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The thermal model, which has been applied successfully to inclusive cross sections in heavy ion
reactions, is applied here to the (p,p’) and (p,7) reactions. The thermal source temperatures and ve-
locities determined in proton induced reactions are similar to those found in heavy ion reactions, al-
though the temperatures are cooler in proton induced reactions. Several methods can be used to es-
timate the number of nucleons in the thermal source, and these are found to give roughly consistent
answers. Using a classical dense gas model, an estimate is made of the lifetime of the hot source.
As one might expect, the lifetime is calculated to be in the 10~ sec range, indicating that the hot
region probably does not cleanly separate from the nucleus before it cools off. A discussion of the
limiting temperature behavior observed in this analysis is also given.

I. INTRODUCTION

The determination of the mechanism for proton in-
duced inclusive reactions resulting in energetic particle
emission has proven to be a difficult task. On the one
hand, the existence of quasifree peaks in the inclusive
cross section of the (p,p’) reaction"? suggests a mecha-
nism®~> in which the nonquasifree cross section is at-
tributed to the smearing of the quasifree region by the
Fermi motion of the nuclear constituents. On the other
hand, the similarity between the measured cross sections
of proton induced and heavy ion induced reactions sug-
gests a mechanism like the fireball model® of heavy ions,
in which there are so many NN scatterings that the in-
clusive spectra are dominated by phase space effects.

In an effort to sort out the relative contributions of each
of these models, (p,2p) coincidence experiments were per-
formed’—!! at 198, 300, 640, and 800 MeV incident pro-
ton kinetic energy. Typical trigger proton energies were
greater than 50 MeV, safely beyond the conventional
evaporation regime. The experiments were oriented to-
wards looking for the knockout or direct interaction com-
ponent of the inclusive reaction mechanism; that is, the
experiments included in their kinematic domain, the re-
gion in which a fast forward proton is observed with most
of the incident proton’s kinetic energy save that which is
carried off by the trigger and, perhaps, one other accom-
panying nucleon. Low mass number targets were chosen
so as to minimize the effects of multiple scattering not
directly associated with the main event which ejected the
trigger proton. The experiments confirmed the existence
of a knockout contribution to the (p,p’) inclusive reaction
for trigger protons with energies beyond the conventional
evaporative region, as exemplified in Fig. 1. The magni-
tude of the contribution appears to be a function of trigger
energy and angle.® Because of the low event rate, the ex-
periments generally chose trigger angles forward of 120°.
It was found that on the order of tens of percent of the in-
clusive reaction rate could be accounted for in the coin-
cidence experiments. (For details, the interested reader is
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referred to the experimental papers themselves.)

However, the experiments also showed that a mecha-
nism in which the residual nucleus recoiled coherently
with little excitation energy was not a major contributor.
Taking data from the 300 MeV TRIUMF experiment,®
for example, Fig. 2 shows evidence for both a near
coherent peak at combined trigger plus forward proton ki-
netic energy, not much lower than the incident proton ki-
netic energy, and a continuum region which looks more
like (but is not equal to) what one would expect from the
phase space of a residual system which has broken up.
The solid curves in Fig. 2 are from a model'? for the (p,p’)
and (y,p) reactions in which there has been a direct p-N
interaction accompanied by breakup of the residual nu-
cleus. While the model’s predictions have not been partic-
ularly well verified by this experiment, the general two
component nature of the model has. A phase space plus
direct interaction model has also been used!® to analyze
with success one of the 800 MeV experiments.

The fact that the coincidence experiments do see a
phase spacelike component even in the knockout model
kinematic regime suggests that statistical or thermal
models have a role to play in proton as well as heavy ion
induced reactions. The purpose of this paper will be to
apply such models to proton induced reactions on both
low and high mass targets, in order to determine the
model’s applicability in these reactions. Sections II and
III will deal with some consistency checks which one can
use to test the applicability of thermal models. In Sec. IV,
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FIG. 1. Model of a knockout component for the (p,p’) reac-
tion.
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FIG. 2. Comparison of a direct knockout model prediction
for the differential multiplicity measured in the TRIUMF exper-
iment. The forward proton’s kinetic energy and angle (with
respect to the beam direction on the opposite side from the
trigger) are defined as T, and 6y, while the corresponding quan-
tities for the trigger are T, and 6,.

the question of whether the thermal model parameters
determined in these tests are meaningful will be addressed.
In particular, the implications of a possible limiting tem-
perature will be discussed in Sec. V. The conclusions will
be summarized in Sec. VL.

II. GEOMETRY AND PHASE SPACE

Only a small subset of the target nucleons will initially
be involved in a proton induced reaction. This will be true
even if the incident proton strikes the target nucleus at
zero impact parameter. Of course, this is in strong con-
trast to reactions involving heavy ions,'* where the num-
ber of NN collisions, and subsequently the number of par-
ticipating nucleons, is much larger.

To estimate the number of target nucleons participating
in the reaction, the following crude calculation, based on
geometrical considerations, can be performed. We will as-
sume that an incident proton will interact with all nu-
cleons within a radius r, of a straight line trajectory
through the nucleus. The nucleus will be imagined to be a
sphere of radius R =r4!/? and uniform density p. Tak-
ing the conventional value for p of 0.17 fm~3 fixes r; at
1.12 fm. At a small impact parameter b, where the sur-
face of the nucleus is roughly normal to the projectile’s
trajectory, the number of target nucleons in the interaction

region, which we define as Ny(b), is
Ny(b)=2m(R*—b)*r2p . (1)

We will ignore edge effects and assume that this expres-
sion is valid for all b, so that the impact parameter aver-
aged value of Ny is

N,=4%mriRp . 2

Lastly, noting that 7, and r( are roughly equal in magni-
tude, we equate them and substitute for p, obtaining

N,=A3. (3)

On dimensional grounds alone, one expects to find a pro-
portional sign in Eq. (3), and we see that this simple
geometrical model allows the proportional sign to be re-
placed by an equals sign.

From Eq. (3), one can see that N; is small for proton in-
duced reactions. For the targets of interest in the coin-
cidence studies, 4~10, one finds N;~2, and increases
only slowly to about 6 for 4 =200. If N; represents the
number of nucleons in the initial “hot zone” or thermal
source then clearly one must be concerned with the inter-
pretation of thermal model quantities such as tempera-
ture. Certainly, for light targets, it is better to deal with
phase space explicitly.

In a thermal model for proton induced reactions, one
imagines that the projectile gives a certain fraction of its
energy and momentum to the N; nucleons to form a “hot”
source. Depending on the source’s velocity and thermal
conductivity, questions to which we will return below, the
source expands and cools. If the source is moving slowly,
most of the energy of the initially hot region may ulti-
mately be dissipated over the entire nucleus, resulting in a
nuclear temperature of a few MeV. This latter cool sys-
tem shows itself in the evaporation of low energy particles
(typically less than 10 MeV/nucleon) and its contribution
to inclusive spectra is well understood.!* This paper will
concentrate on energetic particle production (> 30
MeV/nucleon) and evidence for a hot zone in these reac-
tions.

As will be shown in the following section on thermal
models, the temperatures and velocities of the thermal
source estimated from the inclusive spectra indicate that
the source size must be small in intermediate energy reac-
tions involving heavy targets. One can use an explicit
phase space model to reach the same conclusion.

Our phase space model will assume that the cross sec-
tion for a given process (here, proton emission in coin-
cidence, inclusive, and integrated measurements) is deter-
mined by the phase space available to the N unobserved
recoiling particles.'® Further, we will work in the inter-
mediate energy regime and assume that N is sufficiently
large that the phase space integral

N d3pi 4
RN_fiI=]1 2E,-8 [K ;p,] @)

can be approximated by the nonrelativistic expression!’

(3N —5)/2
, (5)

N
./”k—— zmi

i=1

R, =€N
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where

i=1

En= ¥ 377 - (6)
T[N —1)/2] [ S m;

N 172
(277.3)(N—1)/2 I‘I m; ]

i=1

In these expressions, the N particle system has overall
four-momentum K, three-momentum k, and invariant
mass .#. The masses m; of the recoiling particles will
all be set equal to the nucleon mass m, so that

Ry=&n(M—Nm)N =372 (7)

and
(2,".3)(1\’—1)/2

T AN3T[3(N—1)/2]

The expression Ry has an approximate power law
behavior for its energy dependence which can be checked
experimentally and used to deduce N. Examining each
type of measurement in turn, we have the following:

(i) For the energy and angle integrated cross section, the
incident proton is assumed to lose all of its energy and
momentum to the Ny particles which emerge from the
target nucleus, as shown in Fig. 3(a). Then, for Nm >>T,
(T will be used for kinetic energy, T =E —m),

Np—1 (3N —5)/2

A
Ny P

(N-=3)/2 . (8)

En

Ry, ~x, )

(ii) For the (p,p’) inclusive cross section, the incident
proton is assumed to lose part of its energy to the ob-
served proton, the remainder being shared by N; nucleons
recoiling against the observed nuclei [see Fig. 3(b)].
Again, for Nm >>T:

Ny—1
Ny

(3N;—5)/2

Ry,~Ex, (T,—T,) (10)

(iii) Lastly, for the (p,2p) coincidence measurements, the
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FIG. 3. Kinematic labels for the phase space model of (a) en-

ergy and angle integrated cross section, (b) inclusive cross sec-
tion, and (c) coincidence cross section.

model assumes that N, recoiling nucleons carry off that
part of the projectile’s energy and momentum not taken
up by the two observed protons, as shown in Fig. 3(c).
Now, we have

(3N, —5)/2
N,—1 e

N,

Ry ~Ey, (T,—T,—Tj) (11)

Before we proceed to the determination of these N’s
from data, the use of the projectile energy dependence of
the integrated nonevaporative cross section to determine
N7 should be disposed of. Ignoring the energy depen-
dence temporarily, the integrated nonevaporative cross
section, o(nonevap) can itself be used to estimate the
source size. For example, we will suppose in Sec. III that
the source size is twice the proton multiplicity in the
nonevaporative region. One can get this from
o(nonevap)/oy, the latter being the reaction cross section.
However, the reaction cross section is roughly energy in-
dependent in the intermediate energy region, so a constant,
finite source size would require o(nonevap) to be constant.
This is, in fact, approximately true, as can be seen from
Fig. 4. Here, o(nonevap) per target nucleon for heavy tar-
gets has been plotted, o(nonevap) being determined by nu-
merically integrating the fireball model fits to the non-
evaporative inclusive (p,p’) spectra, as described in Sec.
III. Hence, the integrated cross section has more to do
with geometry than phase space, and the cross section’s
energy dependence is not a useful tool for determining the
source size.

The projectile energy dependence of the inclusive spec-
tra is somewhat more promising. Examples of this depen-
dence are shown in Fig. 5, a logarithmic plot of the in-
clusive (p,p’) cross section against T,—T, at fixed ob-
served proton energy and angle. (Detailed phase space
model analyses of the ejectile energy dependence at fixed
projectile energy were performed some time ago; see Ref.
16.) If all of the increase in the cross section is attributed
to the increasing phase space available to the N; recoiling
particles, then one finds a value for N; of 2 to 2.5 for
heavy targets. Assuming N;y=N;+1, one sees that the
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FIG. 4. Integrated nonevaporative cross section per target
nucleon for the (p,p’) reaction shown as a function of incident
proton kinetic energy. The data are for heavy targets.



976 DAVID H. BOAL AND JAMES H. REID 29

100 L B B | T T T T T T

(0,0") REACTION
* §4=190°Tq= 50 MeV
A =90°Tq= 150 MeV
-~ ¥ 8 q=160°T,= 100 MeV -

T T 1TT
L4111

)

mb
GeV sr nucleon

(

1

d%
A;dEdo

T

pTq (Mev)

FIG. 5. Inclusive cross section per target nucleon for the
(p,p’) reaction at several energies and angles of the observed pro-
ton, shown as a function of incident proton energy. The data
are from heavy targets.

source is quite small, even smaller than the value of about
6 obtained from geometry. Nevertheless, the interpreta-
tion of this approach is clouded by the same problems as
were found in o(nonevap), namely that the energy depen-
dence of the inclusive cross section is constrained by the
condition that its integral should be a constant. Unfor-
tunately there is not enough light target data available to
make a good determination as to whether N; is smaller for
light targets.

The Ty dependence of the coincidence experiments, at
fixed T}, and T,, probably has the fewest interpretational
problems. Rather unfortunately, the coincidence measure-
ments are only available for light targets, which are al-
ready known’~!! to show evidence for a knockout com-
ponent. Because the knockout component shows up as a
peak near the kinematic limit at low trigger energies, we
will avoid this region in our analysis since phase space ob-
viously will not explain it. Using the Be(p,2p)x data, we
show in Fig. 6 the dependence of the coincidence rate
(here, d*(m ) /dQdE; is the number of coincidences per
unit energy and solid angles of the forward proton per
trigger) on T at fixed T, Ty, 6,, and 6, [fixed at 300
and 100 MeV, 90° and 30° (on the away side from the
trigger), respectively]. The curves are an explicit phase
space calculation with two extreme values of N, shown, 2
and 8. Clearly, the data favor N, =2.

One can see from the above calculations the values of N
which have been obtained do show evidence for a small
source, as expected from geometrical considerations. Of
course, one does not expect this model to completely
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FIG. 6. Differential multiplicity for the Be(p,2p) reaction
shown as a function of forward proton kinetic energy. The
trigger proton energy and angle, as well as the forward proton
angle, were held fixed at 110 MeV, 90°, and 30°, respectively.
The theoretical curves were normalized to 91073 at Tp=175
MeV.

describe the data, as the coincidence experiments have
shown evidence for a knockout component. Nevertheless,
the significance of a phase space contribution has been
demonstrated. Of course, the small source size is going to
add some difficulty to the use of thermodynamic concepts
such as temperature. Bearing this caveat in mind, we will
now turn to a thermal model analysis of the proton in-
duced reactions involving heavy targets. The results from
this analysis will then be contrasted with those obtained in
a similar analysis of heavy ion reactions. Thermal models
have been applied before to proton induced reactions, par-
ticularly by Weiner and co-workers.'#=2° QOnly a very lim-
ited data set was available for analysis in these calcula-
tions, and hence, the approach taken was to estimate the
model parameters independently and then contrast the
model’s prediction with data, mainly backwardly pro-
duced ejectiles. The approach taken here, in contrast, will
be to use a large data set to provide several different deter-
minations of the model parameters, which will then allow
for internal consistency checks.

III. FIREBALL MODEL ANALYSIS

For simplicity, the single fireball model® used in heavy
ion physics will be used here for a thermal model analysis
of proton induced reactions. In this model the non-
evaporative part of the inclusive cross section is attributed
to emission from a hot source of N; nucleons with tem-
perature T and volume V;, which is traveling parallel to
the beam with a velocity v. In the rest frame of the
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source, the emission is isotropic and has the form
-1
d 371,'
d 3q

*1

=g; |exp E—;—,& (12)

where g; is the number of spin states of the ith particle
species. The +1 (—1) on the right-hand side (rhs) refers
to fermions (bosons), and in fact will be dropped for the
remainder of this paper; i.e., Maxwell-Boltzmann statistics
will be used. The chemical potential u will not be used
for mesons. A more ambitious calculation would use
separate chemical potentials for baryon number, charge,
and strangeness, but at these energies only a baryon num-
ber chemical potential is required. Here, the — ( + ) sign
of u is associated with baryons (antibaryons) so that u >0
corresponds to a baryon excess. To obtain a cross section
from Eq. (12), the number density »; will be multiplied by
the source volume and the integrated reaction cross sec-
tion og. This latter step will be used instead of the pro-
cedure of integrating n over impact parameter. In the
analysis which is done here, it will be shown that T' <<m,,,
so that nonrelativistic kinematics can be used. Then, de-
fining the total number of particle species i emitted as
A Tot> one finds

d3n,~
Airor=V, d’q
mor=V, [ |5
3/2
_ m; T
—g Vet M | S (13)
2

This allows us to solve for the chemical potential and re-
move it from the equations, so that the emission cross sec-
tion in the source’s rest frame can be rewritten as

d’o —K,/T
—_—= L 14)
d’q " (
where K; is the kinetic energy of species i and
q 3/2
= — | S .
N=0Rr 2am, T i, TOT (15)

One can use two approaches to obtain the parameters in
this model from the inclusive data. The first method in-
volves plotting contours of constant Lorentz invariant
cross section E d%0/d>q as a function of g, /m (where q,
is the component of the ejectile’s momentum perpendicu-
lar to the beam) and rapidity y, defined by

E+q
E—q

L]

y=7ln (16)

where g is the parallel component of the ejectile’s
momentum.

In the source’s rest frame, a contour of constant
(Lorentz invariant) cross section at nonrelativistic energies
should be semicircular plotted as a function of ¢, /m and
¥, since both of these variables reduce to perpendicular
and parallel components of the velocity in the nonrela-
tivistic limit. In transforming to the laboratory frame,
g, /m and E d’0/d’q are unchanged, of course, and y is
shifted by an amount equal to the rapidity of the source.

Hence, if one makes these plots in the laboratory frame,
the source velocity can be determined by finding the
centers of the contours. An example of such a plot is
shown in Fig. 7. The quasifree contribution in the for-
ward direction has been omitted. One can see that the
contours are roughly circular, although relativistic (and
other) effects will cause deviations from this shape. Once
the source rapidity y; is known, then the cross sections
can be transformed to the source’s frame and both the
temperature and .#"; tor determined.

The drawback to this approach is that forward angle
data tend to be weighted more heavily than the backward
angle data. This is a result of requiring constant cross
section as input. The forward angle cross sections tend to
be large, so that only a subset of the wide angle data
(namely that with large cross sections) can be used to gen-
erate a given contour. In a sense, this weighting is re-
versed to what it should be since the forward angle data
include the quasifree region, which is certainly not
thermal in origin. Hence, even though we initially used
this approach to calculate the model parameters, the re-
sults presented here are determined by a different ap-
proach which avoids this weighting problem.

This second approach simply fits the laboratory frame
data directly with the model, the three parameters being
varied in a least squares fit. This is also the approach
used in the fits to the heavy ion data which will be
presented for comparison. The (p,p’) data are from Refs.
21-27.

In examining the parameters which emerge from the
analysis, let us first look at source size. One of the param-
eters determined by the fitting procedure is 7, the T, =0
intercept in the source’s rest frame. We can use this to in-
vert Eq. (15) to obtain .4 tor. For simplicity, we will ap-
proximate the total reaction cross section’® by 7R?2, since
data are not always available for the same energies and
targets as are used in the inclusive fits. If, for example,
A, tot determined in the (p,p’) reaction is equal to the to-
tal number of protons in the source, then an estimate of
the source size can be obtained. This is shown in Fig. 8(a),
where the source size is defined as twice .#7, tor. One
finds numbers in the 3 to 4 range, again as is expected

osl- =8 (p,p’) at 1.041 GeV ]

o6 4
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4x10°

.
N
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FIG. 7. Circles of constant Lorentz invariant cross section
E d%c/d’p for the Ulp,p') reaction at T,=1.041 GeV. Units
are in mb/sr GeV2. Arrows indicate centers of these circles.
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FIG. 8. Estimated number of nucleons in the source (a) from
(p,p’) normalization, (b) from momentum dump calculation, and
(c) from energy dump calculation. See text for details of the
calculations.

from the geometrical calculation.

One can use the source velocities,? Fig. 9, to determine
how the source was formed. Two calculations will be per-
formed, the first of which we call the momentum dump
approach. This calculation assumes that all of the
projectile’s momentum is lost to the source. One can then
take the source rapidity from the fits and, applying con-
servation of momentum, find the mass of the source. The
number of nucleons in the source determined by this ap-
proach is shown in Fig. 8(b). One sees that this model for
the formation of the source is still in the range expected
from geometry, although the source size is as much as
double that obtained by the normalization method. We
will return to this point below.

An alternative approach, which will be called the ener-
gy dump calculation, uses both the source rapidity and
temperature®® (see Fig. 10). Similar to the previous ap-
proach, the calculation assumes that all of the incident
proton’s kinetic energy is converted into translational and
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FIG. 9. Source rapidities determined from the (p,p’) and
(p,7) reactions. The data are from targets in the mass 200 re-
gion, except for the 100 MeV data which was from a nickel tar-
get. For comparison, results for proton emission in heavy ion
reactions are also shown.
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FIG. 10. Source temperatures determined from fits to the
(p,p’) and (p,m) data. Data are from heavy targets. For com-
parison, results for proton emission in heavy ion reactions are
also shown.

thermal energy of the source. One sees from Fig. 8(c) that
the results from this calculation are consistent with those
from the preceding one: the source has about ten nu-
cleons. As with the momentum dump calculation, the
calculations agree up to a bombarding energy of a GeV.
Beyond this, a comparison is not possible because the
projectile’s energy and momentum will also be carried by
pions, for example. Hence, one would also need normal-
ized pion production data on the same targets, etc., to
make a proper comparison.

The fact that the source size, as determined by the (p,p’)
normalization technique, is (with the exception of the 100
MeV data) only about half that found by the other tech-
niques may be in part a result of the fact that not all of
the nucleons in the source will emerge as free nucleons
outside of it: some will emerge as fragments. Similarly,
not all of the projectile’s energy is necessarily lost to the
source. Hence, the energy and momentum dump calcula-
tions are in some sense upper bounds, while the normali-
zation calculation is a lower bound. Hence, this factor of
2 disagreement may not necessarily indicate a problem
with the thermal model approach.

As an aside, it should be added that the rough con-
sistency which we have obtained with these three calcula-
tions on heavy target data is not always found for light
target data. One of the worst examples is the °Li results®*
at 800 MeV: the three calculations (normalization,
momentum, and energy dump) give 1.9, 7.3, and 11.4,
respectively, for the number of nucleons in the source.
Again, this is what we expect since there is a larger
knockout component in the light target data.

To complete this section, an estimate can be made of
the volume or density of the hot zone from meson emis-
sion. Because the (p,7) reaction is the only one which has
been studied with sufficient statistics to perform analysis,
it will be the example to be followed through here. For
example, the Pb(p,m) reaction®® at 730 MeV yields an
average [“average” in the sense that the results of the
(p;m+) and (p,m~) analyses were averaged] temperature
and source rapidity of 38 MeV and 0.20, respectively. The
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source size, using the energy and momentum dump argu-
ments, is calculated to be 9.6 and 7.3, respectively. These
numbers are somewhat smaller than those obtained in the
(p,p’) reaction. The absolute normalization of the (p,)
reaction can now be used to estimate the source volume.
This is because, for mesons, the chemical potential is ab-
sent from Eq. (13). The average volume so obtained (that
is, with zero chemical potential) is 104 fm?® for an ideal
gas of pions with no decays from higher mass hadrons.
Assuming that roughly eight nucleons are contained in
this volume, the density at freezeout would be 0.077 fm—3.
This estimate is similar to that found in heavy ion reac-
tions for a simultaneous fitting of the proton and pion
emission data.! Before leaving this section, it is
worthwhile pointing out that we have ignored that contri-
bution to pion production coming from decay of higher
mass baryons such as the A(1232). Inclusion of these
species would lower the estimated source volume. We will
return to a discussion of the inferred pion temperature in
the next section.

IV. TIME EVOLUTION OF THE HOT ZONE

It has been demonstrated in the preceding section that
several different methods of calculating the source size in-
dicate that the hot region formed in proton induced reac-
tions is fairly small, containing fewer than ten nucleons.
Leaving aside the self-consistency problems in these calcu-
lations for the moment, another pressing question is:
Does the hot zone remain hot long enough for there to be
particle emission?

A first attempt at answering this question was made by
Weiner and Westrom,'® who made use of calculations of
the thermal conductivity of nuclear matter performed
decades ago by Tomonaga.’? The classical diffusion equa-
tion for temperature, T, as a function of time, ¢, reads

C, £=div

~ , (17)

X gradT
P

where (o8 is the specific heat at constant pressure, p is the
density, and k is the thermal conductivity. Since all of
these quantities are functions of T at low temperature, the
solution of the diffusion equation is rather complicated.
However, Weiner and Westrom made the following point:
At low temperatures (T <<€y, the Fermi energy), k <« T~ L
and Cp o« T, so that

K T2, (18)

PGy
Thus, one would expect 37" /9t to decrease as T increases.
While this may be true at low temperatures, it is not
relevant at the temperatures considered here, where T is
on the order of €. In this regime, the thermal conductivi-
ty and heat capacity have very different temperature
dependence than what is observed at T << €.

In order to estimate the lifetime of the hot zone, we will
perform our calculations at 7 =60 MeV. This tempera-
ture is roughly double €, and allows us to describe the
nucleus with Maxwell-Boltzmann statistics, rather than
the Fermi-Dirac statistics needed by Tomonaga at T < 10
MeV. We will assume that the nucleons are rigid spheres

of diameter d =1 fm and form a nearly ideal gas (C, =3
kg, C,= —3— kg, where kg is Boltzmann’s constant). In the
zero-pressure limit, this gas of hard spheres has a thermal
conductivity «y given by (see, for example, Refs. 33 and
34)

(19)

In Enskog’s theory®® of transport phenomena in dense
gases,

/o= (bo/P) %+1.2+o.755y , 20)
where ¥V is the molar volume,
PV
Y=I1RT -1, 2n

and b is the second virial coefficient. At moderate densi-
ties,??
2

3
b b b
y= |—|+0.625 |— | +0.287 | —
7 v
bo |*
0115 |22 | 22)

For a hard sphere gas,
bo/V="=2mpd> . (23)

This gives k/ko=1.13 at a density of p,/2. For calcula-
tional purposes, we will assume that the temperature pro-
file of the hot source has a Gaussian shape as a function
of radius 7:

T (r)=Toexp[—(r/ro)*] . (24)

Of course, the central temperature T, will be time depen-
dent. We can estimate how rapidly it changes by assum-
ing that C,, p, and « are sufficiently slowly varying (as a
function of r) that Eq. (17) can be rewritten as

oT

91 K v
Y pCpVT. (25)

At r =0, this is simply

aT kK 6

ar —-——pcp ;2o (26)
Choosing 7o=3 fm, to correspond to a volume of about
100 fm? for the hot zone, and p=+pj (as estimated from

the pion data) we find
9T /9t = —107 MeV /(10~2 sec) . (27)

This is a very rapid cooling, not at all what one would
have found had one assumed that Tomonaga’s results ap-
plied in this temperature range. For comparison, one can
estimate the transit time of the hot sources to emerge
from the nucleus. Assuming that the source has to travel
a distance of, say, 5 fm at a speed of 0.25c¢, then the tran-
sit time would be 6.7X1072* sec. Clearly, the source
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loses its thermal energy, presumably through particle
emission, before it leaves the nucleus.

As the temperature drops, so will the rate of cooling.
The classical equations which we have used here will no
longer be valid. A numerical approach to this tempera-
ture regime (T <25 MeV) has been performed by Kohler*®
and much lower cooling rates are observed for the central
region. The calculations are not completely comparable
with what we have done here because the density chosen
was larger and only the one dimensional problem was con-
sidered. However, his calculations indicate that the rate
of cooling may drop by on the order of a factor of 5 for
T <25 MeV.

For very low temperatures, Tomonaga’s result’? for «
can be used:

k=(7/487V2NEp)**/VmTQ , (28)

where Q will be set*® equal to 13.5 mb. For T =5 MeV
and ro=7 fm, this gives 37 /3t =0.6 MeV/(10~% sec) at
p=po- In summary, we see that the cooling is very rapid
at first, but slows down dramatically as one approaches
equilibrium of the whole nucleus.

It may be possible to learn about the time evolution of
the hot zone by studying the temperature and volume of
the source as a function of the mean free path of the ejec-
tile. For example, it has been proposed'**’ that the order-
ing of the apparent temperatures observed in heavy ion re-
actions™®

TS TP T7, (29)

(where the superscript refers to the ejectile which mea-
sures the temperature) is related to the mean free path of
the ejectile. Long mean free path particles such as the
kaon presumably measure the hot interior of the thermal
source, while short mean free path particles such as the
pion would measure the cooler surface region of the
source or the freeze out temperature. A test of this inter-
pretation proposed by Nagamiya® would be to use the ab-
solutely normalized cross sections to determine the source
volume, as was done here in the (p,7) analysis.

In proton induced reactions, one would expect to see the
same trend of temperatures as suggested in Eq. (29), but
with much smaller differences. Since the source in proton
induced reactions has less than ten nucleons, it probably
has no distinct “interior” and hence the pion and proton
temperatures should be very similar. Similarly, the initial
hot zone probably has a density not much above normal
|

d’g 1 A ali41)
d’q  2*Qew)YpE, & My

where K is the total four-momentum of the recoiling i-
nucleon jet (k is the three momentum) and the D;’s are the
recoiling jet invariant mass distributions. The number of
protons and neutrons in the target is Z; and Nr, respec-
tively. The quantity #yy is the elementary nucleon-
nucleon transition matrix element. All mass numbers of
the recoiling jet are summed over (the kinematic labels are
shown in Fig. 11), each being weighted by a coefficient a;.

nuclear matter, so the temperature decrease from expan-
sion of the source from its initial phase (proton thermom-
eter) to the freeze out point (pion thermometer) will also
be less than what is expected in heavy ion reactions.

Indeed, this is what one finds experimentally. In heavy
ion reactions, TP/TT is about®® 1.2, whereas in proton in-
duced reactions it drops to about unity.

Of course, all of these temperature estimates carry a
considerable error. The main source of error probably lies
with the inclusion of the forward angle data in the
analysis. On the one hand, these data in principle allow
one to determine T and y; with more accuracy. On the
other hand, they contain the quasifree contribution, which
is difficult to extricate from the thermal component. This
leads to higher temperatures and source velocities than
what one would obtain in the absence of a quasifree con-
tribution.

It is not clear whether temperatures determined from
emission of composite particles, d and t, fit into this
scheme. Since the deuteron and triton have shorter mean
free paths than the proton, one might expect their tem-
peratures to be lower, if they are thermal in origin. This
is not observed experimentally: their temperatures are
very similar to those found in the (p,p’) analysis. Perhaps
this is again a reflection of the small source, just as
T™~TP® may be. However, the similarity between T, T9,
and TP? is also what one would expect for fragment pro-
duction in either the traditional coalescence model*>*! or
the snowball model.*?

V. LIMITING TEMPERATURES

The last topic which we wish to examine in this survey
of thermal models is the limiting temperature behavior
shown in Fig. 10. Here, one sees that the temperature ap-
pears to asymptotically approach a limiting value as the
bombarding energy is increased. This behavior is also ob-
served in thermal model analyses of both p + p and a+a
collisions,* although the limiting temperature is substan-
tially higher than what is observed here. There are many
interpretations of such a temperature in terms of statisti-
cal phenomena: phase transitions and the density of had-
ronic states. However, before we address whether this
limiting temperature has anything to say about these ef-
fects, we wish to show how even a direct knockout model
can produce the same behavior.

In the knockout model for the (p,p’) reaction, the dif-
ferential cross section is expressible as'?

d3
[ Ep L 4*K Dyk)n (k) Zg | typ |+ N | tpn | )6 (energy momentum) ,  (30)
1

|

In the plane wave impulse approximation (PWIA) picture,
n (k) is the single nucleon inclusive momentum distribu-
tion, and is a function of k. At large k, many body calcu-

lations,**** and (p,p’) phenomenology, show that 7 (k) has
the form
n(kywe <o (31)

where kg is a parameter, generally having a value around
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FIG. 11. Kinematical labels used for the direct knockout
model of Eq. (30).

100 MeV. One does not need to pursue a full direct
knockout model calculation to obtain its dependence on
projectile energy. Rather, one can follow Frankel*® and
replace the D;’s with delta functions, truncate the sum to
include only coherent recoil, and assume that the most
rapidly varying part of the integral in Eq. (30) is n (k) be-
cause of its exponential nature. Then
3
40 expl—kpn /Ko) - (32)
d3q
In other words, the cross section is dominated by the
kinematical situation in which the observed nucleon is re-
quired to have the least momentum, Kk ;,, inside the target
nucleus before it is struck. A phase space model will also
have a dependence on k;,, although it will be different.
At fixed ejectile energy and angle, k;, will decrease to
constant value as the incident energy increases. Hence,
the cross section will increase to a constant value as the
incident energy increases; this is shown in Fig. 12. This
simplified knockout model would predict that the dif-
ferential cross section should become roughly constant as
a function of bombarding energy in the few GeV region.
Hence, a thermal model analysis of a reaction which is ac-
tually knockout in origin will yield a constant temperature

100 T T T T
(p,p’)REACTION
Gp/ = 90°

T,=50 MeV

k,=90 MeV/c

T TTrTTTT T T T T1TITT

T T 110107
L1 1]

T
1
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T T T TTI7Tr

L Ll

T
I

(1/A1)d%/d EAS), (mb/MeV sr nucleon)

BB RARL

I N

T
1

0.1 Lo [ T L1y
0.01 0.1 1 10

Tp (GeV)

FIG. 12. Behavior of exp(—Kmin/ko) for T, and 6, fixed at
50 MeV and 90°, respectively. The parameter k, has been as-
signed a value of 90 MeV/c.

in the same kinematical region.

Now that it has been established that the knockout
component of the inclusive reaction mechanism will ap-
proach a limiting value in the few GeV region, let us ex-
amine what aspects of a thermal model will do the same.
There are several possibilities, among them the following:
(i) nuclear matter is undergoing a phase transition; (ii) pro-
duction of higher mass hadrons is consuming energy
without increasing the temperature, and (iii) elementary
nucleon-nucleon kinematics is preventing the further
deposition of energy beyond the few GeV range. Each of
these possibilities will be examined in turn.

The most likely phase transition in the few GeV region
would be that from hadronic to quark matter. A simple
estimate of the latent heat of the transition which uses
some aspects of the bag model yields*®

L =4B, (33)

where the bag constant B has a value of about (160 MeV)*.
This gives a latent heat of about 340 MeV/fm>, meaning
that at least 12 GeV would have to be put into the initial
hot zone (~ 35 fm?) before the temperature could rise fur-
ther. This by itself would not account for the flattening
of the temperature over the few hundreds of GeV of bom-
barding energy indicated by Fig. 10, unless mechanisms
(ii) or (iii) were operating as well.

The ordering of the temperatures in proton versus
heavy ion reactions is also opposite to what one would ex-
pect for the quark-hadron transition. Calculations con-
sistently show*’ that the transition temperature decreases
with increasing baryon number density. Since one would
expect a heavy ion collision to achieve a higher baryon
number density than a proton induced reaction,*® the
heavy ion transition temperature should be lower than the
proton one. This is opposite to what is observed for the
asymptotic region of Fig. 10.

The second mechanism relies on the roughly increasing
density of states of the hadronic mass spectrum to allow
the hot zone to absorb more of the projectile’s energy and
momentum without increasing the temperature. An early
model® of the hadronic mass spectrum which had an ex-
ponentially increasing density of states gave a limiting
temperature of about m,, substantially higher than that
which is observed here. Further, one would expect to find
the same limiting temperature in both proton and heavy
ion reactions. Thus, the role of mechanism (ii) is probably
simply to slow down the increase in temperature as more
energy is added to the system.

Mechanism (iii), we suspect, is the main reason for the
limiting behavior of the cross sections. In mechanism (iii)
the energy dependence of elementary nucleon-nucleon
scattering limits the amount of energy lost per NN col-
lision, and hence the temperature which can be obtained.
The intranuclear cascade calculation which would be re-
quired to support this hypothesis is beyond the scope of
this paper, but one can perform a fairly simple calculation
to show the effect. Using elastic scattering cross sections
only, Fig. 13 shows the result of an estimate of the mean
energy loss per NN collision. That is, the elastic cross
section was taken to have the usual parametric form>®
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FIG. 13. Estimated mean fraction of energy lost per NN col-
lision for elastic scattering.

%‘f —=Ae” (34)

where A and b are parameters and ¢ is the four-momentum
transfer. Then, ¢ was found such that half of the integrat-
ed cross section lay between 0>7>¢ and half between
f>t>4mp —s, where s is the center of mass energy
squared. The energy lost in the laboratory frame corre-
sponding to this  is plotted in Fig. 13. One can see that,
for incident energies less than 500 MeV or so, about three
collisions of the incident nucleon would be required for it
to lose most of its energy. Using (po)~! for the mean free
path, an average over impact parameter yields about three
for the average number of interactions of the projectile.
Hence, in this energy range one expects the projectile, on
average, to lose a substantial fraction of its energy and
momentum to the hot zone. As the incident energy in-
creases past 1 GeV, the average energy loss, like the total
cross section, tends to a constant. Hence, in the high ener-
gy region, the projectile loses a constant amount of energy
to the source, almost independent of projectile energy.
This calculation has omitted inelastic effects which will
increase the energy loss at high pion multiplicities, but the
general effect should remain the same.

To summarize, the limiting temperature effect seen in
proton induced reactions probably lies less with phase
transitions than simple NN dynamics which curtail the
energy loss per NN collision at high bombarding energies.

VI. SUMMARY

The role of statistical mechanisms for proton induced
reactions resulting in the production of protons and pions
has been investigated. Geometrical arguments lead cne to

believe that the number of participants in the reaction is
small, perhaps only six nucleons even in mass 200 targets.
This conclusion is borne out in a phase space model
analysis of the energy dependence of the inclusive and
coincidence cross sections. In this model, the cross section
has a power law dependence on energy, the exponent of
the power law allowing a determination of the number of
participating particles. Less than five participating nu-
cleons are indicated in this model analysis.

Notwithstanding the difficulties of dealing with the in-
terpretation of a statistical ensemble of fewer than ten
particles, a thermal model analysis of heavy target (p,p’)
and (p,7) reactions was undertaken. The results showed a
consistent picture for bombarding energies of less than a
GeV in which the projectile loses most of its kinetic ener-
gy and momentum to a small number (4—12) of nucleons
which form an equilibrated source, although the model is
only roughly self-consistent. The (p,m) reaction allows
one to determine the source volume, which, when com-
bined with the source mass estimates from energy-
momentum considerations, yield a density of about % nor-
mal nuclear density.

The temperatures which are achieved in these proton in-
duced reactions are uniformly lower than those obtained
in heavy ion reactions. This is as one would expect since
the greater number of NN collisions in a heavy ion reac-
tion presumably leads to greater thermalization. The
large difference between pion and proton measured tem-
peratures in heavy ion reactions is not observed in proton
induced reactions, perhaps because a hot zone with so few
nucleons cannot be divided into a cool exterior and a hot
interior. An analysis of (p,K) reactions would help il-
luminate this point.

The limiting temperature behavior as a function of
bombarding energy which is obtained in this analysis is
probably not so much a signature of a phase transition or
evidence for an exponentially rising density of states, but
likely a consequence of simple NN dynamics which cur-
tails the amount of energy which can be deposited in an
average transit of the nucleus by the projectile. More de-
tailed calculations based on the intranuclear cascade ap-
proach will be needed to confirm this conclusion.

Nevertheless, several interpretational problems remain
with this model. The first is the small number of nu-
cleons in the source, fewer than ten and perhaps fewer
than five. The second is the very short lifetime of the
source estimated in the classical dense gas calculation, in-
dicating that the source breaks up very rapidly after it has
been formed. These calculations suggest that it might be
more appropriate to regard the mechanism as one with
multiple direct interactions of the incident proton with the
target nucleons, followed by final state interactions which
smear the energy spectrum of the struck nucleons into an
approximately thermal spectrum. This type of picture
might be able to accommodate the two observations often
used against thermal models:

(i) The (p,p')/(p,n) ratio measured®! at 100 MeV is
roughly two, as expected in the direct knockout model,>?
but not equal to unity as expected in a thermal model with
chemical equilibrium.

(ii) Large analyzing powers are measured?” in the
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(p,p’) reaction at 800 MeV.

Both of these observations argue that thermalization is in-
complete, some vestige of the initial nucleon-nucleon in-
teraction remains in the final state. Perhaps this thermal
model analysis discussed above has provided the evidence
that with so few nucleons involved in the reaction, and
with the reaction occurring over such a short time, com-
plete thermalization is not possible.
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