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Abstract

Measurements of Bose-Einstein correlations played a crucial role in the discovery and the subsequent
detailed exploration of the Quark-Gluon-Plasma (QGP) created in high-energy collisions of heavy nuclei.
Such measurements gave rise to femtoscopy, a flourishing sub-field of high-energy physics, and there are
important new directions to explore and discoveries to be made in the near future. One of these important
current topics is the precise investigation of the shape of the correlation functions utilizing Lévy-stable
sources. In this paper, we present a novel method of calculating the shape of the two-particle correlation
functions, including the Coulomb final-state interaction. This method relies on an exact calculation of a
large part of the necessary integrals of the Coulomb wave function and can be utilized to calculate the
correlation function for any source function with an easily accessible Fourier transform. In this way, it is
eminently applicable to Lévy-stable source functions. In this particular case, we find that the new method is
more robust and allows the investigation of a wider parameter range than the previously utilized techniques.
We present an easily applicable software package that is ready to use in experimental studies.

1 Introduction

High energy heavy-ion physics aims at recreating the conditions characteristic to the first few microseconds of
our Universe and studying the matter that is present under such conditions: the strongly interacting Quark
Gluon Plasma (QGP) [1H4]. Experiments observe the particles produced in heavy ion collisions in order to
draw conclusions about the properties of this matter. An important class of observables is that of momentum
correlations of identical particles. In the case of bosonic particles (e.g., pions or kaons), these are called Bose-
Einstein-correlations because they arise as a result of the quantum statistical properties of the particles. They
are also called HBT correlations after R. Hanbury Brown and R. Q. Twiss [5], who first discovered a related effect
in astronomy. These correlations are connected to the space-time geometry of the particle emitting source [6];
thus, they provide a vital tool to study the matter produced in these collisions. These types of measurements
have been extensively studied for more than 60 years now |7], especially since the era of the Relativistic Heavy
Ton Collider (RHIC) started around the early 2000s [8}9)].

The usual way to experimentally study the source function is to assume a source shape (e.g., a Gaussian
distribution) characterized by a handful of parameters, calculate the correlation function arising from such a
source, then test this assumption on the measured momentum correlation function. If the calculated correlation
shape fits the data well (in terms of statistical acceptability), one can extract the source parameters and
investigate their dependence on average momentum, centrality, collision energy, etc. One of the most essential
steps in such an analysis is thus the calculation of the correlation function for a given source function.

As detailed below, if one neglects the final state interactions of the produced particles, the correlation function
is given by the Fourier transform of the source function, a relatively simple calculational step in most cases.
However, in the case of charged particles (such as charged pions, the most frequent target of measurements),
the correlation function is given by a more complicated integral transform of the source function. In the process
of fitting the source parameters to measurements, a frequently used method has been to calculate the Coulomb
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integral only for a pre-defined set of the parameter values and derive a “Coulomb correction factor” from it. In
this way, however, there is an inherent distortion in the fitting procedure since the Coulomb effect is calculated
at some arbitrary parameter values instead of the supposedly final, fitted ones. As experimental measurements
and phenomenological descriptions become more and more refined, it becomes absolutely necessary that in the
fitting procedure, the Coulomb interaction is considered in a self-consistent way. This necessitates the calculation
of the mentioned Coulomb transform of the assumed source function for arbitrary source parameters during the
fitting procedure.

The simplest assumption for the source function is that of a Gaussian distribution, and in the past decades,
many aspects of Gaussian correlation measurements were explored |10H12]. However, as the experimental
resolution and the accumulated data increased throughout the years, an expectation arose to better describe
the correlation function’s shape [13]. One possibility is presented by a spherical harmonics expansion [14];
another is to use a functional form for the source that goes beyond the Gaussian approximation. To that end,
Lévy-stable distributions were utilized |15H17]. In this way, a statistically acceptable successful description of
the data was achieved. The utilization of more and more general source function assumptions, such as the
mentioned Lévy distributions, is thus another pressing motivation for developing precise calculational tools to
treat the Coulomb interaction.

In this paper, we present a new method for the calculation of the Bose-Einstein correlation function with
the Coulomb interaction taken into account that is applicable to a wide variety of source functions. The new
technique relies on the Fourier transform of the source function and is superior to already known methods in
several ways: computationally, it is much cheaper and more stable than existing methods, and conceptually it
highlights the actual effect of the Coulomb interaction on the correlation function in a straightforward way. In
this paper, we present the method only for spherically symmetric source functions; however, the generalization
to the non-spherical case is also being worked out. Another plausible future generalization is taking more
complicated final state interaction schemes, such as strong interaction, into account, along the lines of Ref. [18].

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Section 2] we detail the basic definitions and known methodology
pertaining to Bose-Einstein correlations and the effect of the Coulomb interaction, paying particular attention
to the role of Lévy distributions as source functions. In Section [3] we present the new method. It has some
delicate mathematical intricacies that are interesting on their own (so apart from the practical benefits of our new
method, its derivation might interest the purely mathematically inclined reader as well). Some mathematical
details are highlighted in Section [3] and some are left to the Appendix. In Section 4] we verify our new method
for the case of Lévy-stable source functions. We find that the technique is significantly helpful and augments
experimental measurements by making the correlation function fitting procedure easier. We also present a
software package ready to use for such measurements [19]. Section [5| summarizes our findings, pointing to
possible future applications and generalizations.

2 Bose-Einstein correlation functions and the Coulomb interaction

The definition of the observable two-particle correlation function in a heavy-ion collision experiment is as follows:

Na(p1,p2)
Na ()M (p2) @

where p; and py are the particle momentum (three-)vectors, Np(p) EEddT’; is the single-particle invariant

Ca(p1,p2) =

momentum distribution (meaning the number of particles produced within a given invariant volume element in
momentum space, and E is the particle energy corresponding to momentum p), and Na(p1,p2) = E1 Eo dg,;lzidnapz
is the two-particle invariant momentum distribution, i.e., the number of particle pairs produced with momenta
p1 and ps (and so with energies E; and Es).

Before proceeding, let us introduce some appropriate notations and variables. Three-vectors are denoted
by boldface letters, four-vectors by standard typeset letters; e.g., p; is the three-momentum, p; = (Eq,p1) is
the four-momentum of particle 1. Lorentz products of four-vectors are denoted by a dot; for the metric tensor
we use the g"” =diag(1,—1,—1, —1) convention. The scalar product (Descartes inner product) of three-vectors
is denoted by writing the vectors next to each other. Below we deal with functions of two sets of space-time
coordinates, x1 = (t1,71) and x5 = (t2, 73); instead of these coordinates we can use the center-of-mass coordinate

X =(T, R) and the relative coordinates x = (¢, r) defined as

(2)
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Similarly, besides the momenta of the particles, p; and ps, we use the average momentum four-vector K, as
well as the relative momentum four-vector @), and use the three-vector slices of these, K and Q:

KZZ%(lerm% Q = p1—pa, K:=%(p1+pz), Q :=p1—p2. (3)
Since we are dealing with identical particles, their masses are equal, m; =msy =m. With respect to the momen-
tum variables, we usually suppress the A reduced Planck constant, meaning that momentum vectors are also
understood as wave number vectors if the dimensions of the quantities imply so; for example, we write a plane
wave-like wave function of the 7 variable like e’@" but measure @Q in MeV /c like a momentum variable.
The Cy(p1,p2) correlation function introduced in Eq. above equals unity if the particle production
is uncorrelated. In high-energy nuclear collisions, there are a number of processes that lead to Co #1, i.e.,
correlated particle production (collective flow, jets, resonance decays, etc.). For identical bosons (such as
charged pions), the main source of correlation at low momentum difference is what is called Bose-Einstein
correlation, a quantum mechanical correlation stemming from the indistinguishability of the particles. For the
simplest theoretical treatment of this, one can introduce the source function S(z, p) = S(t, 7, p) as the probability
of a particle produced at space-time point x = (¢,r) with momentum p. With this, the invariant momentum
distribution is readily expressed as

Ni(p) = / d'z S(z,p), (4)

where d*z stands for d¢d>r, i.e., the integration is taken over the whole space-time; however, usually S has a
finite support or at least a rapid decrease in space and in time. Note that for the space-time coordinates, we
have used t and r as independent variables. On the other hand, for the momentum variable, we only write out
p explicitly, with E omitted, since for a given type of particle with mass m, F is already determined by p as
E=+\/m2+p2.

Alternatively, one can argue that the \Pg)(x) single-particle wave function describing a particle with mo-
mentum p is a plane wave, and thus

N (p) :/d4gc S(x7p)|\111(91)(x)’2 :/d4x S(z,p), since ‘l/g)(x) =e T = |\11£,1)($)‘2 =1. (5

The essence of the description of the Bose-Einstein correlation lies in the statement that the analog expression
of Ny(p1,p2) that takes into account particle production at two distinct space-time points z; and x5 must be

written up utilizing the two-particle wave-function \11;21)4,2 (1, 22): [20]
_[qa g4 @) 2
Na(p1,p2) f/d rydiwy (W) (21, 22)|7 - S(w1,p1)S (22, P2), (6)

and that for bosons, \112,21),,,2 (21, 22) is symmetric in the z1 and zo variables. If the final state interactions of the

particles are neglected, the wave function is a symmetrized plane wave, denoted by \IJ;QI’SEQ:

P (2,0) (xl’ 332) = L {e—ipl'fﬂle—ip2'12 T e—ipl-xze—ipz-ml] . (7)
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For the modulus square of this wave function, one obtains

B2 o) =1+ cos(Q- (1), ®

P1,P2

and from this, after some simplifications, one gets the following expression for the correlation function (where
the 0 superscript denotes that final state interactions are neglected):

Céo)(PLPQ) =1+ ReS~(Q’pl)‘i*(Qm)7 o)

S(Ovpl)S*(07p2)

with S (Q,p) being the Fourier transform of the source function:

5(Q.p) = / dz S(z, p)e—i@. (10)



Typically the correlation function is written up as a function of the average and relative momentum variables
K and @, respectively, instead of p;, ps. The reason for this is that it turns out that the dependence on @
is much stronger than on K, so one almost always makes the so-called smoothness approximation |21 that in
Eq. @, p1 = ps ~ K in the second argument of S. One then has

. Bexp

(0)
QR [S(0, )2

(11)

and one can conceptually separate the @ and K dependence by assuming that the source function S(z, K)
has a given functional form (e.g., a Gaussian) as a function of x, and the parameters of this functional form
may depend on K. By measuring the correlation function as a function of @ at different K values, one can
reconstruct the K-dependence of the source parameters.

We can express the W(20) two-particle wave function in terms of the center-of-mass system variables and
the relative variables as

VR (@, X) = e 2HX g (), (12)
where
1 . _
11)220,)1('(1,) _ [eﬂ%Q.x Jrez%Q.z] (13)

V2
In this form, we see that the relative motion and the center-of-mass motion disentangle. In the case of non-
vanishing final state interactions, the center-of-mass motion still retains its plane-wave e~ 29X form. However,

the form of the wave function pertaining to the relative motion changes. In this case, the two-particle wave
function (now with the 0 superscript omitted, owing to the presence of final state interaction) is

2

VD (@, X) = e KX o @) = 0@, X)) = ok @) (14)

Here the g x(x) part of the wave function describes the relative motion. It is symmetric to the z ¢ —x
exchange (corresponding to the 1 <+ x2 change), and its concrete form depends on the interaction. We see that
only this function determines the object of interest, the modulus of the two-particle wave function: the plane
wave corresponding to the free motion of the center of mass cancels.

With this notation, we may rewrite the expression of the two-particle momentum distribution and the
(utilizing the smoothness approximation, p; & py =~ K, just as above) as

Ny (Q, K) :/d4gc A*X S(X+321, K)S(X—tz, K)o,k (z)], (15)
NL(K)N, (K) = / Az d'X S(X+Le, K)S(X—La, K). (16)
So with a new definition, we have

/ d*z D(z, K)|tbg.x ()]

02 (Qv K) = ’ (17)
/ d*z D(z, K)
where we introduced the D(z, K) relative coordinate distribution or spatial correlation function as
D(r,K) E/d4X S(X+iz, K)S(X—3z,K). (18)

Note that while S(x, p) is not necessarily an even function of z, this D(z, K) function is even in z. Taking this
into account, and that from Eq. , we have |1/J8?K($)|2 =1+ cos(Q-x), we can write the correlation function
in the case of no final state interaction as

D(Q,K)

Q. K)=1+ F0.5" where D(Q, K) :/d4xD(sc,K)e’iQ"”. (19)



We see that owing to the presence of the denominator in Egs. and , the overall normalization of D (the
integral over space-time, at any given K) cancels from the measurable Cy correlation function. To simplify our
formulas, in the following, we thus assume that D is normalized to unity at any given K.

For actual calculations, it would be desirable to have the time variable (in an appropriate reference frame)
canceled from the production described by S(z,p). The freeze-out duration A7 is in principle not zero (indeed,
a prime goal of HBT studies is to measure A7, and thus the order of phase transition). However, as multiple
calculations show (see, e.g., Ref. [22] for an early exposition), the effect of A7 being non-zero can essentially
be factored into the geometric (space-like) radii of the source function (with the time component of the relative
momentum, ¢° being expressed with the spatial components along the way). So in the following, we write
our formulas as if D(z, K) was non-zero only if =0, highlighting this by omitting the time-dependence in the
notation of our quantities, and remember that this is understood in the sense that the effect of finite time
particle emission was treated by incorporating its effects into the geometrical radii of the source function. We
thus have

Ca(Q.K) = [r Dlr, K)vig s, (20)
specifically, for the case when final state interactions are neglected,
Q. K) = /d3rD(r, K)e'@r. (21)

We also appropriately change our notation at this point: since we no longer need four-vectors, in the case of a
three-vector (denoted by bold letter), the same letter in standard typeset indicates the magnitude of the vector,
eg.,Q=1Q|, r=]r|

In the case of the Coulomb interaction, the ¢ (x) wave function (a solution to the Schrédinger equation
satisfying appropriate boundary conditions) has a known form in the non-relativistic case. This implies that one
has to use the center-of-mass frame of the particle pair (PCMS frame), where their motion can be approximated
to be non-relativistic. In the following thus, we take Q to be understood in this PCMS frame and use the k= Q/2
notation, and (as customary for such treatment of the Coulomb interaction) assume that the simultaneity
condition expounded above holds in PCMS. So, in this case, we have

C2(Q) / & D) (r) (22)

where we dropped the K arguments for simplicity, but remember that the source function depends on K
through the K-dependence of its assumed parameters, and use the appropriately symmetrized g (r) Coulomb
interacting out state in the following form, well known in quantum mechanical scattering theory (see, e.g.,
Ref. |23] for details):

() = N ik [M(l—in, 1i(kr+kr) + M(1—in, 1, i(kr—kr))} . (23)

The 1 quantity appearing here is the so-called Sommerfeld parameter:
2

mcT«

2hkc’

n:i= (24)

with o = 47‘1:5 hlc ~ 137 being the fine structure constant. The quantity N is the normalization factor of the

wave functlon of whose square modulus is the so-called Gamow factor:

2mn

_ —7mn/2 . 2 __
N =) s NP = e (25)
where I'(z) is the Gamma function, and its simple properties (such as 2I'(z) =T'(z+1) and T'(2)T'(1—z) = ﬁ)
lead to the expression written up for |N|2. Finally, M (a,b, ) is the confluent hypergeometric function,
a(a+1) 22 X T(a+n) T(b) 2"
M(a,b,z) =1+ —— = —_— —. 26
(a,b2) =1+ 5+ bor D) 2 T T 2 T Tl (26)

n=0



Besides the (modulus square of the) wave function, an assumption is needed about the functional form of the
D(r) pair distribution in order to calculate the correlation function as in Eq. . As mentioned in Section
recent measurements utilized Lévy-stable distributions as an assumption for D(r). The appearance of Lévy-
stable sources in high energy heavy-ion collisions was expounded in [24]. Since then, several mechanisms
were proposed as the possible cause for this particular source shape, such as jet fragmentation [25|, critical
phenomena [26], directional averaging and non-sphericality [27], event averaging [27], resonance decays and
hadronic rescattering [28,[29]. Out of these, each may result in Lévy-shaped sources at different collision
energies and systems: jet fragmentation in ete™ or pp collisions, critical phenomena at energies lower than
the top RHIC or LHC energies, while hadronic rescattering may occur generally. In [29], it was shown that in
realistic simulations of the hadronic medium, Lévy sources appear on an event-by-event basis at various stages
of the evolution.

The symmetric Lévy distribution is a generalization of the Gaussian function as it has an additional param-
eter a, called the Lévy exponent. In the spherically symmetric case, it has the following form:

. 1 3 _ _igr_—1|qR|*
E(a,R,T).:W/d qe'dme 2190 (27)
By the known property of Fourier transforms, one sees that this function is normalized to unity:
/d3r L(a,R,7T) =1. (28)

In the a=2 case we recover a Gaussian distribution with radius R; while for « =1, a Cauchy distribution is
obtained:

1 2 8 1
L(a=2,R,7) = ————=7=€ 2Rr2 La=1,Rr)= —F5—F——. 29
(Oé y 77') (27TR2)3/2€ 2R= (O[ ) ar) 7T2R3 (1 N %)2 ( )

For a#2 and a#1, one cannot express L(a, R,r) with a combination of simple functions. However, its
asymptotic expression is known: for every a# 2, it decreases like a power of r:

for large 7, 72L(c, R,7) oc r— 179, (30)

as exemplified in the above a=1 case as well.

Lévy distributions generalize Gaussian distributions also in the sense that they retain the stability property
of Gaussian: the convolution of two Lévy distributions (with the same « parameter) is again such a Lévy
function, as can be directly seen by inserting the above definition (a Fourier integral) and performing the
integrals. Specifically,

/d?’pﬁ(a7 Ry, p—l—%r)ﬁ(a,Rg, p—%r) = E(a7 R, r)7 with R% = R{ + RY. (31)

From another point of view, with a similar calculation, we obtain that if the S(r,p) single-particle source
function is a Lévy-type function, then so is the D(r,p) two-particle source function:

S(r.p) = L(a(p), Rp).r=ro(p)) =  D(r.p)=L(ap). 2P R(p).T). (32)

We could even allow p-dependent parameters as well as an arbitrary ro(p) shift in S(r, p); this does not change
the shape of D(r,p), the quantity that appears in the expression of the correlation function.

The stability property written up in Eq. is the main reason why Lévy distributions are expected
to appear in many different circumstances (as limiting distributions, just as Gaussians). In the scenarios
mentioned above, they also naturally arise as particle production source functions in heavy-ion collisions, the
main object of interest in this paper. Indeed, Lévy distributions have already been successfully applied to
describe such sources |15], after earlier measurements indicated that a Gaussian description falls short of such
data [13]. However, as explained below, it turns out that the actual calculation of the Cy correlation function
for Lévy-like D(7,p) is cumbersome even numerically; there is thus a natural need for the development of such
calculational methods. This becomes even more pressing if one abandons spherical symmetry or if one allows
further generalizations of the source function beyond the Lévy assumption.



3 A new method for the treatment of the Coulomb effect

As written up in Eq. above, for calculating the correlation function with the Coulomb interaction taken
into account, one has to integrate the modulus of the Coulomb interacting wave function g (7) weighted with
the D(r) two-particle source function. This is deemed to be feasible only numerically, owing to the complicated
form of g (r), Eq. . Nevertheless, as seen above in Eq. , in case of vanishing Coulomb force, |k (r)]| is
a plane wave, and our desired integral reduces to a Fourier transformation of D(r).

There is an important, if not the only interesting, class of possible source function assumptions that have
the property of being defined and best calculable as a Fourier transform of some simple function. A Gaussian
source function obviously falls into this category; however, a preeminent motivating example is when the D(r)
two-particle source function is a Lévy distribution, whose Fourier transform, e~1"9” is an easily computable
fast decreasing function. In the following, we thus assume that

D(r) =

1 .

oo [ Caf@en. (3)
We assume that f(q) is an integrable function (over the whole g space); this is a natural assumption if we want
to interpret this Fourier transform as a regular (Lebesgue-)integral. We also assume D(r) to be an integrable
function (over the whole r space; this is naturally fulfilled whenever S(r) is integrable, which is necessary to
interpret S(r) as the function whose integral, according to Eq. , gives the single particle invariant momentum
distribution). These imply that both f(q) and D(r) are bounded and continuous, as well as that the (inverse)
Fourier transform of D(q) is also a regular integral:

f@ = [@*r Dirjei, (34

and thus the normalization condition for D(r) means a simple condition on f:
/dSTD(r) =1 & f(g=0) = 1. (35)
In particular, the interaction-free correlation function has f as the main component; from Egs. and ,

Q) =1+ f(Q). (36)

In the Coulomb interacting case, our goal is to calculate the correlation function using Eq. ; put together
with Eq. (33), we have

1
(2m)?

where ¥ (r) is the Coulomb wave function written up in Eq. . The straightforward way to proceed used,
e.g., in Refs. [18/30] in the case of Lévy distributions, is then to calculate D(r) from f(q) as a Fourier integral,
then perform the integral over 7, in which |1 (r)|? enters. Numerically, this is a daunting task in some cases.
E.g., for the Lévy distribution, the result of the Fourier transform (the function D(r) itself) is only slowly
decreasing (with a power-law-like behavior for large r), while |/ (7)|? is an oscillating function; asymptotically
a plane wave (up to logarithmic corrections). There is also a conceptual awkwardness in this methodology: we
take a Fourier transform of f(q) and then subject the resulting D(r) function to an “almost inverse Fourier
transform” (i.e., the r-integral with the “almost plane wave” |tk (7)|? as a kernel) to finally arrive at C2(Q). In
the interaction-free case, |1 (r)|? is really a plane wave, and the result, Eq. indeed shows that these two
Fourier transformations cancel each other. One would thus very much prefer a calculational scheme where this
“back and forth” transformation is not needed in its full numerical complexity. (For example, calculating Cs(Q)
at high @ values, where owing to the decrease of f(q) it is increasingly closer to unity, still requires significant
computational power because at higher k, the oscillations of ¥y (r) become faster and faster.)

The natural idea to resolve these problems is that we would like to perform the Fourier transform of the
interacting |1k (7)|? function and “act” with this resulting integral kernel (a function of k and g) on the f(q)
function. In other words, we would like to interchange the order of integrals in Eq. so that we could write

C2(Q) = / & () / Bq f(g)er, (37)

Q& s [Paria) [er e (39)




Regrettably, however, this is not possible in such a simple form: since g (r) is asymptotically a plane wave,
its modulus is definitely not an integrable function whose Fourier transform could simply be calculated by an
integral. In the following, we work around this problem by carefully treating integrability and the interchange
of integrals and limits, a rarely found exercise in physics-motivated standard calculations. The resulting for-
mulas, however, are worth such careful investigation. In doing so, we utilize some fundamental theorems about
(Lebesgue) integrabilityﬂ We outline the main steps of our calculations below but leave some mathematical
and calculational details to the Appendix.

It turns out that we can proceed by inserting an exponential “regularization”, e™*" into the integrand of
Eq. , with a positive real A > 0 parameter, which at the end goes to 0. With finite A\ we can interchange the
order of integrals and finally arrive at

3
= [l [ 5% f@e -

/ dr Jim e *le (r)? / T4 fgper

Ar

1=

(2n)?
tim [ [ 2 e ()2 fg)e' ™ %
ii;o/ / dr e N (r) 2 €07 (39)

(Remember that @ is the variable of the resulting observable Cs correlation function, @ = 2k, while g is a mere
auxiliary integration variable in this calculation.)

In Eq. , every step is justified mathematically, in particular, the exchange of the limit and the integral
in Step 1 (by virtue of Lebesgue’s theorem), and the exchange of the order of integrals in Step 2 (by virtue of
Fubini’s theorem); see Appendix for details. Nevertheless, the point is that in the resulting final formula,
the A\ — 0 limit cannot be exchanged with the g-integral. The way to proceed is to calculate the r-integral for
finite A values, and then “simplify” the A — 0 limit to arrive at a final formula where there are no explicit limits
that would have to be evaluated numerically (which would be very challenging if not impossible).

In this paper, we proceed with pair source functions that are spherically symmetric; this also implies spherical
symmetry of f(q), which we highlight everywhere with an s in the subscript. In the spherically symmetric case,
we can perform the solid angle integral in the Fourier integral, arriving at the following expression of D(r):

flq@) = fs(q) = D(r)=D(r) = 12r/()zoqqsirl(qr)fs(q). (40)

Following the exact same steps as in Eq. , with this expression for the spherically symmetric D(r) we have

C2(Q) = -1 lim :icqq2fs(q) Jaere Sm(‘”ﬂwn (41)

272 350

Note that while 9 (r) depends on the direction of k= @Q/2, the result of this integral indeed only depends on
the magnitude @), after performing the r-integral.

As a next step, we substitute ¥y (r) from Eq. . The modulus square results in four terms (from each
pairings of the different M (a, b, z) functions). With an appropriate » — —r change of variable in two of these,
we are left with only two different terms:

C2(Q) = g\;z lim / dgq® fs( )[Dm( ) + Daxs(aq )} where (42)
D1xs(q) :/d3r81r;(73r) *MM(ler, , (k:rJrk:r))M( —in, 1,i(kr+kr)), (43)
Daxs(q) :/d%Sir;(fr)e—”M(Hm, 1, —i(kr—kr)) M (1—in, 1,i(kr+kr)). (44)

IThese theorems provide the framework for the practical applications of the theory of distributions. Indeed, the main idea
behind our calculation is deeply connected to the theory of distributions, however, we do not explicitly make use of any strictly
distribution theory results.



The integrals of Egs. and are calculated in Appendix the utilized method is similar to that of
Nordsieck [31]. In our case, the result is

Dis(a) = {1. (1525) "o (i, 1,1, ‘““A)] , (45)
q (A—iq)? a+i (a+i3)

dr [ (A—ig—2ik)"" (A—ig+2ik) =
D s - 71 9
223(0) q m{ (A\—iq)2+4k2

(46)

where we make use of the (ordinary) hypergeometric function:

(b+n) T(c) 2"
(b)  T(ctn)n!’ (47)

F —14 82 dar oo
2 (.0, ¢, 2) TR cle+1) 2! I'(a)T

ab z  ala+1)b(b+1) zj P i I'(a+n)T
n=0
This power series is valid only for |z| < 1, however, the domain of 2 F} (a, b, ¢, z) can be extended to any z complex
number arguments by analytic continuation; see e.g. Ref. [32].

The next step is then to try to evaluate C2(Q) as in Eq. from these expressions of Diys and Days.
For this, we need to take the A — 0 limit in a careful way. It turns out that as \ approaches 0, the functional
forms of D1ys and Dsys become ill-behaved; the desired limit (of the result of the g-integral) cannot simply be
expressed as some limiting ¢g-function multiplied by fs(¢) and then integrated. Instead, in the final expression,
one has to take a specific linear functional of f (q)E| With leaving some intermediate steps to Appendix
in the following Section, we begin by writing up the main result of our calculation for Cy(Q).

4 Results and discussion

4.1 The new formula for Cy(Q)

Starting from the expression of C5(Q) from Eq. (42), and substituting D1, and Day, from Egs. and ([46)), a
careful utilization of Lebesque’s theorem (detailed in Appendix allows one to perform the remaining A — 0
limit in Eq. . We thus arrive at the main result of our new method for calculating the Coulomb interacting
C3(Q), which can be summarized as follows:

Ca(@ =V (14 £.20) + 2 [ A, + Au] ). (18)
where the A;; and A terms are the following functionals of f5(q):
2 [ f(a)=fs(0) kNP AR
Als = dq ————Im 14+— 2‘Fl (Zna 1"‘”77 ]-a T_ZO) ) (49)
nJo q q q
2 (7 fs(@)—fs(2k) ¢ (q+2k;)“7
, = —— T .
A n/odq g2k qt2k  (qg—2k+i0)" (50)

If 7 — 0 (either by letting k — oo, or by formally turning off the Coulomb force), A;s and Ass take on finite
values (because both the 7 denominator and the imaginary values of the denoted quantities go to 0). So for
1n—0, in Eq. the contributions of A;s and Ay, vanish (where they are again multiplied by 7); we wrote
the n factors in the way we did to highlight this feature.

Note also that in Eq. , the effect of Coulomb interaction enters in a straightforward, “traceable” way.
Omitting |NV|? as well as the A;,, Ass terms, and recalling that Q = 2k, we simply have Eq. , the result for
the interaction-free case. Including the |NV|? factor (but not A4 and Asy) is the so-called Gamow correction, the

2The situation is similar in the well-known much simpler case when one approximates the Dirac delta with ever narrower and
higher peaks with area of unity. Consider the following identity:
> 1 A
lim [de —————— f(x) = f(x0).
P e g f(z) = f(zo0)
Based on this, one can say that the narrower and higher Lorentz curves “approximate the d(x—xzo) delta function”; the meaning of
this statement is essentially the same as the displayed identity. From a practical point of view, the benefit of this formula is that
instead of numerically performing some A — 0 limit of the result of the left-hand side integral, the right-hand side provides a much
simpler calculational statement (by requiring just to evaluate the f function at a given zo point); however, this simpler statement
is no longer a true integral transformation acting on f.



simplest approximate treatment of the Coulomb interaction: it treats the source as point-like for the Coulomb
integration (but not for the calculation of the interaction-free correlation function). The A;gs and Asg terms
can thus be thought of as the effect of the source being not point-like; the parts of the correlation function that
is neglected by the Gamow prescription.

In our normalization, fs(0)=1; however, we retained f4(0) in Eq. to highlight that the fraction contain-
ing the f; function is a well-defined function even around ¢ =0 (provided that f; is continuously differentiable).
Similarly, the fraction containing fs in the expression of Ay, Eq. , is also a well-defined function for con-
tinuously differentiable f, even around ¢ =2k. In fact, we can loosen the requirement of fs being continuously
differentiable. The more general assumption under which the above formulas are derived is explained (along
with other details) in Appendix around Egs. and . Here we just remark that this more gen-
eral assumption is satisfied already if f(q) is everywhere continuously differentiable, and also in case of Lévy
distributions (for which f(q) is not differentiable at the origin if o <1).

Power functions of complex variables are understood in the strictly single-valued function sense: for z, w € C,
2% := exp(w Ln z), where exp is an entire function, its inverse however, Ln z = log(|z|) + iargz, has a branch
cut along the Ry negative real line (owing to the jump of arg z, the phase of z, from 7 to —m, when crossing
this line in a counterclockwise direction). This branch cut along R, is inherited by the power function z* as
a function of z, whenever w ¢ Z. So when taking a power of a quantity that is on this branch cut, we have to
specify which side of the cut we are on. This is the reason for the +i0 term in Eq. . Also when one defines
the 2 F1(a, b, ¢, z) hypergeometric function for |z| > 1, that is, outside the convergence radius of the power series
in Eq. (47, one encounters a branching point at z=1, and the usual convention places the branch cut on the
[1,00] CRT real line. The —i0 term in Eq. specifies which side of this cut we are on.

w

4.2 Utilizing the new formula for Lévy-stable sources

Before delving into the details of the applied computational methods, in Figure I} we show the main results of
our calculations, i.e., the C3(Q) correlation functions calculated for Lévy-stable source distributions £(a, R, r),
separately for pion-pion and kaon-kaon pairs. Different colors denote different Lévy scale R values, while
the dashed and solid lines correspond to the Lévy exponent « values of 0.6 and 2, respectively. Correlation
functions with « between these two extremal values are illustrated with a filled area. In the interaction-
free case, for any given R, correlation functions take the same value for any « at one specific @) >0 value:
C’éo)(Q =he/R) =14 1/e. In the case when Coulomb interaction is included, the curves with different «
values still intersect each other at approximately the same point (for a given R), in the vicinity of Q =~ fic/R.
However, in this case, the C2(Q ~ fic/R) values have an R dependence. Moreover, the intersection of all the
curves is only approximate (albeit a very good one); higher zooming around the apparent “nodes” would tell
the curves apart.

o 0(0.6, 2.0) o [ o 0(0.6, 2.0)
Hr=3fm [Jr=6fm | 16 Hr=3fm [JrR=6m
Hr=9fm [ Jr=12m . Hr=9fm [ Jr=12m

—a=2

—a=2 1.4
- a=06

1.4

12

0O 005 01 015 02 025 03 035 04 0O 005 01 015 02 025 03 035 04
Q [GeVic] Q [GeViIc]

Figure 1: Example correlation functions for pions (left) and kaons (right), plotted for four different R and two
« values. At a given R value, the shape of the correlation function with increasing « values from a=0.6 to
a =2 goes smoothly through the shaded region.

10



4.3 Testing the final numerical integral

As described above in Eq. , for the correlation function, two numerical integrals have to be performed. For
a reasonable f¢(q) function, such as the one for Lévy distributions, the integrands there are particularly well-
behaving (non-oscillating, smooth) functions. The integrals over ¢ € R(J{ are best transformed to integrals over
the [0, 1] interval, with a new integration variable x introduced separately on the ¢ € [0, 2k] and the ¢ € [2k, 00]

intervals as ¢ =2kx, and q= %k, respectively. The integrands turn out to be well-behaving ,tame” functions of
this new x variable; they are written up as

2 (! o (2kz) — £4(0 1)\

Ais = ff/dx Im [f(x)f() (1+> 2 F1 (in, 1+in, 1, x—lz—iO)Jr (51)
1Jo x x
2k
s\ )~ Js 0 i . . .
+ M(1+x)2 Ry (”7, 1-i, 1,1‘2—20)] ,
x

2/(1133 sin (77 log }f—;) [fs(%f) — fs(2k) _ ermfs(Qk‘:v)—ﬁg(Qk)] (52)
0

Azs = 7 x(z+1) 1—z 1—z
The integrals can then be evaluated using the rectangle method or the trapezoidal rule, but since the individual
function evaluations have a high cost in terms of CPU time and in practical applications such as optimization
(fit) procedures, the final result has to be calculated several thousands of times at a given @, it is beneficial
to search for methods requiring fewer evaluations. We find that the Gauss-Kronrod quadrature formula [33]
provides an acceptable solution for this. This method works well in our case because the function to be integrated
is changing fast near 0 and 1 but very slowly in the middle. Hence a varying bin width has to be applied, and
such naturally arises from the Gauss-Kronrod iteration.

We utilized the boost C-++ library to perform this integral and find that 15 nodes provide a fast converging
result. The number of function evaluations and the integral results are shown in Fig. 2] Here we chose a large
Q@ value, as the accuracy of the original numerical calculations, when one directly calculates the integral with
[k (7)]2, decreases towards large @, and hence accuracy can be well tested. The integral result changes on the
order of 1075, and even on that scale, it converges when the number of maximum iterations is set to 3 — 4.
It is also important to note that the typical order of magnitude of the bin-by-bin statistical uncertainties of a
correlation function measured in high-energy experiments is significantly higher than the change in the integral
values shown in Fig.[2l If the tolerance parameter of the quadrature is larger than 1072, then the integral result
differs slightly more from the plotted results. However, beyond that, if tolerance is at least 1072, increasing it
further does not modify the integral result. On the other hand, the number of function evaluations increases
fast, especially if the tolerance is very small and the number of iterations is large. Hence an optimal solution
(analyzing results similar to Fig. [2| for many R, a, and Q values) is provided by a tolerance value of 1072 and a
limit of 3 for the maximal number of iterations. With this, one integral requires up to a few hundred function
evaluations, suitable for simultaneously fitting many experimental C5(Q) datasets.

4.4 Comparison with the original numerical integration method

After carefully testing the reliability of the Gauss-Kronrod numerical integral, we proceeded with comparing
the new calculation to a previously utilized integral method based on Eq. , and used, e.g., in Ref. [1§]. The
previous method requires significantly more computational effort to achieve a reasonable precision at small «
or large R values. In that case, the values of the correlation function were pre-calculated for various « and R
values and saved in a large lookup table; from this table, an interpolation can be used to get the correlation
function for any parameter combinations. In the following, let us call our new approach “wave function Fourier
method” and denote the result with WFF(C,(Q). The previous method with the pre-calculated lookup table is
denoted with *2PleCy(Q).

To illustrate the difference between the two methods, we plot AC5(Q) = P10y (Q)—WFF Oy (Q) for various
«a and R values, as shown in Figure We find that AC3(Q) has a small dependence on @, generally its
magnitude is larger at larger @) values. It is also evident that the difference between the two methods is largest
at the smallest « values, as expected. To better illustrate the dependence of AC3(Q) on R and «, in Figure
we plot the Q-average (AC>(Q)) values. It can be clearly seen that the ACy(Q) difference between the two
methods is smallest at large a and small R values.

The conclusion of this comparison is that, on one hand, we can be reasonably assured that our new method-
ology works well; as cautious users, we really strive for numerical verification, even if one is convinced by the
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Figure 2: The result of the integral for R=6 fm and o =1.4, at Q =0.2 GeV /¢ (left) and the number of required
function calls (right). Note that the integral result is represented as (1 — C2(Q)) - 10%, so the differences are on
the order of 1075, Both plots are shown as a function of the tolerance and the number of maximal iterations
allowed in the Gauss-Kronrod integral.
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Figure 3: Difference between the correlation function calculated with a numerical integral method described in
Ref. (*aPleC5(Q)) and the correlation function calculated with the wave-function Fourier method described
in the current paper (WFFCy(Q)). AC,(Q) is plotted for 6 different « values and two R values, for pions (left)
and kaons (right) separately. At a given a value, AC(Q) goes smoothly through the shaded region when
increasing R values from R = 3 fm to R = 12 fm.
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Figure 4: Relative momentum averaged (AC>(Q)) as a function of R and « for pions (left) and kaons (right).

flawlessness of the mathematical derivation. On the other hand, our new methodology offers, at a significantly
lower numerical cost, a way of calculating the C3(Q) correlation function more robust than the previous method,
especially at large @) values. For this reason, we find that the new method is ready to be used in experimental
analyses of measured C3(Q) correlation functions.

5 Summary

In summary, we presented a novel method for calculating Bose-Einstein correlation functions with the Coulomb
effect incorporated. Our method can be applied to any particle emitting source function assumptions that are
expressed as a Fourier transform. In this way, our method starts directly from the interaction-free correlation
function, which is the Fourier transform of the source function. The integrals necessary for our calculational
scheme previously have eluded exact calculations, often resulting in experimental analyses using a fixed source
size when correcting for the Coulomb effect. With precise data, however, this is no longer a viable method; our
approach allows for simple and more exact handling of the Coulomb final state interactions. We demonstrated
that for Lévy-stable sources (including the Gaussian limiting case), the results are close to those obtained with
numerical integrals previously. On the other hand, at extreme values of the Lévy source parameters (small
Lévy exponent a, and large Lévy scale R), the new method is more precise and reliable. Furthermore, the new
method allows for a direct and fast fitting of correlation functions obtained in experiments. We also published
a software package that is easily applicable and ready to use in experimental analyses.

The natural next step is to extend the methodology to the case when the assumption of spherical symmetry
is rid of. In that case, one would have a final formula that is a linear functional of the Fourier transform
of the pair source function, D(r), denoted by f(g) in this paper. It turns out that the necessary integrals
(similar to but slightly more complicated than Egs. and in this paper) are also readily calculable, and
then the necessary limit when the regularizing parameter is removed (denoted as A — 0 in this paper) is also
manageable. The resulting formulas are, however (owing to the inherently more complex nature of the non-
spherically symmetric case) somewhat more complicated, thus their analysis and implementation go beyond the
scope of this paper.
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A Assorted mathematical and calculational details

In the Appendices, we present the calculations that were left out of the body of the paper. We rely heavily on
complex analysis as well as on some intricacies of (Lebesgue) integrability; the latter of which we give a brief
summary here. (A more detailed discussion can be found in any of the standard textbooks on mathematical
analysis, such as Ref. [34].)
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A.1 Discussion of Eq. (39)

The focal point of our method of circumventing the need for a back-and-forth integral transformation of the
Fourier transform of the source function (denoted by f(q) in Eq. and from that on) is Eq. , the
mathematical justification of whose steps is thus essential. The main ingredients are conditions of integrability,
Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem (or simply the Lebesgue theorem), and Fubini’s theorem. A summary
of these theorems from a practical point of view is:

e Concerning Lebesgue integrability, the key is the modulus of a function. A (real-valued, or complex-valued,
or any normed space valued) function F is integrable if and only if |F| is integrable. Also, if there is a G
function for which |G(x)| > |F(x)| for almost all z, and G is integrable, then F is also integrable. (Here,
we denoted the integration variable by x; it can be of any type of real integration variable.) Conversely, if
|G(z)| > |F(z)|, and F is not integrable, then neither is G.

o Let F\(z) be integrable functions, with A as a parameter (either a continuous one or a discrete index), and for
almost all = let the pointwise limiting function F'(z):= limy F)(z) exist (for any reasonable type of limit; for
example, A — 0, or A\=n—00). Lebesgue’s theorem states that if there is a (A-independent) G function for
which for almost any z, |G(x)| > |F\(z)|, for any A, then the integrals of the Fy functions (the [ F) values)
converge, the limiting function F' is integrable, and the limit of the integrals is equal to the integral of the
limiting function, limy [ F) = [ F, i.e., the limit and the integral are interchangeable.

The key is the existence of the “dominant” G function: in the case when there is no such function, none of
the statements of the theorem are necessarily true. A simple (counter)example is the approximation of the
Dirac delta with functions whose pointwise limit is everywhere zero; in this well-known case, one maybe does
not even recognize this peculiarity. However, for less explored cases (like ours in this paper), one has to be
careful when interchanging limits and integrals, and then this theorem comes in handy in many cases.

e Fubini’s theorem concerns multiple integrals, iterated integrals, and the justification of interchange of integrals.
The main point is if an F(z,y) function is such that its modulus is integrable in one order as a repeated
integral; i.e., if the fdm(fdy |F(x,y)|) integral exists, then F' itself is integrable in both orders, and these
integrals coincide: [dz [dy F(z,y)= [dy [dx F(z,y), i.e., the integrals are interchangeable.

The transformation in Eq. is again written up, with the intermediate steps slightly more detailed, as

Ca(@) = [@r () Dlr) & [@*r fim e in(r) Dr) 2 lim [dr e fin(r) D(r) 2

3 3
= lim / &r / (;1;)’3 F(@) e (r) [ €' 2 lim / (;1;; f(@) / Ere N g(r)P . (53)

A—0 A—0
In Step 1 we inserted the e*" regularizing factor; its limit being limy_,o e~*" = 1. Because D(r) is integrable,
so is it multiplied by [¢(7)|? (which is a bounded function), and thus |[¢%(7)|? - |D(7)| is a good dominant
function (that is, integrable and greater or equal than the integrand, independently of A). So by virtue of
Lebesgue’s theorem, we could interchange the A — 0 limit and the r-integral in Step 2. In Step 3, we inserted
the Fourier integral expression of D(r), careful (yet) about the order of integrals. However, since |e?9"|=1, the
double integrand here has the modulus that is a product of |f(q)|, an integrable g-function (as assumed), and
an integrable r-function, e~*"|¢x(r)|?. So the repeated integral of the modulus exists, from which it follows
(by Fubini’s theorem) that we can interchange the original integrals as well; this is Step 4 here.
In the resulting right-hand side, we cannot perform the A — 0 limit in the integrands; that would mean the
exchange of the original »— and g-integrals, which is not possible, as stated around Eq. . Instead, we have
to calculate the integrals here, and then perform the A — 0 limit.

A.2 Calculation of D), and Ds),

In this Appendix, we derive the Egs. and , the results of the integrals Diys and Dsyys, defined in
Eqgs. and . We utilize Nordsieck’s method |31], who applied a similar technique to simplify a very
similar integral that occurs in the theory of bremsstrahlung and pair creation. We write up the definitions
f again, with a slight change of notation, to express the sin(gr) function with exponentials:

{0 - PR, Dae(a) = 5: [P0 ~ D)(@)], (54)

1
Dlz\s (q) = Z
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where DY) (q) /d3 jWM(Hm, ,—i(kr+ker)) M (1—in, 1,i(kr+kr)), (55)

wd D) = & [0r N (i, il k) MO L k). 60

We use the following complex contour integral representation of the confluent hypergeometric function:

(0+4,14) —a
M(a7172) = %% dtetz%(l_%) ’ (57)

where the path is any closed curve that encircles the real line segment [0, 1] once counterclockwise on the complex
t plane; this segment (a branch cut) is the only set on the ¢ plane where the integrand is not analytic.

Inserting twice this expression (with the integration variables denoted by t and u, whose paths are such as
just specified) into Eqs. and for the two confluent hypergeometric functions in each, we get

+ 1 —Ar+tiqr du dt —1— —1+in _i(t—u)(kr+kr

D§>\‘Z( ) — 47T2q . Artiq f f 1 77(1 u) 776 (t )(k? +k )7 (58)
+ 1 d T _rtior du [dt —1—1 —14+in _i(t—w)kr+i w)kr

PR =, [ ”%7%(1—%) (1) e g

We would like to exchange the order of the integral over r and the contour integrals because for the r-integral,
we could then use the following auxiliary formula, valid for any S € C complex number and B =(B,, By, B.)
three-vector with any complex components:

3
/dTre*ff”BT = %, if ReS>|ReB]. (60)
Here B® = B}+B;+B? even for complex B,, By, and B, (in particular, without complex conjugation), and
the real part of the B vector is ReB (Re B;,Re By, Re B.), thus |[Re B| = /(Re B;)? + (Re By)? + (Re B..)?.
The condition written up in Eq. ( is necessary and sufficient for the integral to exist. This is because a
function is (Lebesgue) integrable 1f and only if its modulus is integrable, and |1e 5T+B"| = 1 e Refr+(ReB)r
which is integrable if and only if the multiplier of  in the exponent, Re 3, is strictly bigger than the length of
the vector there, |Re B|. For real 8, By, By, B., the stated result is elementary, and because both the integral
itself and the stated result are analytic functions of 3, By, By, B, (provided the integral exists), the result is
valid for all the allowed complex values, as stated.
If we can exchange the r-integral and the contour integrals in Egs. and , the we would get

+ ? du dt —1—3 —1+44 d3r _Artigr—i(t—u)(kr
Pia) £ - j,{ % (1-1) n/ T o~ Arekigr—i(i—u) (kr+kr). (61)
us T
+ ? du dt —1—14 —1+42 dgr —Ar+igr—i(t—u)kr+i u)kr
D@ L~ o $ (=) ) T [ S ek ()

According to Fubini’s theorem, the interchange is justified if the modulus of the integrand is integrable in either
order (provided that one has written up the contour integrals in a parametrized way, with integrals taken over
line segment of the parameter). In our case, the moduli of the complex powers of ¢ and u do not cause concern:
since u and ¢ run at a positive distance from the branch cut, these factors are bounded and thus do not spoil
integrability. The factor of the modulus of the integrand that indeed has a role is that of the r-dependent part.
In the case of Diys, Eq. , the modulus of the part of the integrand that is of interest is
|67)\r:|:iqr7i(t7u)(k:r+k:7‘)| — ef[Afklm(tfu)]rJrIm(tfu)k'r

)

which is integrable over r if and only if for the following holds (by virtue of the condition stated in Eq. :

A A

7 Im(t—u) > |Im(t—u)| & Im(t—u) < % (for Dyxs). (63)
We arrived at the simpler condition by sorting through all the different possibilities for Im v and Im ¢. Similarly,
in the case of Days, Eq. (62), we have

—Artigr—i(t—u)kr+i(t+u)kr —[A=kIm(t—u)]r—Im(t+u)kr

le |=e :
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which is integrable over r if and only if

A A A
z Im(t—u) > |Im(t+u)| &= Imu > 2 and Imt< % (for Days). (64)

If these conditions hold for all possible u and ¢, then the results of these r-integrals are continuous bounded
functions of u and ¢, so their contour integrals exist. So the condition for the integrals over r and u,t to be
interchangeable is that the inequalities stated in Egs. and hold for any w and ¢ on their integration
paths. Thus if we require these additional constraints on the u— and ¢-paths, we can interchange the integrals,

and utilizing Eq. , we get the following from Egs. and :

1 1 dt —1—in [d —14i 1
PR =~ f 0D D (63)

rqg \Fiq) t U AFiq+2ik(t—u)’

(+) 1 [dt 1\ —1—in 1 j{du 1\ —1+in 1
D =11 — ¢ —(1-1 S
2 (4) ij{t (1-%) 2kt—i(A\Fiq) ) u (1=3) 2ku+i(AFiq)’ (66)

where the paths of the w and ¢ variables run as specified: they both encircle the [0, 1] branch cut and obey at all
points the conditions in case of Dj,s, and in case of Days, respectively. (For any finite A and k, it is
indeed possible to specify the integration paths in this way.) The case of Ds)s is simpler because the integrand
factorizes in u and a t; we have written Eq. in a way that highlights this.

The next step is to perform the u-integral at a fixed t. As a function of u, the integrand in both cases is
analytic everywhere except for the branch cut along u € [0, 1] which is encircled by the path, as well as for a
simple pole, denoted in case of D1ys and Days by u14(t) and uqs(t), respectively:

q A A q
st) =tF ———, s(t) = ——F—. 67
uy4(t) + ok ok us(1) QkZFQk (67)
We see that Im(t—uys) = % and Im(uqs) = —%: this means that (for any ¢ that is in its allowed domain) w1

and wugs do not satisfy the conditions in Egs. and . From this, one concludes that uys and ug, lies
outside of the integration contour on the u plane: were it otherwise, a narrower integration path chosen for u
could cross uys and usg, but this is impossible because then w5 and uss could not violate the conditions.

One can then expand the u-integration contour to infinity: the integrand decreases rapidly enough (as ~ u%
in both cases), so the non-vanishing contribution comes from the simple poles u;s and ugs, so from the residue
theorem we have (with an extra minus sign from the negative sense of the paths encircling the poles)

1\~ 1—in —1+4
D(ﬂ(q):_lj{dt(l_t) L ! (68)
e qf t  k(AFiq) uis uis ’

. . —1+4i 1\—1—in
D(i)(q) _ 12 AFiq—2ik nj{dt (1—;) (69)
2Xs q \Fiq \TFiq t 2kt—i(AFiq)’

where in case of Diys, u1s(t) is as in Eq. , while in case of Day, we inserted us, from Eq. right awayﬂ

In Eq. (69), we can use this same method for the t-integral. The integrand has a simple pole in ¢ at
tos = % + i, and the same reasoning as for uss above yields that because Imtys = %, tos does not satisfy the

condition in Eq. , so it lies outside of the integration contour. Thus an expansion of the contour to infinity
yields (again because of the ~ t% decrease) just the contribution from the pole at tos. From this, we get

. o —1+1in . . —1—in
D(i)( ):47r 1 ()\:qu 2zk> 1 <)\$zq+2zk> . (70)

(q) = —~+— : . :
2 q AFig\  AFig AFig | AFig

This leads to the result for Ds)s, stated in Eq. in the main text, after some simplification.

In the case of D), the remaining integrand in Eq. does not have a simple pole as a function of ¢
(besides the branch cut on [0, 1]), but another branch cut on a straight line segment between ¢ =+ +i2- and
t=1£+i2 (i.e., where ui(t)=0 and u;,(t)=1). This branch cut, as its imaginary part, 3 is in violation
of condition , lies outside the ¢ integration contour. In this case, we can transform the integral in Eq.

3Perhaps it should be stressed that expanding the u-contour here means no conflict with our earlier requirement on the u-path,
Eqgs. (63) and (64). At that stage, that restriction was needed in order to interchange the integrals; after that (and the r-integral
performed), the resulting integrand is analytic in u, so we may do this expansion in this stage.
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into a form that yields an ordinary hypergeometric function. To this end, we substitute t = %, with which we

s )
arrive at

1— —1—in _B —1+in
D:(LQ(Q) = Nj{ds( SSEA {6‘2_14} , where we used the notations (71)
—21 2k 2k 2k
- =T BEoi ek =14 72
q(AFig)?’ iAtq’ iAtq+2k’ b +Miq’ (72)

and the integration contour on the s plane does not intersect the [1,00] half line (the image of the original
t€0,1] cut), but encircles s=0 (the image of t=00) and the cut between s=A and s=B (which is a circle
segment; the image of the outlying branch cut on the ¢ plane).

We need now a linear transformation of the integration variable s — 7, so that the three singular points
s=1, s=A and s= B transform into 7=0, 7=1 and 7 =z with some x. This z will then be the variable of
the resulting hypergeometric function; this is motivated by the integral representation

C(e)T(b—c+1) 1 [OH=D
2F1(a,b,c,2) = DL (b—ct1) Ig(b)c+ )2m/T(zii;a_c(l—r)c_b_l(T—ac)_a, (73)
with the 7 integration path coming from Re 7 = —o0, going back there, while encircling the half line branch cuts

TeRy and T—z € Ry, but not intersecting 7 € [1, 0o}, the third branch cut of the integrand
The most convenient s — 7 transformation (among the many possible ones) turns out to be the following:

s=B+ (1-B)r; (74)
this takes s=B into 7=0, s=1 into 7=1, and s=A into T:%, and we get
(0+,2+) 1 Br \ A—B 4k
Dixs =N¢ dr ((1-B)(1—7)) 17— Z— , ith z= = . 75
1 7(( )A=7) T— <T—£L’) W T 1B (g£iN)? (7)

Now in order to arrive at a form resembling the integral representation , we have to simplify the complex
powers. This is not entirely trivial because owing to the branch cut of power functions, for complex numbers, the
identity (ab)®=a®bc holds only if arg a + arg b= arg(ab), i.e., if —7 < arga + argb <z. If the displayed quantities
are functions of some other complex variable ¢, it is very cumbersome to verify this condition directly. For line
integrals, a workaround is that if the identity (ab)¢ = ab® is verified in a small neighborhood of some point ¢ on
the path, and both sides are analytic in ¢ in the vicinity of the path (practically: the path does not intersect
branch cuts of either form on the ¢ plane), then owing to the rigidity of analytic functions, the substitution is
justified along the whole integration path.

In the case of Eq. , the steps are as follows. We do not write up all the details about these transformations
here; the interested reader is advised to directly check that these steps are indeed justified.

1. First we do the ((1—B)(1—7))" 1" = (1—-B) =1~ (1—7) 717" substitution. For this, we must verify that the
integration path on the 7 plane can be specified (and we indeed do so) in a way that it does not intersect
the branch cuts of either of these forms (half lines, but in different directions).

2. Next, we substitute (TB—T)_HW with B‘l“‘i”(L)_Hm. For this, we must verify that we can take the path

=z T

so that it does not intersect the branch cuts of either form (a circle segment and a line segment, respectively);
for this, the key element is that none of these cuts intersect with the other branch cuts of the integrand.

3. Now we open up the contour so that instead of being a closed one encircling 0 and z, it comes from Re 7= —o0

and returns there. This can be done because, owing to the exponents, the integrand decreases fast enough

(as ~ &) at |7| = oo,

4. Finally, we can write (L)flﬂn =771 (7—2)1="; besides 7 € [1, 0], this latter form has branch cuts

T—X

that are straight half lines from Re7T = —o00 to 0 and x, respectively.

4Eq. (73) is well known in the theory of hypergeometric functions; its equivalence to Eq. ({47) for |z| <1 can be verified by a
power series expansion of the present integrand in = and using similar representations of the products of gamma functions. Eq. (73]
also gives the analytic continuation of 2 F, since it defines an analytic function of z for any z € C, with a branch cut on x € [1, oo].
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Finally, we thus arrive at the following expression, where we can utilize the integral representation:

gt (O t) 1+in 1—in in pitin
Dine = N [ drr 1 (1—r) " (r—2) =" = 27i N———» Fy (in, 1+in, 1,2), (76
" (1—B)1+”7/T:_;T (1=r)= 7" (=) TN Gy 1(in, 1+in, 1,2),  (76)

and from this we get the result given for D;,, in the body of the paper, Eq. (45)), by substituting N, 8, B, and
x, and finally combining together Dgz and Dgz again, according to Eq. 1'

A.3 Derivation of the final formula, Eq. (48]

In this Appendix, we derive Eq. along the expression of the quantities denoted by A;s and Ass in the body
of the paper, Egs. and . The starting point is Eq. , the expression of C3(Q) with Djys and Days as
a A — 0 limit. We write this up again but first with the integral denoted as a three-dimensional g-integral, and
perform the first crucial step as we “separate” the f4(0) and fs(2k) values. This idea comes from observing that
the values of fs(¢q) at ¢=0 and ¢ =2k play a special role in the interaction-free case as C’Q(O)(Q) = fs(0)+fs(2k),
moreover, fs(0) and fs(2k) enter by virtue of the “plain” and the “cross” terms from the modulus square of the
wave function, just as Dyys and Do), in the interacting case. We thus write

A i [0 @[ isula) + Pors(0)] =

INI

Ca(Q) =
VP2

83
s

g fs(2k) lim /d?’quAs() g 5 lim a®q [fs(q)—fs(2k)] D2rs(q). (77)

7 f5(0) lim d*q Dixs(g) +
INI

lim [ d*q [fs(q)=£:(0)] Puxs(9)+

Now for A\>0, the integrals of Dy)s and Ds)s, denoted temporarily by I; and I3, do exist:

oo o0
I = / BqDirs(q) = 4 / A Dins(q),  Ini= / PqDor(q) = 4 / dq¢* Daas(q), (78)
0 0

which can be directly seen from their expressions, Eqs. and : ¢*D1xs(q) and ¢®>Days(q) are continuous
and bounded on every compact [0, gmax] interval, and they decrease as ~ q%, owing to the taking of the imaginary

part in them; recall that o Fy (a,b,c,z) =1+ abx + ...as x— 0. So the I; and I5 integrals are given by the value
of the Fourier transforms of Diy, and Doy, at r= 0 (where 7 is the variable of their Fourier transforms E| But
we actually calculated Diys and Dsys as Fourier transforms, so we just need to evaluate the integrands of the
defining 7 integrals at =0, from which, knowing that M (a, b, z=0) =1, we have I; = I, =873, so

q Dl)\e(q [

C2(@Q) = NP2 [fs< )+ u(2k) +hm/dq Fol@)—£a(0 +11m/dqqp”s( ) 1f.(q)- m%)]]. (79)

Our statement is now that these remaining limits result in A;, and Ass as written up in Eqgs. and .
Substituting Dyys and Days from Egs. and , and using the convenient Fy(x)=oF(in, 1+in, 1, x)
notation, we thus have to prove that

IS 2k \2in s
lim/dqq[fs(q)—fs(())]lm [ (1;;‘155)‘))2 f+<(qi§i) )} = Mlm[(l—ﬁ—%)mn}—+( ZO)] , (80)

(A\—iq—2ik)"(\—ig+2ik)~ / fs(@)—fs(2k) ¢ Im (g+2k)™
(A—iq)?+4k? q—2k  q+2k (q—2k+i0)in’

timy [ daa[f. (@)~ 7.(2k)) (81)
Note that the pointwise A\ — 0 limit of the integrands on the left-hand sides are just the ones on the right-hand
sides. We want to apply Lebesgue’s theorem (see Appendix above) so that we can interchange the limit and
the integral. To this end, we need a “dominant” function, i.e., an integrable function whose modulus is greater
or equal to that of the integrand, independently of A, for any A > 0. We do not explicitly write up this function,
however, we give the various estimations that are needed to construct this function.

5Recall that the Fourier transform of an integrable function is not necessarily integrable; if it is (which is so in our case; but we
had to explicitly check this), then its (inverse) Fourier transform is indeed given by the usual Fourier integral.
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1. The fs function is bounded everywhere, fs(¢) < K. Also, the main point of introducing the subtraction
of fs(0) and f4(2k) values as in Eqgs. and is that for the fractions appearing from these can be
dominated by a function that is integrable around ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 2k if f, is continuously differentiable
everywhere: in this case for a finite gy.x value,

|f(q) —f(0)|7 and (@) = F(2F)|

- T are bounded on [0, gmax), (82)

and thus integrable here. Had we not have subtracted f5(0) and fs(2k), the fractions fST(q) and gi—(qui would
have not be integrable around ¢ =0 and ¢ =2k.

In the case of our preeminent practical example of source functions, the Lévy distribution, fs(q) is not
necessarily differentiable around g =0. However, for our estimation to find the dominant function here, it
is enough if the fractions written up in Eq. are not bounded but can be dominated by an integrable
function. This is readily satisfied also in the case of Lévy distributions, where the following estimation is
true instead:

For Lévy distributions, for any q and ¢q’, |f(q)— f(q@")] < K'lg—q'|*; this is enough. (83)

2. For the various factors appearing, the following estimations can be made. For real X and Y, the pure
imaginary power X' is bounded by e~™" from below and by e™ from above. The F, (x) hypergeometric
function is bounded on the whole complex z planeEI

3. Owing to the continuous differentiability of Fi(z) around x=0, there exists a C’ constant for which
|F4(z) — 1| < C'|z| for small enough x. Also, for pure imaginary powers, the following estimation can be
made: if Y € R, 0 R<1and [2| <R, then |(1+2)" — 1] < Lze™1. Y] - |2] holds]]

From these, with some effort, one can construct the dominant function; this is best done by separately treating
the ¢ €0, Qmax] and the ¢ € [Qmax, 00| intervals, where Qmax iS an arbitrary value that is at a safe distance
above 2k; say: Qmax =4k. In this way, the exchange of the integral and the limit in Egs. and becomes
justified, which leads to the desired results for A and As,.
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