of u/d is negative. The third scenario is an “extreme” one assuming that u, d,
and s contribute equally. Notice that all three scenarios have assumed the isospin symmetry in the parametrization
of G1L. The isospin symmetry of Lambda fragmentation functions has been discussed in details in Ref. [61], while
Ref. [62] also demonstrated that EIC experiment has a great potential in testing this symmetry. Their conclusion has
also been confirmed by Refs. [63, 64]. In this work, we skip the discussion of isospin symmetry and make predictions
with three isospin symmetric scenarios. We show the potential of dihadron helicity correlation in distinguishing which
scenario describes hadronization process the best.

Although it is not possible to distinguish different photon polarizations, we still present the correlations in different
processes separately, since they exhibit distinct features. For the transverse photon, the γ∗

T g channel contributes to
the negative correlation, while the γ∗

T q channel contributes to the positive correlation. At small xBj, there are more
contributions from the gluon channel (recalling xBj is also the lower limit of the parton momentum fraction xb).
With increasing xBj, the γ∗

T q channel becomes more and more significant. Therefore, due to the competition between
these two channels, the helicity correlation becomes smaller in absolute magnitude with increasing xBj. However,
the spin transfer of u and d quarks is assumed to be very small in Scenarios 1 and 2. Therefore, although the γ∗

T q
with q = u, d channel dominates the unpolarized cross-section at large xBj, its contribution to the dihadron helicity
correlation is still not on par with that of the γ∗

T g channel. On the other hand, Scenario 3 assumes that G1L,q remains
the same for u, d, and s quarks. Therefore, the γ∗

T q channel also has a significant contribution to the dihadron
helicity correlation. As shown in Fig. 3, in Scenario 3, the γ∗

T q channel even overcomes the γ∗
T g channel and the

correlation becomes positive at xBj > 0.4. However, for the longitudinal photon, both γ∗
Lg and γ∗

Lq channels amount
to negative correlations. Therefore, the correlation is negative definite and the magnitude is much larger than that
for the transverse photon.

EIC: 18 GeV electron
on 110 GeV proton

Q2 = 4 GeV2, pT1,2 ≥ 0.5 GeV

µ2
f = µ2

r ∈ [0.5, 2] Q2

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

−0.25
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−0.15

−0.1

−0.05

0

xBj

C L
L
(x

B
j,
Q

2
)

Sce. 1

Sce. 2

Sce. 3

EIC: 18 GeV electron
on 110 GeV proton

Q2 = 10 GeV2, pT1,2 ≥ 0.5 GeV

µ2
f = µ2

r ∈ [0.5, 2] Q2

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

−0.15

−0.1

−0.05

0

xBj

C L
L
(x

B
j,
Q

2
)

Sce. 1

Sce. 2
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EIC: 18 GeV electron
on 110 GeV proton

Q2 = 40 GeV2, pT1,2 ≥ 0.5 GeV

µ2
f = µ2

r ∈ [0.5, 2] Q2

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

−0.1

−0.05

0

xBj

C L
L
(x

B
j,
Q

2
)

Sce. 1

Sce. 2
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FIG. 4. Dihadron helicity correlation as a function of xBj at different Q2. Here we only show numeric predictions averaged
over photon polarization.

Furthermore, the longitudinal photon contribution becomes significant at high Q2 and disappears at Q2 → 0.
Therefore, by measuring the dihadron helicity correlation at different virtuality, we can adjust relative contributions
from transverse and longitudinal sectors. Notice that the hard scale of the partonic process becomes the partonic
center of mass energy in the Q2 → 0 limit. Thus, we shall require the transverse momentum of the final state hadron
to be a bit larger to avoid the contamination of nonperturbative physics. The relative contribution from the γ∗q → qg
channel is mainly controlled by xBj, which grants the SIDIS process more resolution power on gluon fragmentation
functions compared with the electron positron annihilation process. On top of that, the relative contribution from the
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transverse and longitudinal photons can be tuned by varying Q2. The sign change of the partonic helicity correlation
of γ∗

Lq and γ∗
T q channels will result in a nontrivial Q2 dependence of dihadron helicity correlation. This feature thus

can be utilized as a tool to understand the flavor dependence of the spin transfer G1L. Particularly, it allows us
to probe the fragmentation function of circularly polarized gluons. As shown in Fig. 4, three scenarios of the DSV
parametrization predict different dihadron helicity correlations at different xBj and different Q2.

UPC:
√
sNN = 200 GeV

y1 = 0

pT1,2 ≥ 3 GeV

µ2
f = µ2

r ∈ [0.5, 2] ŝ

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1

−0.6

−0.4

−0.2

0

y2

C L
L
(y

1
,y

2
)

Sce. 1

Sce. 2

Sce. 3

UPC:
√
sNN = 5.02 TeV

y1 = 0

pT1,2 ≥ 3 GeV

µ2
f = µ2

r ∈ [0.5, 2] ŝ

−3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3

−0.4

−0.3

−0.2

−0.1

0

y2

C L
L
(y

1
,y

2
)

Sce. 1

Sce. 2

Sce. 3

FIG. 5. Dihadron helicity correlation as a function of Λ̄ rapidity y2 in UPC. We have chosen the photon-going direction as
the positive rapidity direction. EPPS nuclear parton distribution function [65] for the struck nucleus has been employed in
the numerical evaluation. Left: predictions for the RHIC AuAu UPC experiment. Right: predictions for the LHC PbPb UPC
experiment.

For the UPC process discussed in this paper, we also define the Λ-Λ̄ helicity correlation CLL as

CLL(y1, y2) =

∫
d2pT1d

2pT2

[
dσUPC

++

dP.S. +
dσUPC

−−
dP.S. − dσUPC

+−
dP.S. − dσUPC

−+

dP.S.

]
∫
d2pT1d2pT2

[
dσUPC

++

dP.S. +
dσUPC

−−
dP.S. +

dσUPC
+−

dP.S. +
dσUPC

−+

dP.S.

] . (35)

We show the numerical results as a function of y2 for y1 = 0 in Fig. 5. Since only one of the large nuclei remains
in one piece, we are empowered to figure out the photon-going direction, which is defined as the positive/forward
rapidity direction in this work. The forward and backward directions are thus asymmetric.

Since the coherent photons are quasireal, the only hard scale in this process is the partonic center of mass energy√
ŝ. Therefore, we require pT1,2 ≥ 3 GeV to ensure that we are working in the perturbative regime. In a more forward

rapidity, the kinematics forces xγz1,2 to be larger. However, the coherent photon flux drops exponentially at large
xγ . Therefore, this kinematic requirement effectively leads to larger typical z1,2. Measuring the dihadron helicity
correlation in different rapidities can be utilized to probe the z dependence of the longitudinal spin transfer.

We have varied the factorization and renormalization scales by a few times of the partonic center of mass energy√
ŝ. It is worth noting that the scale dependence is very small compared with that for the EIC experiment. The

reason is twofold. First, according to the kinematics specified in this paper, the typical factorization scale in the UPC
experiment is usually much larger than that in the EIC experiment. The DGLAP evolution effect becomes milder at
larger scale. Second, in the EIC experiment, γ∗g and γ∗q are equally important, and the relative contribution from
each channel is scale dependent. On the other hand, in the UPC experiment, the dominant contribution comes from
the γg channel. Therefore, there is a new source of scale dependence in the EIC experiment.

IV. SUMMARY

In this paper, we investigate the helicity correlation of two almost back-to-back dihadron produced in photon nucleus
collisions. We first derive the helicity amplitudes for the photon-parton scattering with a virtual photon. Taking the
Q2 = 0 limit, our helicity amplitudes coincide with those derived in Ref. [40] for real photons. Furthermore, convoluting
the helicity-dependent partonic cross section combined with the helicity-dependent fragmentation functions of Λ
hyperons, we make quantitative predictions for the future EIC experiment and the current UPC experiment.

Numerical results show that the dihadron helicity correlation is at around 10% ∼ 30% varying with kinematics.
In light of the sizable signal, it is quite plausible that the dihadron helicity correlation could be eventually mea-
sured in experiments. The experimental measurements will reveal more information on the flavor dependence of the
longitudinal spin transfer G1L and shed more light on the fragmentation function of circularly polarized gluons.
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Appendix A: Useful relations

In this appendix, we supplement with additional details regarding the numerical calculation for the EIC experiment.
We work in the Breit frame and present the relations among different variables. We compute the dihadron helicity
correlation with given xBj, Q

2, and s = 2Pn · l1 and integrate over rapidities and transverse momenta of final state
hadrons. According to the momentum conservation, we find that q+ and y are solely determined by the kinematics
and obtain

q+ =
Q√
2
=

|pT1|√
2z1

(ey1 + ey2), (A1)

y =
Pn · q
Pn · l1

=
1

xBj

Q2

s
. (A2)

While the first delta function in Eq. (29) cancels the integral over pT2, the second one terminates the z1 integral and
sets z1 = |pT1|(ey1 + ey2)/Q.
Furthermore, the momentum fraction xb can further be evaluated from the conservation of light-cone minus mo-

mentum. From the following relation,

Q2 = −2q+q−, xBj =
Q2

2Pn · q = − q−

P−
n
, (A3)

it is straightforward to obtain

xb =
1

P−
n

[ |pT1|√
2z1

(e−y1 + e−y2)− q−
]
=

1

P−
n

[ |pT1|√
2z1

(e−y1 + e−y2)

]
+ xBj. (A4)

Appendix B: An estimate of the mass effect

In this paper, we have adopted the leading twist approximation in the collinear factorization. Therefore, corrections
from higher twist parton distribution functions and fragmentation functions are neglected. This approximation is
appropriate since M2

Λ/µ
2 ≪ 1 with MΛ the Lambda mass and µ the typical hard scale.

Beyond those genuine higher twist corrections, there are also kinematic higher twist effects due to the mass of
Λ. These kinematic higher twist effects should also be small as long as pT ≫ MΛ. While this is true in the UPC
experiment, the phase space for high pT hadron production is very limited in the EIC experiment. A systemic and
consistent consideration of the mass effect is complicated. In this section, we estimate the impact of the mass effect
with a simple prescription.

For the EIC experiments: First, we replace the second delta function in Eq. (29) by

δ

( |pT1|√
2z1q+

(ey1 + ey2)− 1

)
⇒ δ

(
mT1√
2z1q+

(ey1 + ey2)− 1

)
, (B1)

where mT1 ≡
√
p2
T1 +M2

Λ is the transverse mass. Second, we replace all the |pT1|’s in Appendix A with mT1. A
similar modification is also implemented in the calculation for the UPC experiment.

The numerical results based on the above prescription are presented in Fig. 6. As expected, the mass effect in the
UPC experiments is negligible. On the other hand, it has a visible impact in the EIC experiments where the typical
transverse momentum is around MΛ.
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