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We discuss high-p; production of particle pairs, comparing the “higher-twist” constituent-interchange-
model (CIM) subprocesses to the most “elementary” [quantum chromodynamics.(QCD)] subprocesses. All
aspects of spectra scaling laws and charge and quantum-number correlations are discussed. Comparison
with existing data is given. In general, we find that meson pairs at moderate p receive contributions from a
mixture of QCD and CIM subprocesses; the strongest evidence for the CIM contributions comes from
substantial charge correlations observed in several experiments. For pairs involving baryons, especially pp,
CIM should be dominant at moderate p; with consequent large correlations and strong inverse-p; damping.

I. INTRODUCTION

Considerable attention has been focused on the
production of hadrons at high transverse momen-
tum (p,) as a probe of the important short-dis-
tance subprocesses of quantum chromodynamics
(QCD). All theorists agree that the most elemen-

tary processes—qq —~qq, qg —~qg, and gg —gg—with

basic p,™ behavior will dominate at sufficiently
large p,. At moderate p, in single-particle spec-
tra, however, there are two competing ap-
proaches: (1) the constituent-interchange model®
(CIM) in which higher-twist QCD subprocesses,
such as gM - gM, yield intrinsic p "® behavior
(for meson production) with large normalization
that temporarily dominates the more elementary
p o subprocesses (QCD subprocesses); and (2)
the transverse-fluctuation approach?® in which the
basic p,™ behavior of the elementary QCD pro-
cesses is obscured not only by scale breaking,
but also by large primordial transverse-momen-
tum fluctuations, of the colliding quarks and glu-
ons within the incoming hadrons, in such a way as
to yield temporary p,® behavior for single-par-
ticle spectra.

The advocates of the CIM note that processes
involving bound states are inevitably present in
QCD, that their normalization is calculable, and
that the predicted moderate-p . single-particle
inclusive spectra are in excellent agreement with
data—for instance, the differing behaviors, p,™®
for meson triggers and p ™2 for baryon triggers,
are automatic in the CIM while difficult to recon-
cile in the fluctuation approach. Further, CIM
advocates claim that a proper inclusion of off- shell
effects® greatly reduces the effects of primordial
transverse fluctuations and keeps elementary
P * subprocesses from being the dominant contri-
bution to single-particle spectra in the moder-

ate-p, range.

The correlations between two hadrons, H, and
H,, produced on opposite sides of the beam axis,
especially near the symmetric point Pr ~pT2, are
a particularly sensitive way to discriminate be-
tween these two different types of contributions.
The CIM processes, for instance, yield substan-
tial quantum-number correlations between H, and
H, while the elementary QCD processes do not.
The two approaches are also distinguishable by
the scaling laws of the pair cross section. Near
the symmetric point the scaling laws in p .
= —§~(pT1 +p12) are basically insensitive to the pri-
mordial transverse-momentum (“%,”) fluctuations.*

In single-particle production a possible config-
uration (at moderate p,) is one in which each of the
colliding quarks (or gluons) has large intrinsic
k; in the same direction as the trigger p, [Fig.
1(a)]. This configuration, which probes the sub-
process at small (instead of large) momentum
transfer is potentially capable of distorting the
pr spectrum, whereas in the absence of %, fluc-
tuations the subprocess is always evaluated at
large momentum transfers. In contrast, for
symmetric-pair production, Fig. 1(b), the pre-
ferred reaction configuration is initiated by quarks
(or gluons) with small k,. Any bias in the direc-
tion of one hadron makes the production of the
second, symmetric hadron much less probable.
This intuition is confirmed by explicit calculation.*
Thus in symmetric pair production a comparison
of CIM subprocess scaling laws with those of
the more elementary p,™ subprocesses is much
less sensitive to &, fluctuations.

In the present paper, we will calculate the CIM
contributions to symmetric-pair production for
a variety of quantum-number combinations of the
pairs. We also include the elementary QCD con-
tributions without scale breaking. It has been
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FIG. 1. The contribution configurations for (a) single-
particle high~p ; production, and (b) symmetric high-p ,.
pair production.

shown® that this gives a good description of the
single-particle spectra in pp collisions at both
Fermilab and CERN ISR energies. We use the
same relative weight for the two contributions as
was used in Ref. 5. We will discover that the pre-
dicted pair spectra agree with existing Fermilab
data® in shape and normalization. The underlying
scaling laws are quite different from those pre-
dicted on the basis of p,™* subprocesses only.
However, scale-breaking effects in the p,™ pro-
cesses tend to make the differences smaller.?'*
Thus definitive tests of the scaling laws, which
are, as we emphasize, free of &, fluctuation am-
biguities, must await corresponding ISR data at
widely separated energies.

We will see, however, that existing ISR and
Fermilab data’'® already provide evidence for the
quantum-number correlations expected when a
mixture of CIM and QCD subprocesses is em-
ployed; the large quantum-number correlations
are a direct consequence of the structure of the
CIM contributions.

In Sec. II we will survey the scaling-law differ-
ences for pair spectra, predicted in an asymptotic
expansion of the pair cross section, between CIM
and QCD p,™ type subprocesses.

Section III will discuss in greater detail the con-

tributing reactions and contrast CIM and QCD
subprocesses. We will compare analytic-asymp-
totic-expansion techniques with more precise re-
sults obtained by numerical integration and dis-
cuss general systematics, charge correlations,
and related questions, The numerically integrated
cross sections have scaling laws that, at experi-
mental moderate-p, values, differ slightly from
those obtained asymptotically. The numerical
results yield excellent agreement with the data

in shape and normalization. The distinguishing
differences between the CIM and p,™ scaling laws
are still apparent. The relative normalization of
these two types of contributions is discussed.

Section IV contains concluding remarks and dis-
cussion,

The Appendix provides details of the derivations
of the asymptotic forms discussed in Sec. II.

We encourage the reader of the paper to lay
greatest emphasis on the general features of the
higher-twist CIM subprocesses which distinguish
them from QCD subprocesses. These features
include the scaling laws, charge correlations,
and relative cross-section magnitudes. This is
especially important since their exact normaliza-
tion is less trustworthy—the general features can
be used to ascertain whether or not the CIM sub-
processes are present. The level predicted by the
normalization process of Ref. 1 on the basis of a
smooth connection to elastic scattering (pp —pp
and mp - mp) is fairly substantial. Doubt, however,
has been cast on this normalization procedure in
the case of 7 beams by the data of Frisch et al.®
who find the ratio (7°p -~ 7°X)/(z7p - 7*X) to be very
near 1 at high p, for a variety of x, values. This
is in contradiction to the extension of Ref. 5 to
CIM subprocesses contributions for pion beams;
a much larger ratio is obtained. However, QCD
subprocesses also have difficulty at the higher
% values of the above data; they predict 7°/#*
approximately 3 times larger than the data.'®
Thus the failure of the final 7~ to remember that
it comes from a 7~ beam is not fully understood
in either model. Various excuses can be proposed
in either approach but it is apparent that a clear
means of discriminating them in the case of pp col-
lisions is highly desirable. This paper emphas-
izes that high-p, pair correlations and scaling
laws provide just such a means. Especially im-
portant are the scaling laws and cross-section
ratios for pp -ppX, pp -ppX, and pp —pnX which
are very different from those predicted by QCD.
The single-particle predictions of the higher-
twist CIM subprocesses for pp - pX and pp —pX
have long been one of the model’s particular suec-
cesses—those reactions not being well described
by the simpler QCD subprocesses.
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Il. COMPARISON OF ASYMPTOTIC SCALING LAWS

We will be concerned with three distinct final-
state structures in our calculations. These are
illustrated in Figs. 2(a)~2(c). They differ accord-
ing to the number of final-state fragmentations
required. We consider the reaction A+B ~C+D
+X. The high transverse momenta of C and D
are produced through a large-angle subprocess
scattering of secondaries a and b of A and B, re-

J
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In the case of direct production of, e.g., particle
C, one should replace D, (u, k) by 6(w,— 1)6(%,).
The variables w; and &;, i=a,b,c,d are re-
spectively, the scaled longitudinal and the in-
ternal transverse fluctuation momenta.

In contrast to calculations for single-particle
spectra, the pair spectra will be insensitive to the
way in which we incorporate the internal (“pri-
mordial”) transverse momenta ;. The only crit-
ical feature is that the behavior in the &, be more
rapidly damped than a power law. All power laws
are contained in the various possible short-dis-
tance subprocess cross sections,

We employ a Gaussian form for the primordial
transverse k, fluctuations:

— a _,2

Ga/A(xa’ka) =Ga/4(xa) ; e % ’ (2.2)
b )= C -ckc®

DC/c(wc?kc) _Dc/c(wc) ; e "¢ . (2.3)

In practice we choose

1.1, ’
2_5"03>’ (2.4)

= (7). ) (2.5)

Furthermore, we use the simple parametriza-
-tions of Ref. 5, which led to a successful descrip-
tion of single-particle spectra. Typically they are
of the form '

xaGa/A(xa)=Aa/A(1—xa)ga/A? (2-6)
1- &D/d
DD,d<wd)=dD,d~i—;”)dl— . (2.7)

d

We will only need the cross sections at 90°,

spectively. In the first situation, Fig. 2(a), C

and D are produced directly in the subprocess

via a+b ~C+D. Inthe second situation, Fig. 2(b),
final fragmentation occurs, a+b - C +d at large
angle followed by d -~ D fragmentation. In the
third structure, Fig. 2(c), both C and D are pro-

- duced indirectly, a+b —c +d at large angle fol-

lowed by d =D and ¢ -C. In all three cases men-
tioned above the pair cross section can be de-
rived from the formula

s _ _
=5 f dx ,dx,d 2k, d 2k, dw,dw, A%k A%k x,G ) J%,, R )%, Gy 5y, Ry)

do.ab—*cd

7 0Pty —bec=Pd) - (2.1)

FIG. 2. Production of a back-to-back pair of high-p .
particles: (a) when both are produced directly by the
subprocess, (b) when one is obtained as a fragment of
a primary particle produced directly by the subpro-
cess while the other is produced directly, and (c) when
both are produced as secondary fragments of primary
particles produced directly by the subprocess.
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where they can be written in the form

do _ mDgye
;;— = —g‘%g— . (2.8)

The parameters A, ,, g,/ 4> dp/ar Sprgs and D0°
are given for all processes of interest in Ref. 5.
We will not discuss their determination here.
From the formulas given above we may now infer
the asymptotic scaling limits for the three cases
of interest. We refer to the Appendix for the ex-
plicit derivations.

We are interested in the situation where par-
ticles C and D are produced opposite to each other
at 90°;

Pr, (2.9)
For simplicity we discuss in the text mainly the
case z=1 (the symmetric point).*!

In the first situation, the direct production of
particles C and D [Fig. 2(a)], we obtain at the
symmetric point

==zPr .

do 1 -
EGE, dapcd 3pD = 21 (&%) Ay AAwabgg" cp
(1=2x,)d a*v/ B
X ———T—-————(zp T)ZN (2.10a)
J
do _ 1 2E2) )1’
ECED dspcdspb - 21T<k2> A"/AA"/B(2<k2>+2(lz)
For 2 <1,
1 2(p2)\/ 2
I(Z:PT) —— -Z_ Dp/a(z)\/-ﬂ—'(_oflg)—' s
(24 large T

and for z =1,

I(l’pT) —_— dD/d

Py large pT

o}
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Away from the symmetric point the cross section van-
ishes exponentially; for p 7o~ pTD = Ap . fixed we get

do do

E

sym

X (2.10D)
Note that the double-differential cross section has
the same scaling (p,2") at fixed x, as the single-
particle spectrum Edo/d®p for the same subpro-
cess, The extra inverse-momentum dimensions
are provided by a transverse-fluctuation scale.
This is typical of all the symmetric-pair results;
while the scaling laws are simply related to those
of the subprocess, the overall normalization re-
quires knowledge of the size of the transverse fluc-
tuations. The sensitivity arises simply from the
momentum balance constraints transverse to the
incoming beam direction,

The most important configuration for the CIM
contributions is that illustrated in Fig. 2(b),'* with
one final fragmentation. Here we consider two
different limits, z=1 and z <1,

X exp(— —(AI—)J)—Z)) .

Clearly, as z =1 a rough interpolation is provided by the replacement

- (<k2>)1/2
1-2) _PT .

We find
“pary o (L= @ g':)’;},"‘” 2 Ie,pyp). (2.11)
(2.12)
2.13)
(2.14)

Thus the scaling laws are quite different in the two regimes p2 ~pS=p . and p2=2pS%=2p,. Inthe case of
approximate equality, transverse-momentum constraints impose additional inverse powers of p, through

the fragmentation functions.
Finally we consider the double-fragmentation case,

do . 1 1

= = A, A
[27(&*)+ N] 2 Pr

E o/ A"V B

CED dspcdspp =

X

dD/d dc/ cb

T(gyat8uat(gg ot &pgt])

Fig. 2(c). Here we obtain in the symmetric case

aboca (L =% 7)%a/ 4* 86/ B*€c/c* €pra

90° (ZPT)N

T(8y a*8ws*8c/ e+ 8prat2)

where

Jxp) —=1.

xp>1

J is specified in detail in the Appendix.

I, , (2.15)

r
Note that in the double-fragmentation situation,
the symmetric-pair cross section scales with one
more power than the single-particle cross section

based on the same subprocesses.
Let us now discuss the implications of (2.10),



(2.11), and (2.15) for two typical subprocesses—

a higher-twist, CIM subprocess, quark +meson
-~quark +meson, and a p,™* subprocess, gq —qq.
We will consider proton-proton collisions with
production of an exactly symmetric pair of 7 mes-
ons (i.e., z=1). Inthe CIM case gM —gM’, one

of the observed mesons must be the fragment of the
final quark; the other observed meson can be pro-
duced directly in the subprocess or indirectly as
the decay product of a meson resonance. For gq
—gq we obtain both mesons via quark fragmenta-
tion. In summary we consider

q9-q9 49 , (2.16a)
A\
M Ty
M’ -m, q , (2.16b)
\
UP)
qM"-M* q , (2.16¢)

N

T
where we presume M*=p is typical. The required
scaling-law parameters are

do-qa"aa
dt

«1/5%,

gM/q=1? (2.17)
gq/p=3 s
=5

gM/p ’

S 4 =‘0 .
We first remind the reader what the implications
of (2.17) are for single-particle production. The

scaling laws based on the subprocesses of (2.16)
are ‘

(= x0)%/ps", (2.182)
E,ld;ij’ S (1 =x7)%/ps°, (2.18b)
a0, (2.18¢)

We have, of course, temporarily ignored scale
violations and primordial transverse-fluctuation
effects upon the scaling laws, The phenomenolog-
ical debate centers on the possibility that combin-
ing scale violation and (on-shell) fluctuations tends
to make the p ™ scaling law of (2.18a) quite sini-
ilar at moderate p,, to the p,™® scaling law of the
qM - gM subprocess predictions. However, if we
follow the CIM advocates and use off-shell kine-
matics® for the primordial fluctuations, they be-
come unimportant leaving only the scale viola-
tions; these effectively change® the p,™ of (2.18a)
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to approximately p .. The scale-violation effects
upon the quark-meson-subprocess predictions are
much smaller since the subprocess is initiated
by a meson; the distribution G,, ,(x) is not strongly
affected by QCD corrections due to the color-sing-
let nature of the meson. Also, final-fragmenta-
tion scale violation is present in the gg —-qgq case
through D, ., but not in the CIM .case where the
7, meson is produced directly or through standard
resonance decay.

We now compare the pair spectra. For (2.16)
we obtain (neglecting scale violation) the scaling
laws

P
1- 8
@ s éez»f,‘ ;‘;ZTE, , (2.19a)
do (1= xr)s
E”E,,Z d3p”d3p"2.oc PTlO ’ (2.19Db)
(1- xT)9
@iy 1%

For the CIM subprocesses the single-fragmenta-
tion power law, p,"'%, is higher than that for
double fragmentation, pT'9, but has a large co-
efficient and will generally tend to dominate at
moderate pr.

Again there is a difference of at least four po-
wers in pr between the gq - gq subprocess scaling
law and that based on qM —~qgM. Scale violations
will again affect (2.19b) and (2.19c) much less
than they will affect (2.19a) where calculations
have shown® that scale breaking alters the p;° to
approximately p,8. As in the single-particle
spectra, one is left with a difference of about p;>
between the CIM and p,™ scaling laws. The ad-
vantage of the pair-production configuration is that
primordial transverse fluctuations will not further
reduce this difference, regardless of how they
are incorporated. In addition we shall demon-
strate in the next section that the CIM subpro-
cesses produce very substantial charge and quan-
tum-number correlations. These are absent
when the symmetric pairs are presumed to be
produced by the elementary QCD subprocesses.

III. DETAILED RESULTS

In this section we present numerical results for
a variety of pair cross sections. Since the asymp-
totic scaling laws (2.12), (2.13), and (2.15) are not
fully realized at the moderate-p; values of inter-
est we will give results obtained by exact numeri-
cal integration of the functions X(z, p7) and J(x7).
As an aid in considering the nature and relative
size of the contributions from different subpro-
cesses we also tabulate analytic forms and corres-
ponding results (at z=1) based on analytic ap-
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proximations (derived in the Appendix), 7(1,p7)
and J(x7), related to I(1, p;) and J(x7). Both I and
J are defined so that as pp—« or xy -1, respec-
tively, they approach unity. For instance, when
x7>0.6, J=4J, where J is the exact function, within
20%. 1is generally a very reliable approximation
while J is typically, for x7=0.3, smaller by a fac-
tor of ~2 than J.

In the following tables we present results for
exactly symmetric pairs (z=1). We consider
first CIM contributions. The tables in the CIM
case give for each subprocess (1) an asymptotic
analytic -expression multiplied by the appropriate
T correction integral, (2) the numerical results
at xr=0.25, pr=3 GeV following from exact in-
tegration of I, and (3) the result at this same
kinematic point following from the I approxima-
tion. The QCD tables give for each subprocess
(1) the analytic result from (2.15) with J ~J,
which is accurate numerically for xr>0.6, (2) the
numerical evaluation at x7=0.25, p7=3 GeV of
the analytic result, and (3) the result of an exact
integration of J(x7) at the same kinematic point.
All results in the tables will be for p-N collisions
with cross sections quoted in GeV units and “per
nucleon.”

We will use these results, in particular, to dis-
cuss pair-spectra ratios, such as pN—-7"1"/1" K/
7' K'/K'K*. These ratios depend mostly on rela-
tive normalizations of the distribution functions
and subprocess cross sections which enter. They
provide a useful characterization of many of the
overall features of the pair-spectra predictions.

The distribution function and subprocess norm-
alizations we employ, i.e., the A;,/’s, d;,,’s,
gi/1'S, D§hePs, etc., were given in Ref. 5 where
single-particle spectra were predicted. In that
reference, however, SU(3) symmetry was used as
a working approximation. Here we wish to allow
for possible SU(3) breaking through the following
additional parameters.

First, for the momentum fractions of Ref. 5
[recall that A, ;=f;,/(1+g,,)) where f;,; is the
fraction of momentum which i carries in I] we
define the following:

(a) fs/p=F5/s="aordasp and f,, is taken to equal
5/» Of Ref. 5;
(0) fuas) /o= W uaar/p A4 fiuiez)/p= X'faz,5, Where
Sutw s and frz,, are taken from Ref. 5;
(C) dK’/u=5dr’/u7 dKW.K-/g:'—ﬁ’d,av"-/g, and dx’/g
=dg-/s=dp+;y, Where d,s, . is taken from Ref. 5.

For the subprocess parameters we define the
following:

(d) ay[M(z) -5 +9] =V ay[M(@u) ~d+u] and
o, [M(3s) -5+ s]=Vk o, [M(du) ~ d+u), where

(4ma,)'/? is the vertex describing the breakup of

a meson into its quark and antiquark components.
The size of D722 is determined by oy, @y, so

that, for instance,

+
3)'%:, uk’ K,
OLuKk~
DT urt) VK
80° \ _ reurt) VK 5 3.1
- +
Dyosk Vi Vi,
Dgg;so K' .

We will, in what follows, take k=«’'. In the above
DUISU™ js proportional to a,® (~4 GeV?) as de-
fined in Refs. 1 and 5.

We will take (k%)= (I%)=0.5 GeV” for all results
that follow. We also define f,,,=7f,,, from Ref.
5.

We begin with a discussion of the various me-
son-particle-pair ratios for pN collisions. We
first summarize the various subprocess con-
figurations which contribute to each type of me-
son pair in Table I; Table II presents the asymp-
totic forms and appropriate I correction factors.
Subprocess contributions which are small in ab-
solute magnitude are not given. For instance,
the (st) topologies for the gM —gM scattering sub-
processes are negligible except for K°K* pairs;
they are suppressed because of their topology by
a factor of 16 relative to the (uf) topologies.
Special note should be made of the fusion contribu-
tions to K'K™ and 7'1” production.

In Table II we have evaluated the relative mag-
nitudes of the various meson-pair cross sections
at the typical point p;=3 GeV, xp=2p5/Vs =0.25,
taking all SU(3)-breaking parameters to be 5, and
r=%. The ordering of cross sections is seen to be

T >atrt > >K'rT 2 K'n* >K'K”
>K'K'>n*K">K 1" >KK" (3.2)
The relative size of the fusion contribution to the
K’K™ and 77" cross sections is sensitive to the
(&%) value chosen, varying as 1/{k?). We employ
(?)=0.5 GeV®. If (¢ is larger then K'K" ap-
proaches K'K*(~r"K").

Cross sections for symmetricn*r™, 7*K~, 7°K* and
K'K™ pairs have been obtained by the Stony Brook-
Columbia—-Fermilab collaboration of Jostlein
et al.® These are measurements on nuclei and
are corrected substantially for A dependence.

Near the kinematic point (pr=3, x7=0.25) under
consideration the cross-section ratios are

[11"7!- mK Kt :KK-]expwiment
=1.07:0.445:0.175:0.075. (3.3)

Without A c:)rrection the relative size of the K’K~
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TABLE I. CIM subprocesses. “r*” indicatesany meson
with quark content the same as a 7*, etc., except where
indicated by (st) all ¢;M; = q,M, processes have («?)
topology.

cross section is increased to 0.12. These can be
compared to the CIM prediction,

[m*n: m°K*: Kon*: K*K o =1.15 :0.24:0.04: 0.16.

SU@B)-
breaking (3.4)
Observed pair Significant subprocesses factor
The obvious discrepancies are the small size of
s u“m0” =i (— 1) 1 - . .
the K™n* cross section and (relative to the A-
a“r®” =ruE 1 corrected value) the large K*K~ cross section
fusion predicted by the CIM. These discrepancies are
wl — " directly related to the fact that large quantum-
+ 1 number correlations are inherent in the CIM sub-
o processes, especially the fusion mechanism
which results in K"K*>Kr*,
it wr*”’ = ntul 1) 1 Another way to characterize these results is
- 4" — e 1) 1 in terms of “factorization,” which is an indication
. e . . of the absence of charge correlations. The above
K'r u K¥d(— ) aK data obey
a“r"” —rut—~ K" 8
K-r# “+"_,+__.K~+ F)
" W e ) [(r*77) (K*K") : (1K *) (K™1*)] o0 =0.08 : 0.078,
u‘K*” = K*u(— 1% ak
K+K+ u“K*"—’K*'u(—’K*) aKd (3.5)
: - 3 gt (— B ’
KK w¢" = K's(K) ax where factorization would yield 1:1. Factoriz-
uuwon(_“qu.s ~K) s ation will be typical of the elelmentary QCD sub-
processes which will also be shown to yield very
d“vr*”(—ﬂl K*s~K) Nra little quantum-number correlation. The higher-
v R twist CIM subprocess predictions do not obey
str = Kut=K7) ViKY factorization.
5% =~ K*u(~K") SVEY The above experimental data appear qualitatively
wn —~ K*K- " different from recent data (obtained on13.r at le
. €6 e e e values slightly below those of the Jostlein et al.
Kom 2" TEEK) 6 experiment) from Finley et al.’> While these
s“r” ~Ku" VK'Y latter data are at dangerously low-p, values for
©“BY —1ts (—~ K7 VK a interpretation in the present framework they do
. “ m - show charge correlations and lack of factoriza-
Kom s: Kty e tion as well as A dependences which are different
d K" —~7s(—~K) avK than those of JOstlein et al. in the region of near
7" —1u (K 5 overlap. Thus it is certainly too soon drawn any
g firm conclusions.
KK~ K-” —~K-s(—~K-
s s¢ ) Koy Complementary information on quantum-number
Z“K"" = K a(~K") Kad correlations is provided by the ratio (we use the
exact numerical-integration numbers of Table II)
R _ No. of opposite-sign charges of equal p, on opposing side
$ifee \ No. of same-sign charges of equal p, on opposing side /§1% .. (3.6)

We obtain (p,=3 GeV, x,=0.25)

T +ntK”
Rf”“(m) =14,

CIM _ Tf-ﬂ'*+1T.K+ _
RS '(——ﬂ-n-ﬂ,-x-) =4.2, 3.7)

K*K~ + K*q-
rgv= () ~13,

KK*+K-g*
cIM_ -
R —(K"'n"+K'K') 10.0 .

There are, infact, preliminary indications that a
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TABLE II. Meson pairs in CIM.

Observed pair Standard relative value? Analytic form
oot oy 0TIy LAY
%% 0.1(0.4 +0.47)(0.0583) 2—(1??"2;‘"7);2
ot 1.2 (1.2) 0.1V273(0.5 +0.21)2(1 — x7)? T(xrp,:isus)
LA 0.6 (0.6) 0.1 V273(0.1 +0.47)2(1 — x7)? ___T("TI;;;)LS)
K'n~ 0.46 (0.46) 0.1 V273 1(0.4 +0.17)ax+ (0.3+ 0.87)8] (1 — x7)® Z%Bl's)
K*r* 0.45 (0.45) 0.1 V75105 +0.20) @k + )11 — xg)? LEL: 2, 1,8) ‘”Tp’ :1;,1'& :
K'K* 0.15 (0.15) 0.1 V273(0.5 +0.27)26ak (1 _xT)B_.____I_("TP’:)m)
K K- 0.015 (0.015) 0.1 V373(0.3 + 0.1’k (0.66) (1 — xp)t2 . (xrl; :1:’ 1,12)
g Ilxp,4,1,8)

0.0619 (0.062) 0.1 V273(1.0 +0.87) (1/16) VE (1 — x7) >

Ilr,4,1,12)

0.018 (0.017) 0.1V273(0.36) VEdy (L — xp)i2 LET pat
T

0.201 (0.204)
0.296 (0.298)

K (L = xp) 10
0.1(0.3 +0.17)(0.0583) —2—<k—z>%gT—

yz IGr,4,1,12)
prif

o I (p,4,1,12)

K-r* 0.042 (0.041) 0.1V273(6 + Yk ¥)(0.18) (1 — x4

0.1v273(0.3 +0.17) VK 0(0.66) (1 — xp)!

0.023 (0.022) Pt
0.065 (0.063) : _
K- 0.019 (0.019) 0.1 V373ty VK +5)(0.082) (1 — 7)1 I(xr;"l 1,12
T
T
0.016 (0.016) 0.1V373(0.37 + 0.1)@ VK (0.66) (1 — x7)*? _______("Tf;(}’”’
0.035 (0.035) T T
' I
K°K- 0.0017 (0.0015) 0.1VE/Tkaly +6)2(0.043) (L — xp)18 wr;‘l;:,lﬁ)
T

aThis standard relative value is for p,=3 GeV, xp=0.25, (&%= (1%)=0.5 GeV?, all SU(3)-breaking parameters (a,a’,

0,0 ... )=%, and 'r:%. () gives numerical result for the analytic form.

strong positive charge excess is seen opposite effects also result in relative cross-section ratios

both a K~ and a 7" trigger in pp collisions,” % 1314
The observed ratios (of the order of 2) are not
as large as those computed in Eq. (3.7). This is
partly because we have quoted values for exactly
symmetric pair production, at which point the
fusion mechanism is very important. Also, the
calculations given here have not incorporated
resonance-production feedthrough [e.g., q.M,

-~ K*%?2 (K*°- K")] which will tend to diminish
the large ratios. The third, and most important,
effect is that presence of other contributions (in
particular the elementary QCD subprocess con-
_ tributions) would decrease the R values. These

nearer those obtained by Jostlein et al. Below

we will make a more quantitative comparison,
including the contributions of the elementary QCD
processes. We will also estimate the effects of
resonances. Qualitatively, the fact that a number
of different experiments have yielded R,. - 22

is strong support for an approach which considers
a mixture of CIM and QCD; the elementary QCD
terms alone always predict R values near one.

In order to aid in a comparison between the
QCD subprocesses and the CIM subprocesses it
is useful to tabulate results for QCD subprocess
contributions to meson pairs. These results will
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ignore scale breaking and thus can only be re-
garded as rough approximations. However, for
a,=0.15 it has been shown® that the closely re-
lated predictions for the p,™ subprocess contri-
butions to single-particle spectra do a remarkable
job of describing the observed transition between
the CIM (9,8 or p,7'2) realm and the QCD (p,™)
region as p, increases. Table III presents the
QCD contributions for meson pairs. The final
SU(3)-breaking parameter appears in this table:
’_ dye/g
] wrryE (3.8)

For details of QCD parameters and cross section
forms see Ref. 5. For totally symmetric pairs
we numerically compute J in (2.15); we also

(in parentheses) indicate the results obtained from
the listed analytic forms (derived in the Appendix).
We sum over the elementary subprocessess—gqq
-~qq, g€ ~q8, and gg - gg and over all possible
fragmentations. Again we tabulate relative cross-
section magnitudes at p.=3 GeV, x,=0.25 taking
all SU(3) parameters = %, r=%and k% =(%=0.5
GeV2, Note first the ordering of the cross sec-
tions

mrrt>etr > > Kt >Ktr">K gt
>Kr">K*K*>K*K->KK"~ (3.9)

which is different from that of the CIM subpro-
cesses. Next we record the values of the R’s
for QCD alone (numerical-integration results
are used):

R3f? =0.80,
R =140,
R =0.85 ,
R3S =145 ,

(3.10)

We may also look at the numerical cross-section
ratios. The QCD subprocesses yield a prediction

[7*7~: 7°K*: Kn*: K*K~]qcp=1.0:0.50:0.29:0.15.
(3.11)
The relative size of cross sections appears to
be in better agreement with the Jostlein el al.
experiment than for the CIM, but there'is corres-
pondingly little charge correlation. Note that the
above QCD predictions are close to obeying fac-
torization

[@*n)&*K"): (TK*)(K"1*)]qcp =0.15:0.145 ,
(3.12)
which is indeed an indication of the smallness
of correlations in the QCD (p,™) subprocess
approach., .
Of course, in reality, we must consider a com-
bination of CIM and QCD contributions. Within
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the present framework the numerically obtained
absolute normalizations of the cross sections of
Tables II and III will be used. Our normalizations
imply that the 7*7~ cross section, at the p,=3
GeV, x,=0.25 point, is composed of 73% CIM

and of 27% elementary QCD contributions. We
thus take the relative values at the standard
kinematic point from Tables II and III in the fol-
lowing proportion:

Table IV = Table 11+ 0.177 Table III . (3.13)
For instance,

m*r”=2.2+0.177X 4.6
=2.2+0.814=3.014, (3.14)

which yields a QCD n*7~ percentage of 0.814/3.014
=0.27. We obtain the relative magnitudes of
Table IV. We see that with this combination of
QCD and CIM one obtains

[7*7~ 7°K*: K'n* K*K]=1.0:0.29:0.10:0.14 ,
(3.15)

which, of course, is in better agreement with
the Jostlein et al. experiment than ratios pre-
dicted on the basis of CIM subprocesses alone.
We note further that the large charge correlations
typical of the CIM have not been shielded by the
above combination. In particular we have, from
the Table IV relative pN cross sections,

QCD +CIM _
RY®+CIM _ 1 1

QCD +CIM _
RY =2.6, (3.16)
R?{SD +CIM _ 1.1 ,

RgEP+CM_2 4,

The absolute size of QCD relative to CIM con-
tributions will be pursued shortly. For the mo-
ment we simply note that it is possible that the
data at p, >3 GeV represents a mixture of these
contributions. One must, however, be cautious
as some of the resonance feed through effects
present in CIM subprocesses will result in both
an increase in the K'r* cross section and a de-
crease in the R values obtained in the direct-
production CIM calculations given earlier. An
example is ud—~K K*° following by K*° decay to
7n* (and 77). This enhances the K~7* cross sec-
tion and decreases quantum-number correlations.
It is thus remotely possible that the CIM alone
could explain the R values and yield cross-section
ratios similar to those of Eq. (3.5). Unfortunately
it is difficult to compute the resonance feed-
through with precision without a thorough know-
ledge of high-p, resonance production. In single-
particle spectra it is estimated that indirect pro-
duction via resonances is responsible for about
20%-50% of the cross section. An extreme esti-
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TABLE III. QCD contributions for meson pairs. GeV units (@g=0.15).

Standard
relative
Pair Subprocess value Analytic form
mr qg—~qq  0.93 (L.1) 1.87(1 +»)? ><1o"’f%‘-;(if-)
T

[Absolute value at standard point is 7.2 X10~° (3.2 x10-9)]

* *

K*r-

K*r*

K*K*

K*K-

Kt

8 a8

88 88

9 499

a8~ 98

88 88

99— qq

98 88

8888

99— 99
g 98
8888

9999
98— a8
8888

99 " 99
a8 — 48
g8 88

99— 49
g a8
8888

99 499
98— ag
8888

2.3 (2.16)

0.91 (1.07)
2.69 (2.52)

1.37 (1.4)
4.97 (4.99)
0.406 (0.53)

1.92 (1.80)

137 14)
3.75 (3.73)
0.47 (0.55)
1.15 (1.08)
0.68 (0.70)
2.30 (2.33)
0.47 (0.53)
1.34 (1.26)
0.68 (0.70)
2.49 (2.49)
0.23 (0.27)
0.67 (0.63)
0.34 (0.35)
1.01 (0.98)
0

0.34 (0.31)
0.34 (0.35)
0.68 (0.66)
0

0.67 (0.63)
0.68 (0.70)
1.35 (1.33)

2.86(2+ 27) x 107 —J%(Tf?—)

5.9 x 10 Lo 1)
prd
2.73(1 + ) x10% Jaa ¥
brd

2.86(3 +7) x10% J—“‘-(igl)
pr

5.9><10-‘*JL(’;T->

T

2.73(1L + M7 x 10 T %)
prd

2.86(37 +1) X 10% Ju 1)
brd

5.9x 10% Za¥2)

pr

8L +721.87x10% T, (vp)/pr®

[(3+ 76 + Br +1)8"11.43 X107 T, (x7)/p1°

8" 5.9%10% J,, (xp)/pp®

8 +12.73x 10 I, (xp)/pr°
@+ 706 +6)1.43 x 10 Ty (g)/pr®
8" 5.9%10%¢ J,, (xp)/pr®

831 +7)2.73 X 10~ J,, (xp) /pp°
86" (3 +7)2.86 X10% T, (xp)/pr°
8'25.9%10% J, (x7)/pr"

0
86"(3 +11.43 x10% T, (xg)/p7°
8'25.9%10% J,, (x7)/pr°

0
8’ (3 +1.43 X 10% J, (xp) /pp°
8’ 5.9x10% I (xy)/pr°
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TABLE II. (Continued.)
Standard
relative
Pair Subprocess value ? Analytic form
K-r- g —~qg 0.48 (0.45) 8’ (37 +1)1.43 x 107 T, (wp)/pp°
gL —gg 0.68 (0.70) 8’ 5.9%10% J,, (x7)/prd
1.16 (1.15)
KK~ g8 —~gg 0.34 (0.35) 82 5.9%10% T (xp) /7"
L—xp)° 1 - 1 —xp)it 1

e = @) I () + VT e T (= )3T (k) + NI

(1—xp)8 1
- @ =xp)ET [2(CR2) + (PNIT?

o brp) =

2See footnote of Table II.

mate of the resonance feedthrough effects upon
correlations in the CIM can be obtained by con-
sidering (for simplicity) only pion pairs. We con-
sider the following two models:

(a) 7 pairs are all produced directly in relative
proportion as given in Table II.

(b) Only p pairs are produced directly and all 7
pairs arise indrectly via p decay; e.g.,mim;

comes from
(p*+p°), (p™+p°),=p;p; +pP0; +p;pd+pPps

with the relative p-pair cross sections obtained.
from Table II. [We estimate p*p°=% (0*p*+p*p"),
etc.]

The comparison is

|
Tt 2.2 Ttr" 6.85
ry :—:1.8 to ey :——:1_11’

T | girect 1.2 T*T* | resonance 615 ( )
3.17

L 2.2 Tt 6.85

- =——=3.7 to —— = =1.38

T T | dgirect .6 T™T"| resonance 4-96

It is clear that the pion charge correlations are
considerably reduced in the model where all 7’s
arise indirectly via p decay. Including K decays to

K7 we would find that if all K’s and 7’s arose
either from p or K* decay, the ratios R,. and Rg.
of (3.7) would be approximately cut in half. This
is of course an absolute extreme since the observed
ved 7 and K pairs arise at most only 50%of the

TABLE IV. CIM + QCD (weighting described in text).

PN 24
Tt 3.01 2.90
T 2.08 2.60
T 1.26 0.97
K'r= 0.87 0.92
K'*r* 0.89 1.10
K'K* 0.33 0.45
KK 0.42 0.465
K-r* 0.30 0.33
K-r= 0.24 0.215
KK~ 0.062 0.062

time from resonances.

To complete this discussion of basic results we
also present predictions for meson-baryon and
baryon-baryon pairs. These appear in Tables V
and VI. Wehavenot computed all possible cases,
only certain representative choices. Subprocess and
distribution function parameters are from Ref.5,
except that for numerics we choose v=f,,,/f.,,
=2. A few more SU(3)-breaking parameters are
required for the pK case: Analogous to (b) we
choose

(e)fB (suu)/d'_'afB @uu)/p *

In addition we consider (for this one case)
(f)“ bad” fragmentation, u =K~ or d—~K;
we assume that through resonance mediation this
is allowed at the level
gK'Iu ord™ 2.

This, via Eq. (2.1‘3) introduces an extra B/p,
relative to the standard - 7* or d— 7~ cases,.
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TABLE V. CIM meson-baryon and baryon-baryon pairs.
Pairs Subprocess Standard relative value® Analytic form
- d“p” — pd(—1") 3.73%0.819 X107 3.0(1 +§_‘1’r) a- "T) I(xr,6,1,6)
+ (3.73%0.822 x107%)
u ”"’pd("’ﬂ'-)
d“r” —=rup)
+
2 8
d“r=" ~md(~p) 0.30 (0.24) 0.06(1 +27°7)2—(1¢%———’q'—)1—(x7~,4,3,8)
T
fusion 1 —xT)4
dud) =% 1"p 1.10 (1.10) 0.006(1 +37) 2 (et ppl?
5.13 (5.07)
PK- d“z*” = ps(=K)
+ 0.57 (0.57) 0.93( +£n) 9—’7{1 I(x7,6,1,6)
w2~ ps(—K")
6, - ﬁ 1 (l—xr)s T
d“p” = pd(—~K-) 0.18 (0.18) 6.57 — (1 +27) — [~ I x7,6,1,6)
: pr Tt
+
duA.H,n -'pu(—’ K_) ) 12
s“rY’ = K-u(—~p) 0.007 (0.005) 0.038%/73(’3—)?9'1;—’61)— T(xp,4,3,12)
+ T
s“r=" = K-d(—p)
(ud)“ 0 —’Pﬁ(—’K-)
+
6 _
(ww)r=" — pa(~K") 0.09 (0.09) 0.188 (11’ ff’ I(xr,6,1,6)
0.85 (0.85) T
pr* u'p—(f')fu("ﬂv
+
— (1- xr)
i — pu(—~1") 0.012 (0.011) 0.1(1L+7%) e T(xp,6,1,14)
@d)“r"” — put=*)
+
LS L -y R (1—757')
(um)“n Du(—*) 0.030 (0.028) 0.38 T T(xr,6,1,14)
=i+ Figey ‘ 12 2 <k2> T
d“r*” —71'd(—~p) 0.021 (0.016) 0.041(1 — x7) PO T(%p,4,3,12)
— e T
+ -0.063 (0.055)
a“r"” =5 p)
Pi uufnaion Pf
+
da s o5 1.90 (1.95) 01201 + Ly L=x0)

(ud)“ 0” _.p.i‘_(_.z)
+

() 7= — p(— P)

0.016 (0.01)
1.92 (1.96)

2 (k%) I(%p,6,3,6)

(1 —xr)s
0.515 ———
br
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TABLE V.

(Continued.)

Pairs Subprocess

Standard relative value®

Analytic form

pp ©p” = pu = p)
+
d“A”" _.pu(_.P)

+

€« 9

u'n’ —pd@p)

+

/

“_ 9

a6~ pat~p)
2 A" ~Fat+p)
+

S —

d“p” = pd(—p)
+

ﬂ“p”_.pu(_’_)
+

_u ”

%" — pd(— p)

0.37 (0.27)

0.002 (0.001) 3.1

(1 xT
pris

10.2(1 +143'r) I(x7,6,3,6)

1~ xT)
Prit

I(xr,6,3,18)

2See footnote of Table II.

We crudely estimate =, to 35 GeV. The pre-
cise definition of 8 is

Ugf (l—x)2
K*Iu (27T<k ))

Examination of the CIM numerical results of
Table V at the standard p,=3 GeV, x,=0.25 point
indicates the following:

(1) The cross sections we have computed within
the CIM are ordered as

TP pp>KPp>pp>ntp>pp . (3.19)

(2) The 7°p absolute cross section at this point
and the 7~7* absolute cross section are in the ratio

: 1P )orm >2.0:1.0, (3.20)

e., they are comparable in magnitude. This
relative ratio is typical of existing data; more
discussion of relative normalizations appears
shortly.

(3) The pair cross section for pp is very strong-
ly dominated by the fusion subprocess gq —pp with

(3.18)

[r*a™

consequent strong charge correlations, For in-
stance, for a p trigger

(%) cuu~1000, @.21)
and factorization is violated:

[(pp) (BD) : (EP)Z]CIM= 1:5000. (3.22)

Finally we present corresponding analytic re-
sults for the QCD subprocess contributions to
these same pair cross sections. These appear in

Table VI.

Again examining the numerical results at the
standard p,=3 GeV, x,=0.25 point we observe
the following:

(1) The cross sections are ordered for QCD
subprocesses as

TP P> p K >pp>pp . (3.23)
The 7*p and pp cross sections are relatively
enhanced compared to the CIM. This is because
of the presence of scattered gluons, in the QCD
framework, which do not distinguish between
quantum numbers. The pp cross section is rel-
atively smaller because of the absence of a fusion
diagram in QCD.

(2) The 77 and 7-r* absolute cross sections
from purely p,™ subprocesses are in the ratio

[7*77: 7Plaop = 3.1:1.0 . (3.24)

(3) The charge correlations within QCD are
much smaller than those in the CIM:

bp -
(;5-) aco 3, (3.25)
[@p)®D): Gp)lgep ~1.0:1.2. (3.26)

As for the meson pairs, indirect resonance
feedthrough in CIM processes will tend to modify
the predictions given here for the CIM on the
basis of direct production. Again these modifica-
tions as to correlations, etc., are like those that
would result from a mixture of CIM + elementary
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TABLE VI. QCD meson-baryon and baryon-baryon.

Pair Subprocess Standard relative value 2 Analytic form
o 49~ aq 0.92 (1) 0.407(L +7)(L +1.7337)10%J L, (x)/p7°
[Absolute values: 2.39x107° (1.2 X1079)]
qg — qg 2.4 (2.4) ' 0.208(9 +119)108J [, (xy)/pp°
gg " gg 12@1.1) 1.51 X10% Jy, (xp)/pr°
4.5 (4.5)
PK- 99—~ qq 0 0
qg ~qg (0.81) 6 0.208(7 +57) x 10 J., (xp)/p7°
g2 89 (0.55) 8’ 1.51 X10%J, (x7)/pr°
(1.36)
7.8 79 " a9 0 0
qg —~ag 1.1 0.383(3 +7) x 10 J o, (vr) /pr°
8g g8 a.a) 1.51 x10% J}, (xp)/pp°
(2.2)
gl (L —xp)t gr o (=2 1 g =¥ 1
A-@-xpiff [2((k2)+(l2>)]“2’ € R-Q-2pfl 202D+ @MY “E L= - ) IF 2((2) + G2
P a9 —~ qq9 (0.72) 3.86(1 +7) (L +0.5547) X107 J , (xp) /pr°
g ~aqg (1.29) 1.558(7 + 59) X107 % (x7) /b7’
g8 g8 039) 5.6 x10% Jg, (vr)/pr°
(2.35)
P a9 ~aq 0 0
qg —~4qg (0.65) 0.779(7 +57) X 1077 (x1) /pr°
&g~ g8 0.34) 5.6 X 107 J g (x7) /pp°
0.99)
77 a9~ qq 0 0
ag < qg 0 0
gg ~zgg (0.34) 5.6 X107J g, (xr)/pr’
J )= - xp)™ Ja= Mo Qox i - xp)® a7 Jeg= (4 —xp)™ L ! Ny 1172
- =xp) ] [2((k2)+(l ) - Q-2 2((R2)+ (NI

TR - -2 I 2(GR2) + 2NIVE

2See footnote of Table II.

QCD. The important point is that elementary
QCD subprocesses alone predict an almost com-
plete absence of charge correlations.

We now turn to a more detailed discussion of
charge correlations for meson pairs, The exist-
ing experiments employ pp collisions. This tends

to increase the CIM charge correlations., For
instance, at our standard symmetric point x,
=0.25, p, =3 GeV we may use Table VII (with
r=1%) to convert the pN Table II results to pp
results. The relative normalizations are altered
somewhat. This yield R°™ values as follows:

= 1.0,
= 5.8,
=09,

(3.27)

Rgr.n= 13.8 .

Again we remind the reader that resonance feed-
through and presence of elementary QCD terms
will reduce the large R,. and Rk~ values. The
effects of QCD terms can be established by taking
the new relative QCD values computed in Table
VII and forming the superposition (3.16) which cor-
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TABLE VII. Conversion table for pN to pp collisions.

(Meson pairs)

New New
CIM relative QCD relative
PN bp value PN pp values
e @+ (0.8 +1.2%) 2.1 a+n? ar 0.827
0.4 +0.47) (0.4 +0.47) 21 +7) 2(1 +7) 2.3
1 1 1.37
4.50
' * 0.5 +0.27) 0.8 1.6 @+ 1.21
B+n 4 3.07
1 1 1.37
5.65
e 0.1 +0.47) 0.47 0.4 7L +7) 272 0.307
@r+1) %% 1.536
1 1 1.37
3.21
K'r~ (0.4 +0.1%) 0.4 0.4 A +7? ar 0.42
0.3 +0.87) 1.27 B+ 4 1.15
Br+1) 4r
1 1 1.37
2.94
K*r* 0.5 +0.27) 0.8 0.6 a+n 2 0.61
B+ 4 1.53
1 0.68
2.82
K'K* (0.5 +0.27) 0.8 0.2 @+ 2 0.30
B+ 4 0.77
1 034
, 1.41
K*K- 0.3 +0.17) 0.4 0.017 0 i 0
(1 +0.87) (1.2 +0.87) 0.071 B+ 4 0.38
0.36 £ 0.36) 0.0195 1 1 0.34
0.72
0.3 +0.17) 0.4 0.23
0.338
Kt 0.18 (©0.18) % 0.046 0 0 0
B+7 4 0.77
0.3 +0.17) 0.4 0.026 1 1 0.68
0.072 1.45

643



644

JOHN F. GUNION AND B. PETERSSON

TABLE VII. (Continued.)

(Meson pairs)

New New
CIM relative. QCD relative
PN bp value PN pp values
: - 6
K-r 0.082 (0.082) -7——5- 0.015 0 0 0
Br+1) 47 0.38
0.37+0.1) 0.47 0.013 1 1 0.68
0.028 1.06
KK~ 0.043 0.043 0.0017 1 1 0.34

rectly accounts for the predicted relative absolute
normalizations. The results are tabulated in
Table IV. We obtain for pp collisions
RCIM+QCD =0 87 ,
CIM+QCD _
R 3.2, (3.28)
RIM+QcD -0 89 |

RgM+Q® _ 7

Note that by combining CIM and QCD subprocess-
es the large value of Rg. has been reduced, so
that Rg-~R,.. That Ry- is reduced more than
R, is due to the fact that the CIM contributions
to K- production require sea quarks and are thus
much smaller than CIM contributions to 7~ pro-
duction. Therefore these contributions are more
strongly shielded by the QCD terms, especially
gg-gg, which contribute roughly equally to 7~
and K-, By comparing (3.16) to (3.28) we see that
charge correlations for negative triggers in pp
collisions are expected to be even larger than in
PN collisions.

The existing experiments do not use a symme-
tric momentum point. Only for the Albrow et al.”
experiment do we have a good idea of the relative
size of p,' and p,%. There we have

pr'=3 GeV/e,
pri=1.5 GeV/c . ‘

We have used numerical integration to evaluate
both the CIM and elementary-QCD meson-pair
cross sections in pp collisions at this asymmetric
point. The results for the R’s including both
contributions are shown in Fig., 3. The general
features of the data are reproduced. The R__
value predicted by the theory is above the data;
this is probably due, in part, to our not including
resonance feedthrough effects which will cause
R,- to decrease. Ry. is less effected by reson-
ance feedthrough.

(3.29)

We have also computed the R’s at the Fermilab
energy 200 GeV. We have chosen p,'=3 GeV/c
and p,®=1.2 GeV/c. This ratio corresponds to
the x,=0.4 cut employed by Bromberg et al.®
in plotting their R values. We do not know, how-
ever, if the p,'=3 GeV/c cut is appropriate.
Nonetheless, we plot our QCD+ CIM results and
their experimental R values on the same figure,
Fig. 4. (Note that their R , and Ry, are the in-
verse of ours.) Clearly the predicted R, and R .
values are too high unless

(a) the actual p,' cut is much lower and uncor-
related backgrounds are present, or

(b) resonance effects are much more significant
than we expect.

We next turn to a comparison with the beryllium
data of Jstlein et al.® at a more detailed level.
In Fig. 5 we give our absolute prediction for 7*m~
pair production at p';,, =400, 300, and 200 GeV
as a function of

.8 -
_ — prt 4
%p= PP DPG=pT +p7 .
I

VS
3
[ X = Theory (p}=3Gev, p2=15 Gev)
$ = Data (Albrow et.al.)
2 X
I f }
o 1 1 1 J
Rere Ror- Rye Re-

FIG. 3. Plot of experimental points and theoretical
predictions for R [defined in Eq. (3.7)]. Data are from
Albrow et al .—Ref. 7. Theoretical calculations use the
p'2~3 GeV/c, p%~1.5 GeV/c cuts of the experiment.
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®

& o
c L 1 1 J
Rope [ Rye Ry-

FIG. 4. Plot of R, Eq. (3.7); data from Bromberg
et al. Theoretical points presume xz=0.4 and p‘,-
=3 GeV/c. The cuts of the experiment have not been
published. Our R,. and Ry + are the inverse of those
defined by Ref. 8. ’

Both CIM and QCD contributions (obtained by
exact numerical integration) are included. We
have used pointlike A dependence, that is, we
multiply our pN cross section by a factor of 9.
(The measured A dependence of the experiment
is near 1; however, one must be cautious as the
A dependence obtained by the Finley et al .'? at
low p, is different.) We see that the shape and
relative normalizations of the three energies are
excellent; our prediction is a uniform factor of
1.5-2.0 too high. This is well within the errors
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FIG. 5. Comparison of QCD+ CIM theoretical curves
with the data (Ref. 6) of Jostlein et al for m*r” pairs,
as a function of x 5= (p'zf +p' Ws=pr Ns.
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which one should assign to our fundamental coupl-
ing strengths

a,=2 GeV?, a,=0.15, (3.30)

It is perhaps worth noting that the CIM alone is
in complete agreement with the data shown., The
QCD contributions can be said to cause the nor-
malization to be too high.

In Fig. 6 we display the experimental points and
QCD+ CIM predictions for the dependence of the
7+7" spectrum on the difference p=p%' - p} be-
tween the momenta of the 7* and 7~. The weak
dependence of the data on p7, is reproduced. We
plot this dependence for other pairs as well. In
Fig. 7 we compare predicted and measured pj,
=p%* - p% dependence for various p%=pX* +p5
values. Again agreement in shape is generally
good. Note that the absolute cross-section value
is also very gqod (using linear A dependence).
Figure 8 shows corresponding results for 7*K-
pairs with generally good agreement. Finally Fig.
9 exhibits the corresponding spectra for p*r-
pairs. The theoretical curves are in excellent
agreement with experiment for pr.=p% —p £ <0
but tend to lie above the data for p5>0. This can
be traced to the dominance of the CIM contribu-
tion in which an initial proton (or neutron) emits
(with ease) a secondary baryon which then pro-
duces directly (via the Bq~pq’ subprocess) the
observed proton. The proton is obviously made
with a higher momentum than the symmetric 7=~
produced in the decay of the ¢’. For negative p},
the reverse process Mg ~ngq’ (¢’ -p) which

0%
'
3
Wﬁﬂ%mzew
1032}
Wﬁ%ﬁmaew
7% } TR LT }5.4Gev
(&) 10-33,__ 1 f
s ‘,—~Ls.ocev
= ;fi‘i’i“ #0455
—7 | g \
ST o0 Bl 1 e 3 6.6
ol e L
g Wwﬁ 7.2 Gev
o Py f
W s
w PT
1035}
36 1 1 1 1 1
O =% o o | 2 3 a
p.l’, (Gev/c)

FIG. 6. As in Fig. 5 except that the absolute normali-
zation and dependence on p 7.=p 5.' —-p5  is compared for
various values of p %,
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FIG. 7. As in Fig. 6 for K *r” pairs; pyp=p X —p % .

favors pY%, >p% becomes significant and agrees well
with the data. Conceivably our choice of

ap=10 GeV*, (3.31)

which normalizes the Bg - pq’ subprocess, is a
bit too large. Certainly a 20% adjustment is
within the errors allowed by earlier determina-
tions and single-particle spectra fits. We also
note that the pr~ pair spectrum is dominated by
the CIM terms. The QCD contributions are much
smaller than the data in this region; for p3=4.4
GeV they are a factor of 4 to 8 below the data.
Overall the predicted spectra are in surprisingly
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FIG. 8. As in Fig. 6 except for 7 *K" pairs.
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FIG. 9. As in Fig. 6 except for p7”~ pairs.

good agreement with the experimental observa-
tions. The theory has certain intrinsic uncer-
tainties which render absolute normalization
calculations to better than 50% impossible. In
addition we have chosen our SU(3)-breaking par-
ameters a’=a=56=. .. =% on the basis of rea-
sonableness rather than direct experimental
determination.

Unfortunately on the basis of the J8stlein et al.
data a clear case for the presence of only QCD
or only CIM subprocesses or a mixture, as used
here, cannot be made.

The QCD+ CIM mixture predicts values for n,,
for 7*r" pairs at x,=0.15 as follows:

ndGP+ M (/s =19.4 toVs =23.7)=9.46,

(3.32)
nQSP+CIM (/5 =23.7 to 27.4)=8.77 ,
whereas CIM alone would predict
nSM (/5=19.4 to V5 =23.7)=9.84 ,
(3.33)

nSi¥ (/s =23.7 to 27.4)=9.5 .

Clearly as V8 increases at fixed x5 the QCD terms
if present should substantially alter the power of

D ®%% expected on the basis of the CIM. Cer-
taintly if only QCD were present the n,,, value
should lie below 8. Smearing in k2, should not
effect this difference. The experimental value

(for x,,>0.17)

nEt =81 (3.34)

is perhaps already a bit larger than is comfor-
table for pure QCD. The above experimental
ntt averages over data which includes 200-GeV



data at y#0. Correcting for the y dependence
(which increases the difference between the p,
=200 and 300 GeV data) yields an n,,, value>9.2.
To clarify the situation very precise measure-
ments on a proton target and/or measurements
over a larger energy range would be very useful.
Note also that the difference in p, dependence
between CIM and elementary QCD for pairs in-
volving baryons is considerably larger. Thus
measurements of, for example, pr~ pairs over
a larger kinematic range will be interesting.

Next we turn to a consideration of the dN/dxp
distribution—in this paper our z is identical to
xp. The CIM subprocess predictions are quite
different from those obtained from elementary
QCD subprocesses. Weillustrate thebasic features
by comparing m*r~ and 77~ dN/dxy distributions in
Fig. 10. For 7°r~ pairs the fusion contribution
is zero when 7’s are directly made in the sub-
process. Fusion contributions through indirect
modes, such as gg - 7p° (p°=7") are quite small.
In any case these indirect terms yield a dip struc-
ture at x,=1. Thus for 777~ pairs we predict a
dip coming from the transverse restrictions on the
gM -=Mgq (g=M") CIM contributions near xz=1.

In contrast 77 * pairs have a strong fusion contri-
bution which fills in this dip and even creates a
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FIG. 10. The dN/dxgz spectrum predicted in the CIM
for m*7" pairs compared to 7~ 7~ pairs, at a trigger
momentum for one pion of 7 GeV/c and for v's =63 GeV.
Normalizations of the curves relative to one another
are arbitrary and chosen for ease of shape comparison.
The fusion contribution to 7 *1~ is shown separately.
Also shown is the effect of including QCD terms in the
7" m* case.
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bump at xz=1 in the dN/dx distribution. The
normalization of the fusion relative to the other
CIM contributions is proportional to 1/{¥%) but
otherwise completely fixed. _

Elementary QCD subprocesses in contrast
predict nearly identical dN /dx, spectra for 77~
m*r” and, unless a large peak inthe quark (or gluon)
decay function occurs at z=1, will yield (even in
the absence of fluctuations) a completely struc-
tureless curve near xz=1. (The nonvanishing
“flat” forms used by Feynman and Field® are not
sufficient to produce structure.) Such a distri-
bution peak has not been observed in the SPEAR-
DORIS measurements of quark decay distributions.
In Fig. 10 we also plot the prediction for the r*7~
dN/dx spectrum obtained by combining element-
ary QCD and CIM subprocesses. The xz=1 struc-
ture becomes very difficult to see at the particular
pp="T GeV /c trigger value chosen. At lower trig-
ger p,’s the QCD terms should be relatively
smaller and any CIM x; ~1 structure easier to
resolve. (Note that we have arbitrarily normal-
ized the dN/dxy curves in Fig. 10 to best display
the differences in structure.)

There are in fact some recent experimental
measurements®® of dN/dxy in 7%° pair production
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FIG. 11. Comparison of CIM dN/dxy spectra for ’r°
pairs to recent ISR data (Ref., 14) at Vs =63 GeV. The
structure of the data is larger than that produced by
CIM. Including QCD terms weakens the predicted
structure further. Absolute normalization of the curves
was chosen for ease of comparison to shape of data.
Relative normalization of the curves is that given by
the theory.
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at the ISR which indicate a structure near xz=1.
We have, in Fig. 11, plotted the expectations for
dN/dxg from CIM terms alone (arbitarary over
all normalization) compared to data for several
different (%) values. The fusion contribution
just manages to fill the dip coming from the
other CIM terms and produces a very slight
structure compared to that observed. Elementary
QCD contributions (which should be present in
substantial proportion) should mask this structure.
However, there is a background (which the exper-
imentalists are unable to subtract) coming from
direct ¥ production [as well as 7%=y (y) they also
trigger on a single direct y]. Thus mechanisms
such as gg=vq (q=M), Mg—~vq (q=M), qq~7M,
etc., are all potentially significant. We will ad-
dress this problem elsewhere.!®

Next we consider extrapolation of our 7%?° cross
section to large-p, values at Vs =63 and 53 GeV.
In Fig. 12 the predicted mixture of QCD and CIM
is compared to earlier results obtained on the
basis of scale breaking of naive QCD terms. The
exact scaling of the QCD calculation presented here
is certainly too naive and should only be used to
indicate approximate trends. In Fig. 12 we also
plot the CIM contribution alone, which lies about
a factor of 3 below the predictions of Ref. 4 from
scale-broken QCD. A reasonable procedure in
this realm is to add the CIM predictions (which
will be only slightly affected by inclusion of scale
breaking) to the scale-broken QCD distributions
plotted from Ref. 4. Certainly the indicted range
of possibilities brackets the preliminary data ob-
tained at the ISR.!” These data have substantial
absolute normalization error.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper we have concentrated on a study
of production cross sections for a pair of high-p,
particles—one on each side of the center-of-mass
axis. This configuration is important since hard-
scattering models for such symmetric-pair cross
sections are insensitive to the transverse-momen-
tum fluctuations of the colliding constituents
(mesons, quarks, gluons,...). Even the ap-
proach,? which employs on-shell kinematics for
the subprocess so that the fluctuations yield large
“smearing” corrections to single-particle spec-
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FIG. 12. Double-differential cross section for pro-
duction of exactly back-to-back 7 ’r? pairs at 90° cm.
Three sets of curves are shown. One.corresponds to
the total CIM contribution alone; the second to the sum
CIM+QCD discussed in the text—scale breaking is not
included in the QCD terms; the third set of curves shows
the scale-broken QCD calculations of Ref. 4. Data are
preliminary—presented by Jacob at EPS meeting, Gen-
eva, 1979 (Ref. 17). Since the data presented by Jacob
are integrated over the azimuthal-angle difference (¢,?
- ¢,g) we have corrected by multiplying it by the theore-
tically obtained factor of ~ W2 ((k2)+ (13)Y/%/p ;"1

tra, predicts very little “smearing” alteration

in the case of symmetric-pair production.* Thus
the scaling power laws for pair cross sections
predicted by the constituent-interchange subpro-
cesses and by the elementary two-body scattering
QCD subprocesses can be compared without am-
biguity. We have demonstrated that the CIM and
elementary QCD contributions yield the following
scaling laws at fixed x, = (p% +p2)/Vs, ph —p2
small:

subprocess Scaling law
CIM gM —gM, 1/p*°
M2
gM~M* ¢ 1/p,°
\IMI MZ
qi]‘-—MIMZ l/st

Meson pairs
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subprocess Scaling Law
qB’~qB 1/pp*
\M Baryon-meson pair

qM ~gM 1/ps*

‘B
gB’'~qB, 1/pg®

B, Baryon-(anti)baryon pairs
99~ 8,B, 1/pp*®

QCD gqq—~qq 1/p,°

q8 ~&4q All pairs
8 —88

Scale breaking will increase the effective power
of the elementary QCD subprocesses to at most

QCD~ (1/pg)" =®

while having a much smaller effect on the CIM
contributions which involve color-singlet ampli-
tudes and distribution functions. Thus a signifi-
cant difference of 1 to 2 powers in the scaling
laws for meson pairs is predicted between CIM
and elementaryQCD subprocesses; amuch larger
difference is expected for pairs in which one or
both particles are baryons. The pion pair data
of Jostlein et al.® (especially after correction

of the 200-GeV /c data for its nonzero rapidity)
appear to indicate a power larger than 9 and con-
sistent with CIM expectations. Indeed, the abso-
lute normalizations we employ for CIM and QCD
contributions imply that the CIM terms should
dominate the pion-pair data obtained by Jostlein
et al. at moderate p, and Vs =17 to 24 GeV. Of
course, both the CIM and elementary QCD nor-
malizations should be regarded as uncertain to
within a factor of 2. For instance, Baier et al.*
use a larger value of o  and obtain a satisfactory
fit to the pion pair spectra from QCD alone. It

is also true, however, that the scale-broken QCD
scaling law is not quite the same as that of the
experiment. Thus the CIM alone yields an even
better description, in normalization and shape,
of this data. Adding QCD terms results in a net
cross section which in absolute normalization is a
bit too high. (Of course, the absolute normaliza-
tion of the data is very sensitive to small differ-
ences in the A dependence assumed.) The p7~
pair data present a cleaner situation. Our cal-
culated QCD subprocess contributions lie a factor
of 4 to 8 below the Jostlein ef al. experiment at
py=pr+ph=4.4 GeV/c while CIM terms predict

r

correctly the normalization and shape of the
cross section. The QCD subprocess calculations
of Baier et al.? lie a factor of 3 increasing to 8
below the p3=4.4-GeV data as pj=ph —p} in-
creases from 0 to 2 GeV/c.

Of course, as p, increases at fixed x, or fixed
Vs the elementary QCD terms will become more
prominent. For instance, at p,, =400 GeV/c,
without scale breaking, we have the following
crossover points at which QCD =CIM:

T pr~4.5 GeV/c,
T*K™: pr~2 GeV/c,
K*1™: pp~3 GeV/c,
K*K™: pr~5 GeV/c,
P pp~4 GeV/e.

Scale breaking will cause an increase in these
values and, in general, makes the CIM and el-
ementary QCD spectra more similar in shape.

A particularly important feature of the CIM sub-
processes is that they predict large charge (and
other quantum-number) correlations. Typical of
such correlations are the large “fusion” contri-
butions (qg - MM or BB) which are among the CIM
contributions to m*r~ pairs and dominate K*K~ and,
especially, pp pair production at moderate py;
fusion contributes only indirectly (through reso-
nances) to 777" and KK~ and is negligible for pp
pair cross sections. In contrast quantum-number
correlations are predicted to be almost completely
absent when the elementary QCD subprocesses
alone are used. Typically current data exist in
kinematic regions where we expect a mixture of
elementary QCD and CIM subprocess contribu-
tions; this mixture predicts that charge correla-
tions opposite a 77, K-, or p trigger are moderate-
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ly large. Such correlations are observed in a
variety of experiments. Quantitative agreement
with the charge correlation results of Albrow et
al.” is a natural consequence of the relative nor-
malizations of the QCD and CIM terms at the ap-
propriate kinematic point. These data represent
a coarse measure of the detailed pair spectra for
all meson-pair types as obtained here. We have
also given predictions for meson-baryon and
baryon-baryon pairs. An experimental compari-
son of pp, pp, and pp symmetric pairs over a
substantial kinematic range will provide an even
clearer demonstration of CIM correlations, if
present at the expected level.

Another way of exposing these charge correla-
tions and particularly the fusion contributions
of the CIM is through the dN /dx spectrum. We
showed that, if CIM dominates, dN/dxy should ex-
hibit adip near x; =1 for 7”7~ production, while for
m*m” production the addition of the fusion term causes
a small bump to appear. Unfortunately evenarela-
tively modest contribution from elementary QCD
will obscure the CIM structure; the QCD terms alone
predict a smooth dN/dx, spectrum even if the
fragmentation functions of the quarks and gluons
do not vanish as z - 1. Thus it is important that
the 7*n”~ —7"1" comparison be done at modest p
and energy.

Finally, though we have not dealt with it in de-
tail here, we recall the importance of measuring
the momentum accompanying a trigger particle.
For single-particle triggers CIM subprocesses
predict a very small amount coming entirely from
resonance production and decay. Indeed, 25% to
50% of the momentum observed accompanying
a single-meson trigger of moderate p, has been
shown!* to reside in well-known resonance decay
products. Some portion of the remainder is ac-
counted for by background from the beam and
target jets. Certainly the nontrivial accompanying
momentum is less than 10% of the trigger momen-
tum. Even including %, -fluctuation smearing this
figure remains very uncomfortable for QCD sub-
process models. Similar contrasts are present
in the symmetric-pair situations. Because smear-
ing, and the resulting bias towards the triggér,
is not important in pair production, QCD subpro-
cesses predict that a much larger percentage
of the momentum of a trigger will be carried by
accompanying particles for a pair trigger. Here
we used numerical methods to obtain quantitative
estimates as follows. Neglecting scale breaking,
one finds that as the transverse momentum of
each of two symmetric 7°’s increases from 4 to
8 GeV/c (at Vs =63 GeV), the accompanying mo-
mentum on each side goes from 48% down to 36%.
Including scale breaking, one obtains somewhat

smaller percentages: ~40% at p!_,?= 4 GeV/c down
to ~30% at p% =8 GeV/c. The CIM contributions
yield a much smaller increase when going from
the single-particle to the symmetric-pair trigger.
A precise percentage requires more complete
knowledge of contributing resonances; certainly
it should remain below 15%. For large p, a mix-
ture of QCD and CIM contributions will be present
yielding an intermediate result. Certain triggers,
such as K~ and p, for which QCD terms are rel-
atively large compared to CIM terms at high p,,
should exhibit the largest percentage of momentum
accompanying trigger particles.

In summary, it is apparent that the study of
high-p, symmetric pairs will provide a fruitful
testing ground for theories of high-transverse-
momentum production. A careful study of scaling
laws and correlations should indicate a transition
from large-inverse-p, scaling powers to smaller
powers and from large-quantum-number correla-
tions to small ones as p, increases and the el-
ementary QCD subprocesses overtake the higher-
twist CIM subprocesses.
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APPENDIX

In this appendix we will derive the expressions
used in the numerical calculations and the analy-
tic approximations mentioned in the text.

We treat separately the three cases illustrated
in Figs. 2(a)-2(c). In the first, no fragmentation
case, formula (2.1) simplifies to

do

S
=5 f dx , dx, d%k, d%k,

anGa/A(xa’ku)xb Gb/n(xb’kb)

do- ab —>CD

XT 64(1’.;"’1)» —pc _pD) . (Al)

We will assume that both C and D are produced at
90° in the center of mass and that all momenta of
A, B, C, and D lie in the same plane, i.e., p2,

=0 where pZ, is the momentum component of D
perpendicular to the p,, py, p. plane. We may
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parametrize, at large s and p,, the momenta as
=(k;, B, %,3Vs),
ﬁb=(k:, k:; -xb%\/—s_) )
(A2)
pc = (pT’ 0’ 0) ’
ﬁD = (_szy 0, O) o

We assume that |p2] < [P$|. The momentum com-
ponents of the 5* function yield
J

g% f dk: dk: exp[— (a+ b)(k:z)] exp[—a(k’,ﬁ )2 —b(k:

- (=211

kY +k} =0,
B, +ky=(1-2)py, (A3)
xa=xb °

We use a Gaussian form in the transverse k fluc-
tuations as defined in formula (2.2). For p, large,
and z near one, we can neglect the transverse
fluctuations in the energy component of the 6* func-
tion; we can then do the integrals over k, and k, :

ab
a+bd

eXp{— aafb [A-2)p,] 2}. (A4)

Here we have also neglected the weaker dependence of do/df onk, and k,. We define

(A5)

The maximum point of the integrand in (A4) occurs at kX =k% =[(1 —z)/2]p,. We thus see that for z near
one, the approximations mentioned above are consistent., This will be typical for all three cases, and
means that for nearly symmetric pairs the complications due to the transverse fluctuations are minimal.

At the maximum point

' 2
X,=%,=VZ 7% (A8)
and the invariants of the ab ~CD subprocess have‘the values appropriate to 90° scattering:
|£] =é] =35=22p,°, (A7)
We obtain [including a (1+2)/sVz Jacobian factor]
do 11+z 1 (1-2)% ]dc b= CD
_ R A . A8
ECED d3p B 3 ”W- 21l'(k2> x Gu/A(xa)xb Gb/B exp[ 2<k2> at 4EPT ,t—-zst ( )

From this formula, using the parametrizations of the structure functions and the cross section given in
formulas (2.6)-(2.8) we immediately get the expressions (2.10).
In the second case, illustrated in Fig. 2(b), with one final fragmentation, expression (2.7) takes the form

Ep 40 _s
cED Bp.dp, 2

D, 4wy ,K,) do®
x =ZplaPar el T

w4’ dt

[ dugd,ds, @k, Py %%, Goy o o B, G a6 o)

6 (py+ by = Pc = P4 ). (A9)

The momenta configuration is as in (A2), except that we have now a new relation between p, and p;;

including the transverse fluctuation k, we have.

->=§_D_E
Pq wd+d‘

(A10)

The transverse fluctuations in the fragmentation functions are often taken to be Gaussian, as defined in
formula (2.3). To a good approximation the components of k, in the z and x directions may be neglected
and kJ =k,sin¢ where ¢ is the azimuthal angle of E about the primary direction p;. The three-momenta

part of the 6* function then yields
Xa=Xy,
kY +k} -k} =0,

kX +RE —pp(l-2/wy)=0.

(A11)
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For strong k, k, and k2, damping we obtain the transverse integral

abd

—a (8Y)2 ~dx %2 ~prY-1Y)2 -d(kZ)2 = 2 - - - 2
— = f dk? dk? e a (83)° g=d(k )= p=b kg =R)) fdk’é dkie akg)2 = a )2 H-DLRE =P p(1-2/w4 )] (A12)

which reduces to

1 26D \E [ (1—z/w)y?
) <2<k2>+<12>) e""[‘ T ] (A13)

where we have defined (I12) = 1/d to specify the average fragmentation fluctuation. It is clear that z =w; is
preferred. The energy-conservation 6 function then can be approximated by

(,+%,)3Vs =pp(l+z /wd') (A14)
or

X,=%,=(2p /s )z(1+2/w,) . (A15)
" The § of the subprocess is best constructed from the final momenta:

S=4p2z/w, . (A16)

Inserting the explicit parametrizations for G,/,, G,,z, do/df, and G,,, from formulas (2.6)~(2.8), we
get

do 1_1 Xk?) 12 g (1 =% )a/a*%s/B
EcE, d*pod3p,, D) (2<k2>+<lz>) Agsaby/p Dg“z. cd W I@z,p,), (A17)
where
€a/aten/
I, pp)=d f‘ @L(l'xr(l“'Z/wd)z) AR e sa _1__1)=D/.,
o o/ ?D/(JJ-Pc)wdz (1 _xT) z¥ w,y
(A - 2/w)? a]
_ ==& Wy Pr
X exp [ 2(%2) - (A18)

We can, of course, integrate this expression numerically. In order to obtain a useful analytic approxi-
mation, we change variables and obtain

/ 2y\1/
e pp) = dape IV (¢ (1 gty ZEUNL et
z br ) q-eyop 7 20202 2(1 -x4) Pr

X

1 <z<k2>>1/2>fo/a
2y)1/2 T (LR re T . (A19)
@(2<k N +1>N D/d ( pr
br

For z#1, and p, reasonably large compared to 2(k?), the integral is well approximated by setting @ =0
in the factors multiplying the Gaussian and we get
1/2

16, pr) = Dy )7 HEL— . (a20)

For z =1 we have a zero from thezD functions as afp/¢, A good approximation is obtained by evaluating
the factors multiplying a®p/¢ ¢~*" at the maximum of that expression. We then get

1/2
= (g2 ) g (A21)
2 +1 ©
I(l,PT)"‘TdD/d <_2_(_k_)_)‘p/¢ f afp/a e""za, . (A22)
br o

where I(xz, N, &p/as 84/ 4 +&, 5) 18 given by
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[1 xp 1 (_&a)l/z (Z(kz))l/z]"au*la/a
=

- 2 2
— 12 (2<k2))1/2pT”“’D/d T : (423)
Ep/q) ACAUA)
[“( 2 ) Pr ]

This is a very good approximation for g,,, =1, and only somewhat worse for g,,, =3. As can be seen
from this analytic approximation, I (z,p,) approaches the asymptotic limit (9.13) from below. Thus,
e.g., for 2< p,<6 GeV and 20<vVs <30 GeV, we get for "7~ pairs at z =1,

- 8
0.175 L= Gey=¢ (asymptotic formula),
T

E_-E + _d—c_z (lp_x 9.1 (A24)
T @Bp.—dipg+  [0.0268 —-5—91%—- GeV~¢ (parametrization of numerical integration).
r v

Finally we must consider the double-fragmentation case, Fig. 2(c). Here we have two fragmentation func-
tions and

do S >
EC EDS—_?—=— f dwd dwc dxadxb dzkadzkbdzkc dzkdxaGa/A(xa ?Ea)xb Gb/B(xb’kb)
&Epdip, 2m ]

Dgyo e, k) Dpjgwys %) -, do®
x cfvc(z D";ﬂ(d;‘ 4= 04 (Pat Py = Pe = Pa) —37— - (A25)

We have the same momenta definitions as before only with

-> <

=£‘2+ c,ﬁ,:ﬁﬂ +k, . (A26)
(4

d

b,

The 6* function now yields, for small |k,| and |k, |,

(A27)
2k -k —k2=0,

xagfsnx,,gﬁ_(hﬁ&)w ,
We Wq

with k%, k}, ki and kj unconstrained except to be much less than p,, because of the Gaussian falloff. We
can do the k] , and k] , transverse integrals trivially, leaving k] integrals of the form

cdab 1/_2[ y Y Ly md (B +kY =~k 9% =ak® )2 =p &¥)2 g a2 _ 1 . 1 = 1 1
(Mh) deg dky dkg €™ e Ty e T em e T e e R = <l+.1_ 1 l>l = Vo (R +(HY7Z
a b c d

(A28)

(Note that had we defined %, and %, as the transverse momenta of the hadrons relative to their source
quarks, rather than of the quarks relative to the hadrons, e.g., P,=Dp/w,; -k, /w,; our final formula
would be altered.) The w, integral now yields

J’ dw, a(ez _Qz)=i , | (A29)
w, w, Wg/ Pr

2
R (430)

with a net 2/s Jacobian. The subprocess cross section is evaluated at 90° with §=4 p2 z%/w,% We are
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left with the form

E.E do___ 1 f' g n g, DR o Vel
cFp dspcdspn [Zn((k2)+(lz))]1/2p., - w42 a/ABp/BYD/a%C/c (41) 2z2>” T a B
w,®

< 1= w, /z)5c/e (1 —w,)D/d

(wd /2) Wy

(A31)

in terms of the parameters defined in (2.6)—(2.8).

For an approximate analytic expression we note that since w, is constrained to lie between zx , and z we
can make the variable change

we=zw, w=1-(1-x7)8, (A32)

and use mean-value techniques to perform the 8 integration.
.We obtain

B= e /e forz#1
8a/a*t8b/Bt8c/c

and

do 1
ECED dspcds B ';1 [21r((k2)+(12))]‘/2pT Aa/AAb/B dD/ddc/c

DR (A wp)e 4" to/n /et T, 1y Byn t DT (g o 1)
(4p%) z? T(g,/a+8/B+8/c +2)

X[1=(1 =x)B]2¥"%a/a~%s/B7%[1 -2 +2(1 —=x ;)B]D/d (A33)
Note that for z #1 the double-fragmentation scaling law and the single-fragmentation scaling law are the

same:

1

For fixed Ap,=(1-2)p,, 2—~1as p,~ and a different approximate analytic form applies

do &1 1 1 Davred . e
= — A N, ndy,.d 1 —xpn)%/A *$b/B*8C/c*€D/d
ECEDdspCdspD [277(<k2>+<l2>)]1[2 a/ A""b/ B D/d C/c i)N( T)
r(ga/A+gb/B+1)r(gC/c+gD/d+1) [1=(1—xp)B] @40/ a-55/ 8 (A34)
T(g, a+80/ 8+8c/c*8p/a*2)
with
B= 8c/et8py/a

8a/at8s/8*t8c/c*8D/a

Corrections are of order Ap, /pp. Note that in both double-fragmentation situations the symmetric-pair
cross section scales with one more power than the single-particle cross section based on the same sub-
process. For later use we define the function

(1 -,xﬁé]”“"'%/r%/ B

[2 (<k2>+ <l2»]1/2
The approximation (A34) to the true integral is good to 20% for xz > 0.6.

j(xT)=[1_

(1 —xp)%a/A*5b/ B*€C/c*€D/a . (A35)




22 HIGH-TRANSVERSE-MOMENTUM SYMMETRIC-PARTICLE-PAIR... 655

IR. Blankenbecler, S. Brodsky, and J. F. Gunion, Phys.
Rev. D 18, 900 (1978); M. K. Chase and W. J. Stirling,
Nucl. Phys. B133, 157 (1978).

R. D. Field, in Proceedings of the XIX Intevnational
Conference on High Energy Physics, Tokyo, 1978,
edited by S. Homma, M. Kawaguchi, and H. Migazawa
(Phys. Soc. of Japan, Tokyo, 1979), and references
therein.

‘w. E. Caswell, R. R. Horgan, and S. J. Brodsky, Phys.
Rev. D18, 2415 (1978).

‘R. Baier, J. Engels, and B. Peterson, Bielefeld Re-
port No. BI-TP 79/10, 1979 (unpublished); Z. Phys.

C (to be published).

5D. Jones and J. F. Gunion, Phys. Rev. D 19, 867 (1979).

H. Jostlein et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 42, 146 (1979);
Phys. Rev. D 20, 53 (1979).

ISR collaboration, M. G. Albrow et al., Nucl. Phys.
B145, 305 (1978).

§C. Bromberg ¢t al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 43, 561 (1979).
%H. J. Frisch et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 44, 511 (1980).
%R, Field, private communication.

HUThe z # 1 cases are discussed in the Appendix and the
results of Sec. III.

2D, A. Finley et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 42, 1028 (1979);
42, 1037 (1979).

131, Bdggild, in Proceedings of the XIV Rencontre de
Moriond, 1979, edited by Tran Thanh Van (unpub-
lished).

14M. J. Tannenbaum, in Proceedings of the XIV Rencon-
tre de Moriond, 1979, edited by J. Tran Thanh Van
(unpublished).

15¢, Kourkoumelis et al., Phys. Lett. 86B, 391 (1979).

183, Gunion and B. Petersson, work in progress.

1Tgee the talk by M. Jacob at EPS meeting, Geneva,
Switzerland, 1979 [Report No. CERN-TH 2700 (unpub-
lished)].



