PHYSICAL REVIEW D 97, 016014 (2018)

Parton model description of multiparticle azimuthal
correlations in pA collisions

Kevin Dusling,m’* Mark Mace,”"" and Raju Venugopalanz‘i

'American Physical Society, 1 Research Road, Ridge, New York 11961, USA
2Physics Department, Brookhaven National Laboratory, Bldg. 510A, Upton, New York 11973, USA
3Physics and Astronomy Department, Stony Brook University, Stony Brook, New York 11974, USA

® (Received 28 June 2017; published 25 January 2018)

In K. Dusling et al. [arXiv:1705.00745.], an initial-state “parton model” of quarks scattering off a dense
nuclear target was shown to qualitatively reproduce the systematics of multiparticle azimuthal anisotropy
cumulants measured in proton/deuteron-nucleus (pA) collisions at the Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider and
the LHC. The systematics included (i) the behavior of the four-particle cumulant ¢,{4}, which generates a
real four-particle second Fourier harmonic v,{4}; (ii) the ordering v,{2} > v,{4} = v,{6} ~ v,{8} for
two-, four-, six-, and eight-particle Fourier harmonics; and (iii) the behavior of so-called symmetric
cumulants SC(2,3) and SC(2,4). These features of azimuthal multiparticle cumulants were previously
interpreted as a signature of hydrodynamic flow; our results challenge this interpretation. We expand here
upon our previous study and present further details and novel results on the saturation scale and transverse
momentum (p ) dependence of multiparticle azimuthal correlations. We find that the dependence of v,{2}
and v, {4} on the number of color domains in the target varies with the p, window explored. We extend our
prior discussion of symmetric cumulants and compute as yet unmeasured symmetric cumulants. We
investigate the N, dependence of v,{2} and v,{4}. We contrast our results, which include multiple
scatterings of each quark off the target, to the Glasma graph approximation, where each quark suffers at
most two-gluon exchanges with the target. We find that coherent multiple scattering is essential to obtain a
positive definite v,{4}. We provide an algorithm to compute expectation values of arbitrary products of the

“dipole” lightlike Wilson line correlators.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In Ref. [1], we demonstrated that a simple initial-state
parton model gives rise to many of the features of multi-
particle azimuthal correlations observed experimentally in
small collision systems at both the Relativistic Heavy Ion
Collider at Brookhaven National Lab and the Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) at CERN. In this model, collinear quarks
from the projectile scatter coherently off color sources of
the size of the inverse of the saturation scale Qg in the
nuclear target; the scattered quarks are found to be
collimated in their relative azimuthal angles. We observed
crucially that one obtains a negative value for ¢,{4}, the
four-particle azimuthal anisotropy cumulant. This results in
a positive definite four-particle Fourier coefficient v,{4}.
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We demonstrated further, in a simpler Abelian version of
our model, that one obtains the ordering of m-particle
second Fourier harmonics v,{2} > v,{4} ~ v,{6} ~ v,{8}.
Both of these features were previously believed to be unique
signatures of collectivity arising from the hydrodynamic
flow of quark-gluon matter. Not least, we demonstrated that
so-called symmetric cumulants (mixed four-particle cumu-
lants of different Fourier harmonics) computed in this parton
model display the same qualitative features as experimental
measurements of symmetric cumulants. We note that sym-
metric cumulants were designed to probe correlations and
fluctuations arising from the hydrodynamic response to
different harmonics of the azimuthal structure of the initial
geometry.

While the hydrodynamic description of the flow of
quark-gluon matter is likely valid in the larger, more
central, collisions of heavy ions (AA), the applicability
of this description to more peripheral AA collisions, and to
pA and proton-proton (pp) collisions, is less clear [2,3].
Our results in Ref. [1] are therefore a strong hint that the
stated measures of hydrodynamic collectivity are not robust
in their own right without further corroboration from other
distinct measures of collectivity. An example of the latter is
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the strong jet quenching that is seen in central heavy-ion
collisions at the RHIC and the LHC [4-7]. In contrast, jet
quenching is either small or absent in peripheral AA
collisions and in pA collisions [4,8,9].

We will elaborate in this paper on the parton model
description introduced in Ref. [1], which extends previous
work on two-particle azimuthal correlations discussed in
Refs. [10,11]. A novel feature is the development of a general
algorithm (based on the framework in Ref. [12]) to compute
expectation values of multidipole correlators. These objects
encode the physics of multiple eikonal scattering of quarks
on a colored target. In particular, the dipole operator is the
trace over the product of a lightlike Wilson line appearing
in the quark production amplitude at a given transverse
position, with its conjugate transpose appearing in the
complex-conjugate amplitude at a different spatial location,
normalized by the number of colors N.. We will present a
systematic study of azimuthal cumulants and Fourier har-
monics as a function of the target saturation scale QO and the
transverse momentum. Additionally, we will perform a
systematic study of the N, dependence of observables. In
particular, we will point to key similarities and differences
between the non-Abelian and Abelian versions of the model.
We will also make predictions of yet to be measured
symmetric cumulants for higher order Fourier harmonics.

Expectation values over the dipole correlators are com-
puted in the McLerran-Venugopalan (MV) model [13,14].
This model includes coherent multiple scattering of the
quarks in the projectile off the nuclear target. If we include
at most two scatterings of the quarks, corresponding to the
expansion of the Wilson lines to lowest nontrivial order, the
expectation values correspond to the Glasma graph appro-
ximation. This approximation is applicable for p | > Q,. A
model including quantum evolution of the Glasma graphs
in the color glass condensate (CGC) framework [15,16]
was previously applied to successfully describe key fea-
tures of azimuthal correlations for p, > Q, [17-23]. We
show that the Glasma graph correlators only produce
positive values of the four-particle cumulant ¢,{4} and
therefore do not correspond to a real v,{4}. This result
demonstrates that coherent multiple scattering, which is
significant for p; < Q,, is an essential ingredient for the
collectivity seen in our initial-state framework.

The organization of the paper is as follow. We begin with
the setup of our model in Sec. II. In Sec. III, we discuss the
algorithm for the computation of multidipole correlators.
Results of our computations are presented in Sec. IV. In
Sec. V, we discuss the dependence of these results on the
relative separations of the quarks in the projectile, on the
number of color domains for varying p; windows and on
the number of colors N .. We contrast our results to those in
the Glasma graph approximation. We briefly discuss the
rapidity dependence on correlations in our model. In
Sec. VI, we conclude and discuss possible future directions
of research. Details of the Glasma graph computations are
presented in the Appendix.

II. EIKONAL QUARK SCATTERING
FROM A NUCLEAR TARGET

We will discuss in this section a simple parton model
description of proton-nucleus collisions. The incoming
projectile consists of a collection of independent, nearly
collinear, quarks that scatter off a dense nuclear target.
Spatial correlations within the classical field of the nucleus
imprint themselves on the quarks as they scatter, resulting
in nontrivial momentum space correlations between the
originally uncorrelated quarks. These include correlations
in their relative azimuthal angles.

We begin by considering the scattering of a fermion off a
classical background field in the high energy limit [24,25].
The forward scattering amplitude for a fixed background
field A~ can be expressed as [26]

(9(Q) oul 9(P)in) a-
= / d*x([U(x,) — 1]e@P*s ~ M(p.q). (1)

where

U(x,) :Pexp(—ig / dz+A“‘(xl,z+)t“> 2)

is the Wilson line in the fundamental representation at a
transverse position x; and P denotes path ordering in the
light cone variable x™. The —1 in (1) removes the “no
scattering” contribution wherein a quark passes through the
target nucleus without having its color rotated by an Eikonal
phase. As the incoming partons all have transverse momen-
tum of order Agcp, and we are interested in [p| > Agcp, we
will ignore this contribution in what follows.

The transverse spatial distribution of collinear quarks
with transverse momenta k in the projectile is represented
by the Wigner function W,(b.k) [10,11]. The single
inclusive distribution within this model can be expressed as

(o) = [ [ e
x<D(b+g,b—g>>, (3)

where the expectation value denotes an average over fields
A~ in the target, as for instance given by the MV model.
For simplicity, we assume the Wigner function has the
Gaussian form

q(b7k)ei(p—k)-r

1
W, (b k) = — /B, @)

where both the transverse momentum and spatial location
of the quarks is determined by a single nonperturbative
scale B,. Unless otherwise mentioned, we will fix B, =

4 GeV~2 [27], obtained from dipole model fits to HERA
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deep inelastic scattering data. We will discuss later how our
results are affected by variations in the value of B,.
In (6), the function

D(x.y) = 3 TU(UT () 5

c

denotes the dipole operator. This operator encodes all
orders in multiple-gluon exchanges, as we will explicitly
see in the calculations in Sec. III. Performing the integra-
tion over the incoming quark momenta k, Eq. (6) can be
simplified to read

d_N — ;/ dzb / dzre_‘blz/Bpe_‘r‘2/4Bpeip'r
d*p 47[3Bp
r r
DIb+=-,b—=) ). 6
The above framework can be extended to multiparticle

production. For m incoming quarks in the projectile, the
m-particle inclusive spectrum can be expressed as

< "N >:<dN dN> -
dpy..d°pw/  \d’P1 dPm/’

where the expectation value denotes an average over
classical configurations of the target in a single event
and over all events. Since each of the single-particle
distributions inside the average here is a gauge-dependent
functional of the classical field, we caution the reader
that these distributions are qualitatively different from the
gauge invariant single-particle distributions employed in
hydrodynamic computations. No such simple product of
gauge invariant distributions can be written in our case;
indeed, as discussed at length in the Appendix, the
Feynman diagrams corresponding to (7) are quantum
interference diagrams.

On the other hand, the quarks comprising the projectile
are uncorrelated, with the m-quark Wigner function of the
projectile factorizing into a product of single-quark Wigner
functions,

W(by. Ky, ....by

Diagrammatically, this can be represented, as shown in
Fig. 1, as the multiple scattering between different quarks in
the amplitude and complex conjugate amplitude and the
target nucleus. In the strict dilute-dense limit in which we
work, these Wigner functions are gauge invariant distribu-
tions of which the product form is assumed to survive color
averaging. From (7) and (8), we arrive at the following
compact form for the m-particle inclusive spectra:

X1 Xr 3
X; P PRy 3
X g | %o 7
Xy ' Xy
A 9.8 %
FIG. 1. Diagrammatic representation of gluon exchanges be-

tween quarks in the amplitude (left) and complex-conjugate
amplitude (right) and the target nucleus. The light-gray gluons
show possible exchanges between quarks that would break the
factorization used in (8). Correlations such as these might be
generated via quantum evolution of the projectile and are not
included in this work. All allowed gluon exchanges between the
quarks and the target are fully resummed.

dmN 2 2 b; B
<d2p1~--d2pm> 47r3B ’"H/db /dre X

X e_‘ri‘ /4Bpelpi‘ri

x <Jf[11)<bj+%,bj—%)>. 9)

Even though the above expression has a factorized form,
it is highly nontrivial. Multiparticle correlations are gen-
erated via the expectation value over the classical fields of
the target. A primary focus of this work will be computing
the correlation between four particles. In this case, the
expectation value is over a product of four-dipole operators,
each of which, as noted, is a trace of two lightlike Wilson
lines. The resulting expectation value is a function of eight
transverse coordinates: four coordinates in the amplitude
and four in the complex-conjugate amplitude. This expect-
ation value will be evaluated without approximation in the
MV model. We will see that large N, approximations and
perturbative expansions (such as the Glasma graph approxi-
mation) to such correlators are insufficient to capture the
systematics of pA data.

A shortcoming of our model is the oversimplified nature of
the projectile. At high energies, gluon radiation dominates
the small-x component of the proton’s wave function. These
high parton densities become apparent when Q; v/pr 2 1;
saturation model fits to HERA data conservatively suggest
that these effects become non-negligible around x = 0.01
[28]. However, depending on the transverse momentum
range studied, the qualitative features we observe could
persist to smaller values of x. Furthermore, as the rapidity
separation between quarks becomes larger than Ay > 1/ag,
quantum corrections will result in a decorrelation between
partons. A more quantitative discussion of the rapidity
dependence is discussed in Sec. V E.

Quantum evolution will clearly break the factorized form
of the Wigner function used in (8). Furthermore, since
gluons would dominate the scattering process, their inter-
actions with the target would be represented as adjoint
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Wilson lines. Multiparticle production, in this dense-dense
limit, has been addressed in previous work [29-34].
Multiparticle distributions can be obtained by solving
the classical Yang-Mills equations in the presence of
lightlike color sources corresponding to the projectile
and the target. These source densities are each drawn from
functional distributions of color charges, the evolution with
energy of which is described by the JIMWLK equations.
[35,36]. However, due to the numerical complexity of the
simulations, this has been restricted thus far to two-particle
correlations [31,32]. The success of our simple model in
explaining many of the collective signatures seen in light—
heavy-ion collisions should stimulate further development
of classical Yang-Mills simulations.

One may note that (9) has the structure of an expectation
value of a product of functions. If one interpreted these
functions as “single-particle” distributions the form of (9)
would be markedly similar to a hydrodynamic framework
[37]. One may then conjecture that the results we show for
v,{4} are simply a consequence of the functional form of (9).
This turns out not to be the case. In our discussion of coherent
multiple scattering versus Glasma graphs, we will observe
that, while both can be expressed in single-particle product
form, one obtains negative four-particle azimuthal cumulants
in the former case and positive valued cumulants in the latter. !

III. EXPECTATION VALUES OF MULTIDIPOLE
CORRELATORS IN THE MV MODEL

In this section, we will compute the expectation value of
four-dipole operators in the MV model [13,14] of a nucleus
at high energies. Although we will only make use of dipole
operators, the results also generate all allowed expectation
values of eight Wilson lines at no additional computational
cost. The algorithm presented here to compute expectation
values of lightlike Wilson line correlators can in principle
be extended to higher-point functions.

In the MV model, classical gauge fields are described by
solutions of the classical Yang-Mills equations,

Dy ] = 8 p(x.x"). (10)

where p denotes the classical color charge density in the
nucleus. It is determined from the random Gaussian
distribution satisfying

(Pa(X 1. xT)pp(y1.y7))
= 0upd(x" =y (x —y P (xh), (11
where y? is the squared color charge density per unit area.

The above two-point function can also be recast in terms of
the gauge fields A, using

'"We thank Jean-Yves Ollitrault for a useful discussion on this
point.

Az(xL.x) = g / P2,G(x1 — 2, )pa(zL, x%),

. deL eikl.xL
o= [ G 12

where G(x ) is the free gluon propagator in two dimen-
sions [38]. One then obtains

gHAG (XL x )AL (Y1 yT))
= g (x")3(x" = y)6,
X /dQZJ_G(XJ_ -2,)G(yL —z))
=6(xt —y")oL (X, Y1) (13)
The integral over the two-dimensional propagator is for-

mally divergent and must be regulated at the nonperturba-
tive scale Agcp with the result

L(x..y.) = () / P2,G(x, —2.)G(x1 —y.)

(&)

167

2

1
2
X, -y log(—>.
=yl X =¥ |Aqep

(14)

Expectation values of multiple dipoles can be computed
by expanding the path ordered exponential within the
Wilson line to second order in the gauge field. All possible
pairwise contractions of the gauge fields are evaluated
using (13). The result can be reexponentiated, resulting in
an expression valid to all orders in the gauge field [39,40].
There is also a formally equivalent graphical method
[12,41], to which we will refer when helpful.

When expanding out the path ordered exponential in the
Wilson line, each gauge field represents a single-gluon
exchange with the target. Each (AA) contraction is there-
fore equivalent to considering two-gluon exchanges
between two quarks (represented as Wilson lines) and
the target nucleus. Gluon exchanges can occur twice on the
same quark, or on different quarks, and can also act on
antiquarks in the conjugate amplitude.

Following Ref. [12], we will denote as 7 contributions
arising from two-gluon exchanges with the same quark and
N as two-gluon exchange among different quarks. Since
exchanges between the same Wilson line in 7 are color
singlets, these contributions can be considered separately
from the A contributions. The final result for the expect-
ation value of m-dipole operators can be expressed as a
product of the two contributions,

(D..D) = TN (15)
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FIG. 2. FEight fundamental Wilson lines, pairwise connected.
Coordinates denote transverse positions.

A. Tadpole contribution

Gluon exchanges between the same Wilson line com-
prise the tadpole contribution 7. We take as our starting
point eight Wilson lines having transverse positions
X{, X1, ..., X4, Xy, where the x positions refer to quarks
and the X positions refer to antiquarks. These dipoles must
be connected in such a way as to preserve the flow of color.
Namely, quarks can only be connected to antiquarks and
vice versa. Without loss in generality, we connect at x™ =
—oo quarks at x; with antiquarks at X;, as shown in Fig. 2.

This allows us to unambiguously define what we mean
as a four-dipole configuration for the given positions,” as
shown in Fig. 4(a). However, we can consider the x™ =
o0 ends to be initially open ended. To evaluate the tadpole
contribution, we draw a gluon connecting at two arbitrary
xT points on the same Wilson line of Fig. 2. We then invoke
the Fierz identity,

1

1
R T

tal
kl — 2

5 5/{[3 (16)

which is given graphically by Fig. 3.

Performing this Fierzing, we see that the first term gives
us a closed loop, which just is the trace of the identity
matrix. This gives a factor of N, and the dipole again.
The second term is just the original dipole. The result is
then the original dipole multiplied with the Casimir
2Nl

For the rest of the result, we must calculate pairwise
contractions of the gauge field A;. As noted, for the MV
model, these satisfy Eq. (13). Every gluon exchange
between the same (anti)quark (same transverse position

factor Cp =

Wilson line) results in a factor of _%foxi’ where L was
defined in (14), and the 1/2 is on account of the fact that the
two ends of the correlator are ordered in x* because they
belong to the same Wilson line. The negative sign is from
connecting a(n) (anti)quark with a(n) (anti)quark.

“Physically, however, these positions are completely arbitrary.

NN

FIG. 3. The Fierz identity (16).

Summing n such exchanges to the Wilson lines, the
tadpole contribution can be expressed as
L)) (7

4
T —exp( - Tt

where we now denote the transverse position arguments as
subscripts for readability and differentiate between quarks
in the amplitude (x;) and antiquarks in the complex-
conjugate amplitude with an overbar (x;). This tadpole
term is a color singlet and commutes with the terms we will
derive next.

B. Gluon exchange contribution

We shall now consider gluon exchanges between differ-
ent Wilson lines. Our starting point is again the configu-
ration shown in Fig. 2. Closing the ends of the dipoles
while preserving the color flow, we find that there are five
distinct topologies. Using Fierz ordering as we did pre-
viously for the tadpole contribution, a gluon exchange
between different Wilson lines in one topology can trans-
form it into a different topology.

We now show how one obtains the five distinct topol-
ogies shown in Fig. 4. For a concrete example, we start with
the four closed dipoles in Fig. 4(a). Consider a gluon
exchange between X3 and x,. From the two terms that result
from Fierz ordering, as shown in Fig. 3, the first term gives
two dipoles and a quadrupole, as depicted in Fig. 4(b), with
a factor of % A quadrupole, as depicted, is a distinct
topological configuration corresponding to the trace over
the product of Wilson lines at two distinct transverse spatial
positions in the amplitude and at two such positions in the
complex-conjugate amplitude. The second term from
Fierzing just returns the original four-dipole conﬁguration
shown in Fig. 4(a), but now with the Fierz factor 53~ Now,

taking this dipole-dipole-quadrupole conflguratlon, con-
sider further an exchange between x; and x,. This creates a
quadrupole-quadrupole topology from the first term in the
Fierzing, as depicted in Fig. 4(c), and likewise the structure
Fig. 4(b) from the second Fierz term, both terms with the
appropriate Fierz prefactors.

If instead we had started with the dipole-dipole-
quadrupole configuration and considered a gluon exchange
between X, and x3, the first Fierz term would have resulted in
a dipole-sextupole configuration, as depicted in Fig. 4(d).
A sextupole, as depicted in Fig. 4(d), corresponds to a trace
over the product of Wilson lines at three spatial positions in
the amplitude and three in the complex-conjugate amplitude.
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(a) Four dipoles. (b) Two dipoles and a

quadrupole.

(c) Two quadrupoles.

X1

X1

C ), C .

X1 < X1 X1
Xo Xo X2
X9 Xo X2
X3 X3 X3
X3 X3 X3
X4 X4 X4
%4 % %4
(d) One dipole and a (e) An octupole.
sextupole.

FIG. 4. The five different topologies possible for eight Wilson lines. All possible permutations with respect to the given transverse

coordinates are possible.

An exchange between X; and x, in this dipole-sextupole
topology results in an octupole (trace of eight Wilson lines—
four in the amplitude and the other four in the complex-
conjugate amplitude), depicted in Fig. 4(e), for the first
Fierz term. The second term, as for the previous cases, gives
back the original configuration, the dipole-sextupole one,
with the appropriate Fierz prefactor. Thus, we see that
multiple-gluon exchanges continually generate, with each
additional exchange, transitions between five topologically
distinct configurations: (a) four dipole, (b) dipole dipole
quadrupole, (c) quadrupole quadrupole, (d) dipole sextupole,
and (e) octupole.

There is a transverse coordinate permutation degeneracy
to these diagrams as well. The four-dipole topology is the
only topology without this permutation degeneracy. For the
dipole-dipole-quadrupole topology, there are (‘2‘) = 6 pos-
sible permutations to close the x* = +oo side of the eight
pairwise connected Wilson lines we introduced previously.
Similarly, there are %(‘2‘) = 3 quadrupole-quadrupole per-
mutations, 2(‘3‘) = 8 dipole-sextupole permutations, and
3! = 6 octopole permutations. As a sanity check, since
we have considered eight Wilson lines connected pairwise
at one end (x* = —c0), the sum of these permutations
degeneracies agrees with the total 4! = 24 possible differ-
ent contractions of the x* = +oo side, which is dictated
from the fact that quark (antiquark) Wilson lines can only
connect with antiquark (quark) Wilson lines.

It should be clear from our discussion that we have a
closed system of 24 configurations, whereby each of
these is transformed, through gluon exchanges and
Fierzing, into other configurations in this system. We
can express the 24 possible configurations as elements of
a basis characterizing the four-dipole system. Starting
with this initial condition, where all other configurations
are set to zero, one can construct a 24 by 24 trans-
formation matrix M that transforms one set of basis
elements to another with each gluon exchange and
subsequent Fierzing. We can then deduce, either ana-
lytically [39,40,42] or diagramatically [12,41], what
factors (via Fierz) are picked up in going from a basis

element a to basis element f, which then define the
elements M,; of the matrix.

To understand how one fills in the arrays of this matrix,
consider a path ordered exponential for the Wilson line

U(x,) =Pexp <ig/Lf dz*A‘(z*,xQ)
=V(x,)(1 +igAz (& x )" +---), (18)

where we expanded out the last infinitesimal slice in rapidity
and V(x ) is a redefinition of the original Wilson line
excluding this last infinitesimal slice. Substituting this last
expression in the dipole operator, we obtain

(D(x1. %)) = 3 (O(U(x )V (5.)
= (D(x1,X1)y) + (A (x A} (1))

« Ni(tr(V(Xl)t“t”V*(iL))). (19)

C

o

Here, we have made use of the locality in rapidity of
correlators in the MV model.

Using Eq. (13), we can express (D) in the lhs in terms
of (Dy) alone on the rhs. Iterating this expression for each
slice in rapidity, one obtains the exponentiated expression

(D(x,.%)y) = e“EX)(D(x ), %) )y).  (20)

While this is a simple example, an identical procedure can
be followed for multiple dipoles, or any higher order
configuration, resulting from an initial four-dipole con-
figuration. Another example is the well-known two-dipole
result [12,39-41]. In this case, following the procedure
outlined above, it is straightforward to show that

<Dx1)'c1Dx2)'cz>U = axl)'clxz)'cz <Dx1)'chx2)'cz>V
+ﬁxl)_62X2)_Cl<QX1)_62X2)_(1>V’ (21)

where Q = Tr(V(x;)VT(%,)V(x,)VT(x,))/N, is the quad-
rupole configuration. Since the only two configurations for
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two dipoles are the dipole-dipole and quadrupole, we can
then write this as a matrix equation,

(<Dx,x]Dx2x2>> :<ax,5c,x25cz ﬂx])_czxz)_c]) <<Dx,x,Dx2x2>>
<QX1?_52x25€|> U ﬂxl)_ﬁxz)?z Xy %008,/ U <Qx|562x25€|> Vv
(22)
|

<Dx1x] szxsz3x3 Dx4x4>

where a and f are simple functions of L(x,,y,) given
in Ref. [12].

For a further example, if we consider four dipoles,
then it is only possible via one-gluon exchange to
get to the six possible dipole-dipole-quadrupole configu-
rations or stay in the four-dipole configuration. One
obtains

ax1x1x2x2x3ng4x4 <Dx1X1 szicz Dxu’c; Dx4i4 > |4 + ﬂxlbxle <Qx1562x7x1 Dx3x3 Dx4x4>

+ ﬂxlizxle <Qx]i'3x35(] Xp Xy x4x4> + ﬂx|x4x4x1 <Qx1x4x4x| DXZXQDX’;X’§>

D
+ ﬁxz)_%x}?_cz <QX2553X35(2D?C|X|
D

+ ﬁX3)_C4)C4)_C3 <Q.X3)_{4X45C3 XX x2x2>

We can repeat this for all topologies to obtain a similar
matrix as for the two-dipole case.

For a small number of dipoles, this procedure can be
carried out efficiently by hand, and the eigenvalues of the
matrix can be even computed analytically. However, for
larger numbers of dipoles, this becomes cumbersome.
For example, for the four dipoles we have been consider-
ing, we must compute 7!-gluon exchanges for each of
the 24 basis elements, totalling 120960 computations.
Fortunately, since the algorithm suggested by our exercises
is quite straightforward, it is very tractable to determine
the elements of the 24 by 24 matrix and compute their
eigenvalues on a computer. This work made extensive use
of the GNU Scientific Library [43] and the EXPOKIT
software package [44]. The matrix is illustrated schemati-
cally by Fig. 5; as it indicates, the elements of the matrix are
relatively sparse but must nevertheless be diagonalized
numerically. Our algorithm can be generalized to a larger

D
DX4X4> + ﬂx2x4x4x2 <Qx2x4x4)_cz DXM’] Dx1x2>
D

(23)

|

number of dipoles of more complex topologies. It is
therefore potentially useful for computations of many-body
final states in high energy QCD where n-tupoles of lightlike
Wilson lines are ubiquitous.

As a final remark on this matrix computation, we note
that in the large N, limit this problem becomes more
tractable [45,46]. In Ref. [45], it was shown that for large
N only dipoles and quadrupoles contribute to high energy
QCD processes. However the azimuthal cumulants them-
selves vanish at large N, so in order to compute these
quantities a finite N, calculation is necessary.

C. Result for product of four-dipole correlators

Now that we have explained how to calculate the
matrix for one-gluon exchange at a single slice in rapidity,
we can compute how the basis vector space of configura-
tions evolves after an infinite number of gluon exchanges.
More generally, after n-gluon exchanges, we have the vector

1 5 10 15 20 24 _
[ (DwaDas zDyyD. 2] al . ' ' ' ’ [ (DwwDa: #DyyD.z)
<QuwzszzDzy) .. <wazszzDzy>
(QuawwyDyzD:z) ] (QuizyDyz Dz
<Qu.r1D:cQDnyzi> . < yDy Dzi>
(QuwwzDyzD=g) 50 B 5 (QuiwwzDyzD.y)
EgmmD,,gDﬂg u gg 502Dy Dz;;
wiww DyyDzz wiaw DyyDzz
(QuazwQyzzg) .. (Quz 'eryzzz/>
(QueegQyas=) | (QuargQyus=)
(QurgQyzza) 10r u 0 (QuaagQyz=)
(SusezynDzg) . {SuzazynDzg)
(Swa?xinyzu’/> — . <Swir,21/',|7Dzu>
Swyzrwyz D2z Swgzrwyz D2z
i = e
wyzwyzd 2z 15} . 15 wyzwyzll 2z
<Su-gziyquzz> . <Swgziysz2>
(SwyezyzDza) [ | (SwiezyzDza)
nggziyﬂrDzi‘i .. ggw@xfy o Dzi;
wijzzys Dz wiwzys Dz
wyzzyz 2w wyzzyzzw
<szzﬁ,~ya’czgj> 20r . 20 <Ou zrwﬂzy>
(Owzzwyges) l. (Owswaygsz)
2071721‘1‘7/11121/; u Eowémiyngji
Owzezygzn Ouwzozygen
241 24
(Ourpyies) g L
<Ow2mjyi;m> ] U 1 5 10 15 20 24 L <Owizgyizm i \4

FIG. 5.
and octupoles. Coordinates denote transverse positions.

The basis of configurations resulting for eight Wilson lines, pairwise connected, resulting in dipoles, quadrupole, sextupoles,
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N, =a N 1o N 4 x N (29)

where /\7 (@) through /\7 ) refer to individual basis vectors
in the 24-dimensional basis space. This then evolves
according to

-

Ny = MN,. (25)

One can rewrite this expression as the matrix equation

| a4,
b, b,

=M (26)
Xn+1 Xn

The setup of the computation thus far is general. However,
as previously stated, we wish to begin with an initial
condition that is the closed four-dipole configuration. This

is done by setting the initial condition N = N @ (the
four-dipole configuration). Since we know how to compute
additional gluon exchanges from Eq. (26), we need to

multiply our initial condition Ny = N by M n times.

This is, however, just a compact way to write all possible

configurations with appropriate factors after n-gluon

exchanges from the starting point of four closed dipoles.

The result, after all orders in gluon exchanges, is simply
- © 1 - © - -

n=0 """ n=0

Lastly, to compute the expectation value over the product of
four-dipole operators, we need to sum over each of the
elements of the 24-dimensional column vector with the
respective N. weights of each of the n-tupoles. The four-
dipole configuration in this formulation has weight unity.
The dipole-dipole-quadrupole configuration comes with
1/N., both quadrupole-quadrupole and dipole-sextupole
configurations with 1/N2 and octupoles with 1/N>. The
sum over the 24-dimensional basis can then be written as
the scalar product of the corresponding row vector and the

column vector \V:
N = (L1/Np . 1NN,
/N2, 1/N3, ..., 1/N})N. (28)

Here, the - - - denote the different permutations of each of
the five configurations in Fig. 4. With this expression for
|

N, the combined gluon exchange and tadpole contributions
in Eq. (17) can be written as

(DDDD) = TN. (29)

As we noted, analytical expressions for these quantities are
too cumbersome to compute. However, with the procedure
outlined, they can be computed numerically and utilized to
compute the four-particle correlation functions we shall
discuss further in the next section.

D. Abelian limit

We will consider here the computation of the m-dipole
expectation value in an Abelianized version of the MV
model. In the U(1) theory, the Wilson line again represents
the multiple scattering of a charged particle off a classical
field [25]:

U(x,) =Pexp (—ie/dz*A‘(XL,z‘L)). (30)

However, here, the Wilson line is a scalar valued function,
not an SU(N,.) valued matrix as in the non-Abelian case;
this simplifies computations enormously. Expectation val-
ues of multiple Wilson lines can be evaluated analogously
to the non-Abelian case by first expanding each exponential
to second order in the gauge field, followed by replacing all
pairwise contractions of the gauge field with the Gaussian
expectation value, as in (13):

(A (x . P )A(y,.y))
=o' =) [ @2Gx - 2)Gly. ~ 1)
=6(x" —yT)L(x1,yL). (31)
The dipole expectation value is then

(D(x1.%1)) = (U(x U (%)) —explL(x %)), (32)

and the correlator of two dipoles can be expressed as

(D(x,,%x)D(y.1,¥.))
= (U(x )U(x)U(y )U*(¥1))
=exp(Lys+Lyy+Lyz+Lyx—L,,—Lzz). (33)

Similarly, for four dipoles, one obtains

<D(XJ_» )_(J_)D<yJ_» yJ_)D(ZJ_v zL)D(WLv WJ.)) = exp(Lx.)'c + Ly,y + LZ,Z + Lw,v‘v + Lx,y‘* + Lx,Z + Lx,v‘v + Ly.)'c + Ly,Z + Ly,v‘v
+ Lz,)‘c + Lz,y" + Lz,v‘v + Lw,)'c + Lw,y + LW,Z - Lx,y - Lx,z - Lx.w

- Ly.z - Ly.w

- Lz.w - L)‘c.y - Lx z = Lx,rv - Ly.z - Ly.rv - Lz,v‘v)- (34)

2
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Higher-point correlators can be found similarly by sum-
ming over all combinations of two-point functions; a
negative sign is introduced for combinations of two quarks
or two antiquarks.

IV. RESULTS

We will now discuss the calculation of m-particle produc-
tion using the expression in (9). The inputs into this
expression include the parameter B, representing the trans-
verse area of the projectile and the function L(x,y, ) that
represents the correlation of gauge field configurations arising
from a Gaussian distribution of color sources. In the MV
model, the quantity L(x,y ) is related to the expectation
value of the dipole operator through the expression

(D(x1.yy)) = eCriixys), (35)
In this work, we will use the functional form
(g°w)? 2 1
L = - — 1 _ .
(Xl’yl) 167 |Xl yl‘ 0og |XL _YL|A+6

(36)

For the infrared cutoff in the model, we will use the value
A = 0.241 GeV. This value is obtained from parametriza-
tions of the dipole amplitude used in dipole model compu-
tations of structure functions that are fit to the HERA deep
inelastic scattering e p data [47,48]. We have checked that the
results are qualitatively unchanged within a physically
reasonable range of values of A.

Following Ref. [48], a model independent saturation
scale is defined through the relation

(D(Ix -y P =2/07) = e (37)
For the remainder of this work, we will specify values of Q2
rather than (g?u)?. We should point out that the mapping
between (¢?u)? and Q? contains an explicit dependence on
Cr, as is transparent from (35). When we compare results at
various N, this scaling with C is taken into account. The
exception is the U(1) case, where we take Cr = 4/3 when
relating Q? to (g?u)>.

We stress that the saturation scale Q here is that of the
target nucleus. There is no analogous saturation scale of the
projectile in the model we are considering. This is a
consequence of the simplicity of our treatment of the
projectile’s constituents, which are comprised of nearly
collinear uncorrelated quarks alone. The corresponding
average multiplicity per interaction is unity. This can be seen
by explicit integration of (9) and can be contrasted with the
expression for the multiplicity found in k | -factorization [49]

2
N ~ Q%,pSL 10g< ;'T)» (38)

s,p

where Q , and Q  are the saturation scales of the projectile
and target respectively. The transverse overlap area S| can

be identified with the projectile area B, in our model.
The absence of a projectile saturation momentum is the
biggest shortcoming of the above framework. The equivalent
scale controlling the momenta of the incoming quarks is
1/B,, which is held fixed. While the fact that our model
and the experimental data seem to both be independent of
the multiplicity (at least qualitatively) may be suggestive of
a common physical origin, it is far from clear that this will
hold for a more realistic model of the projectile.

In what follows, we will primarily plot quantities as a
function of the target saturation scale Q,. The target
saturation scale is a function of both Bjorken x and the
impact parameter. As discussed above, the multiplicity is a
logarithmic function of Q,. Instead, Q; is better thought of
as a proxy for the energy of the collision. In the CGC
picture of high energy QCD, Q, grows with the center-of-
mass energy.

As a final remark, we stress that we only expect to make
a qualitative comparison with data. In addition to the
shortcomings of the model addressed above, our final-state
distributions are for quarks and not for hadrons. Any
correlations computed in this model will be reduced
through a variety of effects, such as fragmentation, and
quantum evolution of parton distributions. They therefore
provide an upper limit for azimuthal correlations in initial-
state frameworks.

A. Multiparticle azimuthal cumulants and harmonics

Multiparticle correlations carry a wealth of information
on the dynamics of the colliding system. For reviews, see
for instance, Refs. [50,51]. Azimuthal correlations, in
particular, are sensitive measures of collective dynamics
in heavy-ion collisions. For systems undergoing collective
flow, one can define the nth-Fourier harmonic coefficients

by = (e, (39)

where ¢ is the azimuthal angle of a produced particle and
Wy is the angle of a reaction plane determined by the
collective geometry of particles produced in the collision.
The determination of a suitable reaction plane may be
sensitive to a variety of so-called nonflow contributions
such as resonance decays, to give one example. The effect
of these nonflow correlations can be minimized using the
cumulant method [52], which is now widely used in
experimental studies of multiparticle correlations. Two-
and four-particle cumulants are defined as

{2} = <ein(¢1—¢z)> (40)
c, {4} = <ei’1(¢1+(/72—¢3—¢4)> - 2<ei”(¢1—¢2)>2, (41)

where the average (---) in ¢,{m} is the average of all
possible combinations of m particles in an event, followed
by an averaging over all events [52-54].
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The cumulants above can be expressed in terms of the
m-particle inclusive distribution by first defining a quantity
k,{m} as

5 : d"N
Kn{m}E/Hdzpiem(¢1+'“+¢m/2—1—¢m/z—'“—¢m)<m—dz>’
i=1 i=14"Pi
(42)

corresponding to the nth harmonic of the m-particle
distribution. The averages can be written as a ratio
of the nth azimuthal angle moment of the m-particle
inclusive distribution normalized by the zeroth moment
(the m-particle inclusive multiplicity):

_kam}
Ko{m}

Fourier coefficients are then defined from the above
cumulants as

<ein(¢l+'"+(/)m/2—]_{/71)1/2_"'¢m) (43)

va{2} = (e, {212, (44)

vu{d} = —c, {4h)"*. (45)

The motivation for the above definitions becomes trans-
parent under the assumption that the m-particle distribution
factorizes into a product of single-inclusive distributions
correlated with each other only through the event plane
angle. This is indeed what one would expect if the system
undergoes hydrodynamic flow. In such a framework, the
two-particle Fourier harmonic »,{2} would, as above, be
the square root of the corresponding two-particle azimuthal
angle cumulant, the four-particle Fourier harmonic v,{4},
the fourth root of the four-particle azimuthal angle cumu-
lant, and so on. The negative sign in the latter case is
appropriate because one anticipates intrinsic four-particle
angular correlations to be subdominant relative to the
square of the two-particle cumulant in (41). While the
observation of m-particle Fourier harmonics is suggestive
of some form of collective behavior, we will argue instead
that it can result from any physical mechanism where
higher cumulants are suppressed relative to the mean and
variance of the distribution.

In Fig. 6, we show v,{2} as a function of Q? for Fourier
harmonics n = 2, 3, 4, 5. For each harmonic, we studied
the sensitivity of the result for multiple values of the
maximum integrated transverse momentum (pT*). We
observe that, even for p7* = 2 GeV, the result is insensi-
tive to the high momentum cutoff. Due to the small x
evolution of partons in the target, its saturation momentum
Q, will increase with the increasing center-of-mass energy
of the collision. Since this is the only energy dependent
variable in our framework, our result indicates that the
v,{2} are only weakly dependent on the energy. We also

0.14
0.12
0.10

% 0.081

5
0.06
0.04
0.021 e e 2CGeV 4 5GeV
0.00. PI7 4 3GeV  —4— 10GeV

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
Q2 [GeV?]
FIG. 6. Integrated v,{2} as a function of the maximum

integrated momenta, pT®, for various Fourier harmonic n, as
a function of Q2.

observe that the v,{2} have a clear hierarchy with n,
similar to what is seen in experiment [55].

The four-particle cumulant ¢,{4} is shown as a function
of Q2 in Fig. 7. We clearly see by Q? = 0.3 GeV? that there
is a change in the sign of the signal, from positive to
negative values, resulting in a real v,{4} = (—c,{4})"/*.
The magnitude of the signal only weakly depends on the
maximum integrated momentum p'7**. The relatively weak
variation in the signal above Q2 ~ 1 GeV? is in qualitative
agreement with the experimental findings on the center-
of-mass energy dependence of the four-particle cumulant
[54,56-59].

As we noted previously, a positive definite value for
v,{4} is natural in hydrodynamic models. However, we
know of only two 3 + 1-dimensional numerical hydro-
dynamic computations of v,{4} in pA collisions [60,61].
In the case of Ref. [61], while some of the systematics of
pA collisions is reproduced, the model is unable to
reproduce similar event-by-event systematics of flow in
AA collisions.

1><107"
X
0 +---- N GGG E LR P EEEEEEPEEEREEEREEER PR
\%
-1 N
1 N
-2 \\\~
~~ N,
= -3 N \.\
S \\\ .\¢
-4 \ *.\\ _ +_ ,.,;‘j
_5 \\\\ +— ”,/’
~4- prw=2GeV e .~
=61 —f- py=3GeV e
0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0
Q2 [GeV?]
FIG. 7.  c¢,{4} integrated to pT™ =2, 3 GeV as a function
of Q2.
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FIG. 8. The ratio of v,{4}/v,{2} as a function of Q2, for two
values for p .

There also exist qualitative arguments for positive
definite v,{4} [53] in an initial-state “color domain” model
[62-66]. Though this model provides an intuitive picture
of how multiparticle azimuthal cumulants may be gener-
ated in an initial-state framework, it is unclear how the
oriented background color-electric fields are created from
first principles [11].

In Fig. 8, we plot the ratio of the four to two-particle
integrated v,{m}. For both values of pT®, this ratio rises
with Q2 and saturates above Q2 ~1 GeV?. The values
obtained v,{4}/v,{2} ~0.5-0.6 are remarkably close to
those measured by the CMS Collaboration that shows this
quantity increasing with centrality from ~0.675 to 0.775
[56,67]. A detailed study of this ratio, and other such ratios,
and their centrality dependence, in various models of initial-
state spatial eccentricities, can be found in Ref. [67].

We now study the multiparticle cumulants differentially
in transverse momentum. If we keep the transverse
momentum of one particle in Eq. (42) fixed and integrate
over the momenta of the remaining m — 1 particles, the
two- and four-particle differential Fourier harmonics are
defined as [56]

0.05

0.00 T T - -
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

p1 [GeV]

4L 2)(p)
v2{2}(pL) = W
0y{4)(p) = 2PL) (46)

(—ex{dh)¥*”

where d,,{m} are the differential analogs of ¢, {m}. Figure 9
shows v,{2} (left) and v,{4} (right) as a function of p | for
two representative values of the saturation scale Q2 = 1 and
2 GeV?. Note that, while the results are differential in p | for
one of the particles, the remaining particles are integrated up
to a pT™ =3 GeV. We note that for Q2 =2 GeV? our
results exhibit behavior similar to that seen in the exper-
imental p-Pb data [56,68]. We know of one other theory
computation of v,{4}(p,) in small systems [69].

Event-by-event fluctuations of v, with v,/ for n # n’ can
be captured by symmetric cumulants [70] defined as

SC(l’l,l’l/) = <ei("¢1+’1/¢2—"¢3—"'¢4)> — <ei"(¢1—¢3)><ei"/(¢z—¢4)>‘
(47)

These mixed harmonic angular expectation values are
defined analogously to those in (42) and (43). They were
originally introduced in hydrodynamic frameworks as a
measure of the nonlinear response of the initial geometry of
the system [70]. These have been studied mainly in the
context of heavy-ion collisions [71]. In these heavy-ion
systems, the symmetric cumulants describe how correla-
tions between the initial moments of the eccentricities,
which are driven by the overlap geometry and thus the
centrality of the collision, are carried to the final state. An
example of symmetric cumulants are the correlations
between the v, and v; azimuthal harmonics, denoted by
SC(2,3). From geometrical considerations, there should be
an anticorrelation between the initial ellipticity and the
triangularity. When converted to correlations of final-state
momentum anisotropies, this results in a negative SC(2,3).
Studies of the symmetric cuamulants SC(2,3) and SC(2,4) for
heavy-ion collisions have been carried out in hydrodynamic
simulations [72,73] and in a hadronic transport model [74].

0.251 —4— Q2=1GeV?
4 Q?=2GeV?

0.20

o

-

[¢;]
L

v{4}(p1)

0.10+

0.05

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
p1 [GeV]

FIG. 9. The Fourier harmonics »,{2} and v,{4} as a function of p, for two values of Q2.
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FIG. 10. Four-particle symmetric cumulants defined in (47) as a
function of Q2.

However, in small systems, this picture should not hold.
The initial eccentricities are not believed to be strongly
centrality driven but instead are most likely in response to
subnucleonic fluctuations [75]. We will touch on the topic
of subnucleon fluctuations in the next section. In our
model, we include subnucleon scale fluctuations in sam-
pling the positions of the quarks in the projectile given
through our Gaussian Wigner function, (4). We reported
in Ref. [1] that our model produces the correct sign for
SC(2,3) and SC(2,4) and is in qualitative agreement with
the data [76]. In Fig. 10, we show predictions for the
behavior of SC(2,5), SC(3,4), and SC(3,5). Results for
these symmetric cumulants, for heavy-ion collisions alone,
were shown at the Quark Matter 2017 conference [77]. Our
results for these cumulants agree qualitatively with the
results presented. We are unaware of any other theory
predictions for these cumulants in light-heavy ion colli-
sions. While not their designated purpose, symmetric
cumulants in small systems may be an effective way to
access information on initial-state subnucleon fluctuations.

V. DETAILED SYSTEMATICS OF THE RESULTS
A. Role of the projectile

It is expected that subnucleon scale fluctuations play an
important role in small systems; hydrodynamic computa-
tions including such fluctuations have been performed for
pA collisions [78]. Thus, it is also interesting to ask what
similarities our model bears to a constituent quark model
based picture. To mock up this effect, we introduce a hard
distance cutoff (either minimum or maximum) between all
quarks in the amplitude and similarly between all anti-
quarks in the complex-conjugate amplitude. This is in
addition to the Gaussian sampling of the quark positions
from the Wigner function introduced in (4).

The effect of such a cutoff on v,{2} is shown in Fig. 11.
Starting with the standard Wigner function in (4) as a
reference, we see that by introducing a minimum distance

0.35
—4— Standard Wigner  —4— d0 = B,/2
0.301 —+ dmin:Bp/s —¥— dpnar = P/4
0.25 + inin = IJ/4
~ 0.20
2
<0.15
0.101
0.051
0.00~ T T T ; - 2
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Q2 [GeV?]
FIG. I1. v,{2} with minimal and maximal separations between

quarks from the projectile. The “standard Wigner” curve imposes
no such constraint. The orange and green curves show what
happens when the quarks in the projectile are required to be
separated by at least d,,;,. The red and purple curves show the
result when the quarks are required to be confined to a distance of
d.x from each other.

criteria (separating the quarks by at least a distance of
dmin = B, /8 or B,,/4) the correlations decrease. This is to
be expected because forcing the transverse positions of the
quarks to be farther away from each other ensures that they
are less likely to interact with the same color domain in the
target. We would then expect, on the same grounds, that if
we confined the quarks to be at most a distance d,,,x =
B,/4 or B,/2 apart, we would see an increase in the
strength of the correlation. This expectation is confirmed by
the results shown in Fig. 11.

B. Q!B, dependence

In our model, the parameter B, controls the mean
transverse area of the projectile, and therefore the trans-
verse overlap area of the scattering off the target. The scale
1/Q? sets the scale for the size of color domains in the
target. Therefore, the dimensionless product Q2B » can be
interpreted as the number of domains in the target that
overlap the projectile. In fact, this dimensionless parameter
controls the strength of all correlations. Fig. 12 shows
c,{2} for three values of B, for pT** =3 GeV; note that
B, =4 GeV~2 is used elsewhere in this work. The inset in
Fig. 12 shows the same quantity plotted as a function of the
dimensionless scale Q2B » demonstrating that all results fall
onto a universal curve, as they must.

One might expect that the strength of the correlation
should fall with the number of domains 1/(Q?B,,), which is
a feature of independent cluster models. However, a falloff
that goes like 1/(Q?B ») is not seen in the results presented
above. The reason is that another scale p7* controls
the maximal momentum kick from the target to the probe.
The inverse of p'T** is therefore the smallest distance in the
target resolved by the probe. One can therefore construct
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FIG. 12. The two-particle cumulant ¢,{2} plotted as a function
of Qf, for different values of B, the mean transverse area of the
projectile. Inset: Same data plotted as a function of the dimen-
sionless ratio Q?B,,, showing the independence of Q?B,,.

two dimensionless combinations Q?B, and Q%/(pT™)%;
the dependence of our results on the number of color
domains also depends on what Q2/(pT®)? is.

For (pT#)? > (2, the probe resolves a transverse area in
the target that is on the order or smaller than the size of a
color domain. Because the probe can resolve the structure
within individual domains, we expect to see a falloff in
correlations to go approximately as 1/(Q?B,). Fig. 13
shows ¢,{2} for p7* =10, 20, 40 GeV, all of which
satisfy the scaling form (Q3B,)™"% at large Q3. On the
other hand, for (pT®)? < Q2, the probe only resolves
transverse sizes larger than the typical domain size. For
these smaller values of pT®*, increasing Q%B,,, and there-
fore the number of color domains, does not change the
signal since the probe cannot resolve the change in the
number of color domains. Fig. 13 shows that for pT** = 3,

1072 >~

| S
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WN:*:MW %
Q#“'\“"’hr. 7l
——— N(QZ)—U.ls N,
— ; T
Q| ~@ o
107 o prer =3 GeV
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-4~ pper =20 GeV
e pTOT =40 GeV

10! 102
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FIG. 13. Two-particle cumulant ¢,{2} for various p7** for
large values of Q2 for fixed B, = 4 GeV~2. For p7** < Q,, only
a weak dependence on Q2B » 1s seen. For larger p™, we can see
a falloff in the value of the cumulant that scales approximately
with the number of color domains, as ~1/Q2B e

5 GeV we see a rather modest falloff with the number of
domains (Q?B,)"18.

Our results in Fig. 13 suggest more generally that for small
values of pT* relative to the saturation scale Q; azimuthal
cumulants in initial-state models are weakly dependent on
the number of clusters. This independence of Fourier
harmonics on the number of clusters has been interpreted
previously as occurring due to the collective response of the
system [79]. While coherent multiple scattering may be
collective, it is not a final-state effect in pA collisions; the
interaction with the target is instantaneous, and the scattered
quarks do not subsequently rescatter.

C. N, dependence

In Ref. [1], we showed that an Abelianized version of our
model demonstrates the systematics often attributed to
collective behavior, v,{4} ~ v,{6} ~ v,{8}. Given this
finding, it is natural (and of intrinsic interest) to determine
the N, dependence of the two- and four-particle azimuthal
correlations. The dependence of v,{2}(p,) for N. =2, 3
was discussed previously in Ref. [11]. In the left panel of
Fig. 14, we plot the dependence of integrated v,{2} (up to a
px =2 GeV) as a function of Q2 for the Abelian
(N, = 1) case and for N, = 2-5. For large Q2, we observe
a convergence of the results for N, > 3. In the right panel of
Fig. 14, we plot the N, dependence of v,{4} as a function
of Q2. When v,{4} is real and large, we expect the second
term in (41) for the four-particle cumulant to dominate.
This should then give v,{4} ~ 1/N.. We see from Fig. 14
that N.v,{4} begins to converge for N. > 3; however, due
to limited statistics, the error bars are large.

We previously reported in Ref. [1] on results for the
symmetric cumulants for SC(2,3) and SC(2,4) which
were in qualitative agreement with experimental results
[76]. In Fig. 15, we show the N, dependence of the
symmetric cumulants. We find that these symmetric cumu-
lants are extremely sensitive to N.. (We have chosen here
pT™ =2 GeV.) For the Abelian case, the result is an order
of magnitude larger than the finite N, results. Further,
SC(2,3) is positive in the Abelian case, which is not
observed in any experimental observations. Interestingly,
within the limited number of observables that we have
studied, this appears to be the only place where the Abelian
version of our model qualitatively differs from the non-
Abelian results.

One may infer that there is something specific to the non-
Abelian nature of coherent scattering that drives SC(2,3) to
become negative. Going to N. = 2, we find that SC(2,3) is
identically zero. This is not surprising, as for N. = 2 all
odd harmonics are identically zero. This is analogous to the
absence of odd harmonics for gluons scattering off a target
[32]. The underlying reason is that SU(2) representations
are real, regardless of whether they are in the fundamental
or the in adjoint. For SU(3), only the adjoint representation
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FIG. 14. The N, dependence of v,{2} (left panel) and v,{4} (right panel).

is real. Thus, one expects qualitatively different results
for even-odd cumulants for N, > 3 relative to the Abelian
model and for N, = 2.

D. Comparison to Glasma graphs

To elucidate the mechanism responsible for the observed
negativity of ¢, {4} for our model, we compare this result to
that from the Glasma graph approximation. In this Glasma
graph approximation, which is applicable for p| > Q,, the
Wilson lines are expanded out to lowest nontrivial order
in the gauge fields. The Glasma graph approximation is
reviewed in the Appendix, where we also compute the
four-dipole correlation function in this approximation.
This approximation was used previously to successfully
describe two-particle correlations [17-23], especially near
side “ridge” correlations.

Fig. 16 shows a comparison of ¢,{4} in the Glasma
graph approximation to our result, which includes all order
contributions from the Wilson lines. It is clear that coherent
multiple scattering in the MV model computation for c,{4}
drives it to become negative. In contrast, the Glasma graph
approximation to this full result is always positive.

‘\\ -4- U(1): 1071-SC(2,3)
0.0041 N —4- U1):1071-SC(2,4)
Y -4- N SC(2,3)
0.003 1 + N SC2,4)
0.002 1 .
\v\\
0.001 1 B '
it /
0.000 +===========-- e it
S T
—0.001 1 N
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
N,

FIG. 15. N, dependence of the symmetric cumulants SC(2,3)
and SC(2,4) for Q2 =1 GeV?>.

It is interesting to explore further the physics underlying
this striking result. Intrinsic n-particle correlations in the
Glasma graph approximation are large. Indeed, the strength
of the correlated piece in this distribution relative to the
disconnected product of n single-particle distributions is
the same for all #n; this is close to that of an n-particle Bose
distribution [80]. Our results suggest that coherent multiple
scattering depletes these higher-point intrinsic correlations.
In (41) for instance, this would lead the second term (the
square of ¢,{2}) to dominate over the first term, which
comes from intrinsic four-particle correlations.

E. Rapidity dependence

Before we conclude our discussion of features of the
model, it is appropriate to discuss how rapidity correla-
tions manifest themselves in this framework. Since long
range rapidity correlations are an essential feature of the
experimentally observed ridgelike correlations, it is impor-
tant to determine whether such correlations are present
in this framework. This is particularly so since the hybrid

x107°
b il oherent multiple scattering
) —t Coherent multiple scatteri
-4- Glasma graph
___.___.___.—-—O—-—O--—'.
4 A /.__—o
/"
2 ,,c’
= <
5 0pm--- "v:' """""""""""""""""""""""
\.
—24 .
\N
N\
—4 . -
\\v— /_/*'/
B —
0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0
Q2 [GeV?]

FIG. 16. Comparison of ¢,{4} in the model introduced in
Sec. III, for coherent multiple scattering compared to the result,
given in (A10) from the Glasma graph approximation.
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formalism employed in analytical studies of such multi-
particle correlations [26,81,82] is valid in the forward
rapidity region. More precisely, x in the projectile should
be relatively large, with typical values for large x taken to
be x > 0.01. However, this does not imply that the resulting
correlations are short range in rapidity. We will show this
explicitly by reintroducing rapidity dependence into the
single-particle and multiparticle distributions.

We consider an eikonal quark in the projectile traveling
in the z* direction with initial momentum k* = (k*,0,
k, =0) and final momentum p* = (p*,0,p, ) after its
scattering off the target. In the hybrid framework, the
differential multiplicity of the scattered quark with the
final state of momentum p = (p™,p,) is given as

quA—>q+X quA—>q+X
&p  dptdp,y

quA—>q+X

dsz_

=é8(p" — k") (48)

The above result can be worked out following the formal-
ism of Ref. [26]. (Note though that in Ref. [26] the quark is
traveling in the z~ direction.) The expression for dN/d*p |
is given by (6) where averaging over the target we
previously defined is implicitly assumed. Therefore, for
single-quark scattering, the distribution is a delta function
in 8(p™ — k"), which is simply a consequence of the
eikonal approximation.

The single inclusive distribution of quarks produced in
pA collisions is obtained by convoluting the above expres-
sion with the quark parton distribution, which represents
the probability of finding a quark in the proton wave
function:

ANPA=a+X dNdA=a+X

B E e

To obtain the single inclusive distribution of hadrons, this
expression has to further convoluted with a fragmentation

(49)

— T T T
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10}
0.8F
0.6
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FIG. 17.

function. This will quantitatively modify the rapidity
dependence but will not modify it qualitatively. We will
therefore not further consider this point.

The longitudinal momentum carried by the initial quark

iskt = \/i%xq, where x,, is the quark’s momentum fraction.

Likewise, the longitudinal momentum of the final-state
quark can be written in terms of its rapidity as p* = % ev.

Substituting (48) into (49), we then obtain

deA—>q+X quA—>q+X
e T Y
where x;, has been set by the -function to be
P,
Xy = xe«‘. (51)

In Fig. 17(a), we show the single-particle inclusive quark
distribution using the NNPDF NLO singlet parton distri-
bution function at Q> =9 GeV? [83]. For p, =3 GeV
and /s = 5.02 TeV, a value of x, = 0.01 corresponds to a
rapidity of y ==2.8. Thus, while, strictly speaking, our
approach is valid for y > 2.8, we can see that the particle
production does extend over a wide range in rapidity and is
not peaked in the forward direction.

This can be extended to multiparticle production in the
same fashion. For instance, for two particles, we would
obtain

afZNpA—>q+X leqA—>q+X
5 5 =, (%)X f (X)) h -
dy,d°p; 1 dy,d°p, | 1 7 = d Pi1dP21
(52)

This two-particle distribution is shown in Fig. 17(b).
The rapidity of the first quark is fixed at the edge of where

10¢

[arb. units]

dy, dy,

00 . . . .
0

[y1=y2l
(b)

(a) Single particle distribution dN/dy in arbitrary units as a function of rapidity for p, =3 GeV and /s = 5.02 TeV.

(b) Two-particle distribution @>N/dy, dy, in arbitrary units as a function of Ay = |y,—y,| for y; = 2.8, which corresponds to x; , = 0.01

in the projectile.
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the hybrid approach works. We see that the correlation
persists out to a Ay of 3 to 4 units as the rapidity of the
second quark is varied.

We conclude by pointing out that when computing
v,{m} we are taking ratios of the momentum integrated
m-particle distributions, where the numerator is also con-
voluted with a cosine function. The factorized form of the
rapidity dependence in Eq. (52) is then suggestive that the
resulting v, {m} will be weakly dependent, or perhaps even
constant, as a function of rapidity.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we elaborated significantly on a parton
model framework for multiparticle correlations that was
first presented in Ref. [1]. In this model, collinear partons
that are localized in a transverse area B, in the projectile
scatter off color domains of size 1/Q? in the target. The
building blocks in this framework are dipole correlators.
For a quark projectile, these correspond to a color trace over
a path ordered lightlike Wilson line of target fields at a
given transverse spatial position in the amplitude multiplied
by its adjoint in the complex-conjugate amplitude, nor-
malized by the number of colors, N,.. The azimuthal
cumulants of n-particles are proportional to the expectation
value over the product of n-dipole correlators. We dis-
cussed at length the procedure to compute the expectation
value of four-dipole correlators. Gluon exchanges among
the dipoles generate distinct quadrupole, sextupole, and
octupole topologies and the permutations of their spatial
positions, generating a 24 by 24 matrix, that can be
exponentiated to determine the expectation value of four-
dipole correlators. Our procedure can be extended straight-
forwardly to compute expectation values of products of an
arbitrary number of dipole operators.

We presented results for v,{2} as a function of Q2,
demonstrating a clear hierarchy in the n =2, 3, 4, 5
harmonics. These results are only weakly dependent on
p'T™ upper limit in the integrals. All the harmonics show
only a weak dependence on Q2. Since Q? in the CGC
framework increases with increasing energy, and centrality,
our results are only weakly dependent on these. Note
further that our results, by construction, are independent of
the multiplicity. These results for v»,{2} exhibit the
qualitative features of the data seen in light-heavy ion
collisions at RHIC and the LHC.

We next presented results for ¢,{4} as a function of Q?
for two different values of p'**. For both these values,
c,{4} changes sign around Q? = 0.3 GeV? and becomes
increasingly negative before appearing to saturate. For large

2, the results are sensitive to pT>*. The negative value of
c,{4} corresponds to a real v,{4}. We computed the ratio
of v,{4}/v,{2}. In hydrodynamic models, such ratios are
sensitive to the initial geometry in the system, motivating
experimental extractions of the same. The values we

obtained are about 10% lower than the data, which at
present have significant error bars.

The dependence of v,{2} and v,{4} as a function of p
increases with p | before saturating and turning over. For
both quantities, this saturation occurs later with increasing
Q2. In particular, for v,{4}, we observed for 0? = 2 GeV?
that it is quite flat for the p, range between 1 and 2 GeV.
These features of our results are also qualitatively similar to
data on small-particle systems. To the best of our knowl-
edge, no computations exist in other models for v,{4}(p ).

Symmetric cumulants SC(n,n’), which measure the
correlation of nth Fourier harmonics with n’ Fourier
harmonics, were constructed to understand the nonlinear
hydrodynamic response of the system to correlations in the
initial spatial geometry. We studied these in our initial-state
framework as a function of Q2. We showed in Ref. [1] that
SC(2,3) and SC(2,4) computed are in qualitative agreement
with the data presented for heavy-ion collisions and in
light-heavy ion collisions. Here, we make predictions for
the SC(3.,4), SC(2,5), and SC(3,5) cumulants.

We examined closely the dependence of our results on
Q?B, and Q2/(pT™)?, the two dimensionless parameters
in our model. The former corresponds to the number of
color domains in the target that are encountered by the
projectile. The latter corresponds to the resolution of the
partons in the projectile to the structure of the color
domains. Interestingly, we find that for larger values of
03/(pT™)? the two-particle cumulants are only weakly
dependent on the number of color domains. In contrast, for
smaller values of Q2/(pT™)2, we find that the cumulant
behaves approximately as 1/(Q?B,), as would be antici-
pated in an independent cluster model. Our results suggest
therefore that the p7* considered is important in any
interpretation of the data that may be construed as satisfy-
ing or violating an independent cluster model.

We studied next the dependence of our results on N..
In Ref. [1], we showed that the Abelianized treatment of
our model reproduced the pattern of v,{2} > v,{4} ~
v,{6} ~ v,{8} seen in the data on pA collisions at the
LHC. We studied further the N, dependence of v,{2} and
v,{4} and demonstrated that both behave as 1/N, for
N, > 3. There is therefore no ordering in N, among
m-particle cumulants. Practically, it means that N_. sup-
pressed topologies in products of lightlike Wilson lines
must be included in such computations.

Unlike the azimuthal cumulants ¢,{4}, the symmetric
cumulants SC(n, n’) (where n and n’ denote distinct Fourier
harmonics) have a qualitatively different behavior in the
Abelian formulation of the model relative to those for the
N, =3 case we studied previously in Ref. [1]. This
qualitative difference is not unique to N. = 1. It is also
seen for N, = 2. In this latter case, the odd harmonics
are strictly zero; hence, the corresponding symmetric
cumulants are also zero. As we discussed, the underlying
reason is that for SU(2) both fundamental and adjoint
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representations are real. This is responsible for two-particle
correlations being symmetric about relative azimuthal
angles of zero and z.

To obtain deeper insight into our results, we examined
our results within the Glasma graph approximation to our
framework. This approximation corresponds to expanding
out the Wilson lines in the dipole correlators to lowest
nontrivial order. Physically, it corresponds to each quark
line interacting at most with two gluons, either in the
amplitude or the complex-conjugate amplitude or across
the cut separating the two. It is justified when Q? < p?.
Remarkably, we find that our results for c,{4} are
qualitatively different when we include coherent multiple
scattering (Q?/p? to all orders) as opposed to the Glasma
graph approximation. In the former case, one obtains a real
and positive v,{4}; in the latter case, one does not.
Therefore, the absence of v,{m} multiparticle correlations
in previous Glasma graph treatments is an artifact of the
approximation and not a genuine feature of initial-state
frameworks.

We noted that multiparticle correlations are quite strong
in the Glasma graph approximation and are close to those
of an m-particle Bose distribution. Indeed, this may be the
reason why one does not see signatures of “collectivity,” as
defined by the v,{m} Fourier harmonics. These assume
that the mean and variance dominate the cumulant dis-
tribution. Our results suggest that coherent multiple scat-
tering dilutes the contributions from the higher cumulants
relative to the mean and the variance, thereby generating
the aforementioned signatures of collectivity. In our model,
however, the coherent scattering is virtually instantaneous.
It takes place on a time scale corresponding to the time it
takes partons to cross a Lorentz contracted nucleus.
Further, the partons that scatter off the common color field
do not rescatter.

The origin of this putative signature of collectivity
therefore has little to do with hydrodynamics per se.
However, our results do not exclude the possible presence
of final-state interactions, or even hydrodynamics, in the
data on light-heavy ion systems. They do provide a clear
and simple counterexample to interpretations of these
signatures as being of unique origin. Such signatures of
collectivity must also be consistent with other signatures of
collectivity. In the larger heavy-ion collision systems, jet
quenching is seen very clearly and is an independently
robust measure of final-state interactions.

It is interesting to consider how this model can be
developed further. Gluon degrees of freedom, which are not
apparent at lower energies, become important when
hadrons are boosted to higher energies. As is well known,
a bremsstrahlung cascade develops, which then has a shock
wave interaction with the nucleus. The partons in the
cascade subsequently fragment to hadrons. This picture
is implicit in the CGC+PYTHIA model of so-called
dense-dense collisions of small systems [84] that combines

Yang-Mills dynamics of gluons [32] with Lund fragmen-
tation [85]. Because event-by-event simulations are essen-
tial to compute multiparticle cumulants, such computations
are computationally intensive. Our work suggests the need
for further developments in this direction.
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APPENDIX: GLASMA GRAPH APPROXIMATION

In this section, we show how our present calculation
fundamentally differs from the so-called Glasma graph
result [17-23,86,87]. The Glasma graph approximation
is constructed by considering all possible two-gluon
exchanges between quarks comprising the projectile and
the target nucleus under the assumption of Gaussian
statistics. The expectation value of n-Wilson lines in the
Glasma graph approximation can be evaluated by expand-
ing the path ordered exponential of the Wilson line to
order 7 in the coupling constant. The resulting expectation
values of gauge fields are then evaluated by reexpressing
higher order expectation values as a product of two-point
functions. This procedure was followed in Ref. [11] in
order to evaluate the dipole-dipole correlator in the Glasma
graph approximation. Here, we extend the derivation and
results of Ref. [11] to higher order correlators but take a
more diagrammatic approach.

Diagrammatically, the Glasma graph approximation
amounts to replacing each two-gluon exchange with the
expectation value of a single dipole operator. For example,
for single-quark scattering, we find the relation of Fig. 18.
While the tadpole terms are explicitly shown in the single
scattering case in Fig. 18, for higher-point functions,
diagrams containing two gluons on the same quark are
power suppressed by either k, /Q; < 1 or 1/(BQ?) < 1.
(A line containing two quarks on opposite sides of the
cut—corresponding to a gluon connecting a quark with
its conjugate amplitude at a different coordinate—is not
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D(z —y)

FIG. 18. Single-quark multiple scattering off the target nucleus.
suppressed and therefore included in what follows.) While
these additional terms are formally higher order and will be
ignored in the discussion to follow, we should point out that
they were found to be important in obtaining a quantitative
agreement with experiment [20].

One can generate all possible Glasma graphs by starting
with the completely disconnected diagram whereby each
quark multiple scatters independently off the target. We
show an example of this completely disconnected contri-
bution for two-quark scattering as the leftmost diagram
of Fig. 19.

Further diagrams are generated by finding unique
exchanges of coordinates (exchanging two-gluon end
points) along with an accompanying (N2 — 1) suppression
for each exchange. There are two unique topologies for
two-quark scattering as shown in Fig. 19. The resulting
expression for the Glasma graph approximation to the
expectation value of two-dipole operators is therefore

(D(x,X)D(y.§))

— D(x.D)D(y.§) +

(N2 =1)
x[D(X-y)D(x-§)+ DX -y)D(x —y)]. (Al)

Higher-point correlators can be found in a similar
fashion. For n quarks, there are (n—1)!'=n(n-2)...3-1
diagrams resulting from all possible unique contractions
between quark lines. For a correlation among six Wilson
lines, there are 5-3 -1 = 15 pairwise contractions, while
for a correlator among eight Wilson lines, there are
7-5-3-1=105 pairwise contractions.

As an aside, we remind the reader that the combinatorics
discussed above are relevant for a dilute-dense framework.
A Glasma graph approximation has also been employed in
the dense-dense limit which was shown to have (n — 1)!?
diagrams for n-gluon production. In the dense-dense limit,
there would be 152 = 225 and 105% = 11 025 diagrams for
the six- and eight-point functions respectively as shown
previously in Refs. [80,88].

I %é

FIG. 19. The three diagrams for two quarks scattering in the
Glasma graph approximation. The leftmost diagram is a dis-
connected contribution and equivalent to the square of single-
quark scattering.

RS-
<

=
-

w w w w
X X X X
y y y y
Z Z 4 Z

jill
=

FIG. 20. Left: Completely disconnected Glasma graph for
four-quark scattering. Right: Example of one of the 12 diagrams
contained within 7'; obtained from an exchange of one pair of
coordinates—in this case X and W.

I
=

We now come to the expectation value of four dipoles in
the Glasma graph calculation following the procedure
outlined above. The starting point is the completely
disconnected contribution in which each of the four quarks
scatters independently as shown in the left diagram in
Fig. 20.

Starting from the disconnected diagram, there are 12
unique coordinate exchanges that can be made. One
example is shown in the right diagram of Fig. 20 where
the coordinates X and w have been swapped. These 12
diagrams resulting from a single coordinate exchange result
in a contribution of (N2 — 1)~!7, where

T,=D(w,X)D(x,w)D(y,y)D(z,Z) + - - (A2)

We next consider diagrams resulting from unique and
nontrivial two-coordinate exchanges. There are two classes
of diagrams which enter at this order. The first is shown in
the left diagram of Fig. 21. The diagram factorizes into two
subgraphs, one being a completely connected three-quark
scattering and the other being a single independent quark
scattering. There are 32 such diagrams which will contrib-
ute with a factor of (N2 —1)727,, where

w w w t w
X X X X
y y y j y
z Z z E 7
FIG. 21. The diagram on the left is an example of one of 32

diagrams where three quarks are completely connected and one
scatters independently—in this case the quark at x. The diagram
on the right shows one of 12 diagrams which factorizes into two
two-dipole connected subgraphs.
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Tru = D(W.5)D(x. W)D(y. X)D(2.2) + . (A3)
The second class of diagrams is shown in the right of
Fig. 21. It again factorizes into two subgraphs, but in this
case, each subgraph is a completely connected two-quark
scattering event (i.e. one of the two connected graphs
shown in Fig. 19). There are 12 such diagrams which will
contribute as (N2 — 1)727,;, where
Ty = D(wW.2)D(z. WD(x.9)D(y.X) +- - (Ad)
The last set of diagrams corresponds to those obtained by
three unique and nontrivial coordinate exchanges. An
example of such a diagram is shown in Fig. 22. There are
48 such diagrams which contribute as (N? — 1)737 3 where

N < X g
N <M S

FIG. 22. One of the 48 diagrams completely connected four-
quark diagrams included in 7 5.

Putting all of the diagrams together, we arrive at the final
expression for the expectation value of four dipoles in the

T3 =D(w,y)D(z,w)D(x,z)D(y,X) +--- (A5) Glasma graph approximation,
|
1
(D(w,w)D(x,X)D(y,¥)D(z,2)) = D(W.W)D(x,X)D(y.y)D(z.Z) + mTl (W, W, Xx,X,y.¥.2,2)
+ o T xRy 5.2 + i T xRy §.2.2)
1 =3 S = —
+W73(W,W,X,x,y,y, z.7). (A6)

We now come to the evaluation of the four-particle
cumulant using the above Glasma graph approximation in
the four-particle inclusive distribution, where the four-
particle cumulant is defined in (41). The Glasma graph
approximation implicitly assumes that (BQ?) > 1, and one
must take this power counting into consideration when
taking the ratios in the above expression for the cumulants.
In order to see this more clearly, let us start with the
expression for the double inclusive distribution,

d2N - 1 1 / <D<R +r1 R r1>
d2P1d2P2 (”Bp)z(zﬂ)4 riraR Ry : 2’ : 2

ip171 gip2 72 g=114B) o=R1B, o =134B, o= R3B,, (A7)

e
We can evaluate the single inclusive multiplicity by
integrating over d’p, and d’p, resulting in

1

N :—2/ (D(Ry.R;)D(Ry. Ry))eFiBre=RoEs
(”BP) R\R,

(A8)

In the full nonlinear theory (without approximation),
we know that (D(R{,R;)D(R,,R,)) =1 and therefore
N = 1. However, in the Glasma graph approximation,
the dipole-dipole correlator is replaced by (Al) resulting
in the following expression for the total multiplicity,

2 _p2
D(R] —R2)2€ R]B,,e R3B,

)
(N%— 1)<7TBI7)2 R\Ry
2 1

:1+ ’
(N2-1)B,0*+ 1

(A9)

violating unitarity by a term of order 1/(BQ?) < 1. When
evaluating the cumulant in (41), one should formally only
keep the leading order terms in 1/(BQ?). In practice, this
means retaining only the leading disconnected contribution
in the two terms ko{4} and x,{2} appearing in the
denominators; these terms were defined in (42). For
consistency within the Glasma graph approximation, we
should therefore take ko {4} = (xo{2})? = (ko{1})* where
ko{1} is just the single-inclusive distribution.

Now, coming to the numerator, due to rotational invari-
ance, 7| and 7 ,, do not contribute to x,{4}. Out of the 12
diagrams in 7 ,;, four vanish by rotational invariance, and
the remaining eight cancel with the term 2(x, {2} /x0{2})>.
So, within the Glasma graph approximation, the cumulant
can be evaluated using

k2{4}[75]
K0{1}4 ’

where k,{4} is evaluated using the 48 diagrams contained
within 7 5. With this, we compare this Glasma graph result
with the full nonlinear result introduced in Sec. III in
Fig. 15 in the main text, with accompanying discussion in
Sec. VD.

& {4} = (A10)
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