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Abstract

The newest generation of collider experiments with HERA, RHIC and the LHC
can reach collision energies high enough for the study of the nonlinear features
of QCD. It is possible that these systems exhibit saturation, i.e. that the high
density of gluons in the hadron or nucleus wavefunction and the nonlinearity
of QCD evolution generates a transverse momentum scale, the saturation scale
Qs, large enough to permit weak coupling calculations. The large phase space
densities and the weak coupling naturally suggest the use of a classical field
approximation, such as in the McLerran-Venugopalan model.

The main focus of this thesis is the calculation of particle production in a
relativistic heavy ion collision in the McLerran-Venugopalan model. The intro-
ductory part summarizes the phenomenological and algorithmic background of
the numerical calculations. Gluon production at midrapidity in central heavy
ion collisions is then computed in this model, demonstrating that the results
obtained in this approach roughly fit in with the standard hydrodynamical sce-
nario of the collision process. The study is extended to the rapidity dependence
of gluon production, and it is found that large x effects not included in this sim-
ple model are needed to explain experimental observations. Finally a method to
compute the production of quark-antiquark pairs produced from these classical
fields is laid out and some numerical aspects of this method demonstrated in a
141-dimensional model calculation.

ii



Contents

Preface . . . . . . . . . e i
Abstract . . . . . . .. ii
Table of contents . . . . . . . . . ... ... iii
List of included papers . . . . . . . . . . ... . iv
1 Introduction 1
2 Relativistic heavy ion experiments 4
2.1 Spacetime picture of the collision . . . . ... ... ... ... .. 4
2.2 Thermalization . . . . . . . .. ... ... ... . ... ... 5
2.3 Transverse energy and multiplicity . . . . .. .. ... ... ... 7
3 Parton saturation in the small x wavefunction 10
3.1 Parton saturation . . . . . . .. ... ... 10
3.2 Saturationin DIS. . ... ... ... ... .. ... .. ..., 11
3.3 The classical color field of a high energy nucleus . .. ... ... 12
3.4 Other views of saturation . . . .. .. ... ... ... ..., 16
4 Particle production in the classical field model 17
4.1 The classical field model . . . . . . .. ... ... ......... 17
4.2 Boost invariant Hamiltonian . . . . . . . ... ... ... ..... 18
4.3 Gluon production in the weak field limit . . . . . . ... ... .. 20
4.4 Fermion pair production . . . . . . .. ... oL 23
5 Details of the numerical calculation 26
5.1 Classical chromodynamics on the lattice . . . ... ... ... .. 26
5.2 Discretizing the Dirac equation in curved coordinates . . . . . . . 30
6 Results 34
6.1 Gluon production at central rapidities . . . . ... ... .. ... 34
6.2 Rapidity dependence . . . . . . . . ... 35
6.3 Quark pair production: 141-dimensional toy model . . . . . . . . 37
7 Review and outlook 39
A Notations 41
A1l Spacetime . . . . .. ... ... 41
A.2 Chromodynamics . . . . . . . ... . .. 41
A.3 Gauge fields on the lattice . . . . . ... ... ... 43
Bibliography 45

iii



List of included papers

This thesis consists of this introductory part and the following three publications
[1, 2, 3):

I T. Lappi, “Production of gluons in the classical field model for heavy ion
collisions,” Phys. Rev. C 67 (2003) 054903 [arXiv:hep-ph/0303076].

IT T. Lappi, “Rapidity distribution of gluons in the classical field model
for heavy ion collisions,” Phys. Rev. C 70 (2004) 054905 [arXiv:hep-
ph/0409328].

IIT F. Gelis, K. Kajantie and T. Lappi, “Quark antiquark production from

classical fields in heavy ion collisions: 1+ 1dimensions,” arXiv:hep-ph/0409058,
submitted to Phys. Rev. C.

iv



Chapter 1

Introduction

Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) has long since been firmly established as
the correct theory of strong interactions; the force binding quarks into hadrons.
The traditional phenomenological applications of weak coupling calculations
have been in processes where there is large high (transverse) momentum scale
given by one of the scattering particles, i.e. the virtual photon in deep inelastic
scattering or a e.g. jet in pp collisions. This hard scale ensures that the relevant
value of the running coupling is small enough and higher twist corrections are
suppressed. The cross section can then be factorized into universal parton distri-
bution functions and perturbatively calculable partonic cross sections. “Bulk”
observables, such as total multiplicities, have been considered so dependent on
strong coupling physics that they can, even in theory, only be calculated from
first principles by lattice calculations.

The Relativistic Heavy Ion Collider (RHIC) at Brookhaven (see e.g. [4, 5,
6, 7] for reviews of experimental results) has been in operation since 2000. It
collides heavy ions and also lighter nuclei, deuterons and protons at different
center of mass energies up to /s = 2004 GeV. One could estimate that the
production of partons with transverse momentum of, say, 1 GeV at central
rapidities probes the nuclear wavefunction at Bjorken z values of & ~ 1072, At
the LHC, hopefully starting it operations in 2007 with /s = 55004 GeV, the
corresponding estimate would be 2 ~ 2-10~%. The mean transverse momentum
of produced particles, mostly pions, at RHIC is ~ 0.5 GeV and, as we will discuss
in Sec. 2.3, it is not unreasonable to assume the mean transverse momentum of
the partons produced in the initial stage of the collision to be ~ 1—2 GeV. This
means that the total multiplicity and transverse energy at RHIC and LHC are
quantities that are both dominated by small z physics and involve large enough
momenta to justify using weak coupling calculations.

Because the constituents of a nucleus are Lorentz-contracted to the same
transverse plane when boosted to high energy, one expects effects arising from
the high density of “wee” partons to appear at higher values of x for larger A.
One could argue that if nonlinear effects due to the high density of partons in
the proton wavefunction start to be important at z < zo (for fixed Q?), the
corresponding effects for nuclei should be seen for z < Axzg'. This estimate

~

would mean that for the observing nonlinear effects at e.g. transverse momenta

IThe scaling in the saturation model would be A/3* with A = 0.28. See e.g. [8] for a
discussion of the A-scaling in the saturation model for small x deep inelastic scattering.



of 1 GeV due to high parton density RHIC would correspond to x ~ 3 - 107
and the LHC to x ~ 10~ in deep inelastic scattering on protons. Comparing to
the region accessible for HERA kinematics one could also estimate that RHIC
is like HERA with protons, while LHC will be more like HERA for (perhaps
not very heavy) nuclei.

This new range of beam energies reached at HERA, RHIC and the LHC
is so high that “bulk” phenomena might become accessible to weak coupling
calculations for two reasons. Firstly, given a large enough energy density in a
large enough volume (in a nuclear collision rather than, say, a pp experiment)
the sufficiently hard scale might be given by the temperature of the system,
viewed as a blob of quark gluon plasma. Another, less universally accepted,
conjecture is that at high enough energies, or equivalently small enough «x, a
sufficiently large momentum scale could be generated by the high density of
virtual “wee” partons in the wavefunction of the accelerated hadron or nucleus
and the nonlinear interactions of these partons. This latter phenomenon is
referred to as saturation.

The common feature in these two concepts is that they provide a possibility
to analyze “bulk” phenomena in terms of a weak coupling constant. One could
say that RHIC has opened up a new “firm” region? in the phenomenology
of strong interactions, between the soft (hadronic and stringy) and the hard
(perturbative QCD) regions. It could be characterized by the description of the
system in terms of deconfined degrees of freedom, quarks and gluons, but also in
terms of such high phase space densities of these partons that the nonlinearities
of QCD must be treated nonperturbatively. As a digression one can mention
another interesting idea prompted by the baryon excess at transverse momenta
pr ~ 3—5 GeV observed at RHIC [9, 10, 11]. This excess over both the thermal
spectra at lower momenta and the one observed in dilute systems (pp collions)
at the same momenta has been interpreted in terms of quark recombination [12],
which also relies on the large phase space density of partons.

Because saturation is inherently a high density, or strong field, phenomenon
it cannot be fully understood in terms of a perturbative calculation (which is a
power series in the field strength as well as the coupling constant). However, if
the saturation scale Q5 (the momentum scale characterizing the density of par-
tons at which the nonlinearities dominate) is large enough, one might still be
able to perform a weak coupling calculation. The argument for a classical field
approximation arises from these circumstances; one can perform nonperturba-
tive calculations, but use the weak coupling to argue that quantum corrections
can be neglected. The nonlinearities of the Yang-Mills Lagrangian (see Ap-
pendix A.2 for the explicit form) start to dominate when both terms of the
covariant derivative 0, + igA, are of equal importance. Parametrically this
means that at saturation momentum scales, 19, ~ (Js, the gauge fields involved
should be of order A, ~ Qs/g. The number density of gluons n should then
be of order n ~ AA ~ Q2/as. If the transverse phase space density is high
enough, dN/d?xy ~ Q?/as with, Qs > Aqcp, then the coupling is weak and
the occupation numbers of the quantum states involved ~ 1/ag > 1. This is
the region where one expects a classical approximation to be valid.

The use of the classical field approximation in QCD is also interesting be-
causes it involves some of the most fundamental issues in modern physics; the

2 T owe the term “firm” to the talk by M. Lisa at Quark Matter 2004, unpublished.



relation between quantum and classical theory and the wave—particle duality.
The classical field approximation is also at present the most viable practical
method to study time dependent phenomena in field theory.

A classical field approximation was used to study heavy ion collisions already
in e.g. [13], but the idea of using the classical field approximation gained more
traction with the model written down by McLerran and Venugopalan [14, 15, 16].

So far, however, most applications of saturation to phenomenology have been
perturbative calculations with saturation included as some kind of phenomeno-
logical modification of perturbative gluon distributions [17, 18, 19, 20]. While
this can be appropriate in some cases, such as pA-collisions at RHIC where only
the nucleus is in the saturation regime [18, 21, 22, 23] or heavy quark production
[24], there are phenomena like gluon production in central heavy ion collisions
for which one would like to have a nonperturbative description. It is for this
reason that also classical field theory computations with RHIC phenomenology
in mind have been performed, starting from [25]; they are the subject of this
thesis.

Now that RHIC has already been operating for several years, the best that
the classical field calculations have achieved are a posteriori explanations for
what has already been observed. But learning from these postdictions for RHIC
we should be in a position to make more concrete quantitative predictions for the
LHC results than were made before RHIC operations started [26]. For a review
on applications of classical field or saturation ideas to RHIC phenomenology,
see e.g. [27, 28, 29].

In the following we shall first try to convey a broad picture of a relativistic
heavy ion collision in Chapter 2. In Chapter 3 we shall discuss saturation in
the proton or nucleus wavefunction, how it has been studied in deep inelastic
scattering and how saturation appears in the McLerran-Venugopalan model
for the wavefunction. Then in Chapter 4 we turn to applying these ideas to
calculating particle production in heavy ion collisions. In Chapter 5 we discuss
in more detail some of the numerical methods used in these calculations. In
Chapter 6 we review the results of the three publications included in this thesis
[1, 2, 3] before concluding in Chapter 7.



Chapter 2

Relativistic heavy ion
experiments

2.1 Spacetime picture of the collision

We shall be interested in studying the case where two nuclei move at the speed of
light along the % = 0-axes'. These nuclei then collide and leave behind them,
at finite values of 7 and 7, some matter which is then observed in detectors
located in some region, varying between different experiments, around n = 0.
In order to properly interpret what is measured in the detectors one needs to
understand the whole collision process.

The common baseline for understanding the spacetime evolution of the mat-
ter formed in an ultrarelativistic heavy ion collision owes much to Bjorken’s
boost invariant hydrodynamical model [30] (see also [31] for a spacetime pic-
ture of the early stages of the collision). The Bjorken model assumes, based on
experimental data from pp-collisions, that at high enough collision energies the
central rapidity region, far enough from the fragmenting nuclei, can be described
as a boost invariant system, i.e. with particle phase space densities independent
of spacetime rapidity 1. This model provides a relatively simple framework for
understanding the collision process, but contains several assumptions that have
to be theoretically understood and, if possible, experimentally verified, involving
several areas physics.

1. The initial condition at 7 = 0 depends on the properties of the nuclear
wavefunction at small x and the dynamics of the partonic collision process.

2. The thermal and chemical equilibration of the matter formed at 7 < 79 in
principle requires understanding of time dependent, nonequilibrium Quan-
tum Field Theory.

3. The Quark Gluon Plasma phase lasts for some fermis during 79 < 7 < 7.
For RHIC the hadronization timescale 7, < 10 fm, for the LHC it is

expected to be larger. If the system reaches local thermal equilibrium, its
behavior can be described using finite temperature field theory?2.

1See Appendix A.1 for the coordinate system.
2 For a review of recent developments in this field see [32].



4. Finally, for 7 2 10 fm the system hadronizes and then after some time
decouples and the particles fly to the detectors. There will be no attempt
to describe in detail the setup of the detectors here, for an introduction
to the detectors see e.g. [33] for RHIC and [34, 35] for the LHC.

The area of interest of this thesis are the first two phases of this picture,
the initial conditions and thermalization. In Sec. 2.2 we shall discuss the more
detailed experimental evidence for thermalization in heavy ion collisions and
mention more fundamental studies aimed at understanding thermalization as
an aspect of time dependent quantum field theory. Then in Sec. 2.3 we shall
turn to what can be said about these early stages of the collision by looking at
“bulk” observables, i.e. the transverse energy and multiplicity.

Apart from ion-ion collisions the nuclear wavefunction can also be indepen-
dently studied in collisions between the nucleus and a more compact probe.
The simplest such probe is a lepton, leading one to study deep inelastic scatter-
ing. We will discuss a saturation model approach to DIS in Sec. 3.2. Another
possibility is to use a proton or, as is done at RHIC for technical reasons, a
deuteron. Measurements of high pr particle spectra and jet-like correlations at
RHIC [36, 37, 38, 39] have been essential in separating initial state nuclear or
saturation effects, visible already in dAu-collisions, from effects caused by the
presence of a strongly interacting medium, i.e. final state effects®.

2.2 Thermalization

The matter formed in the early stages of the collision is evidently so dense and
strongly interacting that it is opaque to high pp jets [43]. This can be inferred
from the suppression of high pr hadrons in central AuAu-collisions [44, 37,
36] and the disappearence of jet-like correlations between particles emitted in
opposite azimuthal directions [36, 45]. But is this matter in thermal equilibrium?

The yields of different species of hadrons finally measured are remarkably
well reproduced by a thermal fit [46] depending only on the decoupling temper-
ature Tyec, volume and baryochemical potential. This is an indication that the
hadrons are emitted from an equilibrated system at T' = Tyec. It has been no-
ticed, however, that the same kind of fit also works for pp and even eé-collisions
[47, 48, 49] and might thus result from from a purely combinatoric argument
concerning the hadronization process [50].

A perhaps more compelling argument for this scenario of thermal equilibrium
and hydrodynamical evolution is the success of hydrodynamical models [54]
in explaining a variety of “momentum space” experimental observables, such
as elliptic flow [55] (see Fig. 2.1) and particle spectra [56, 57] (see Fig. 2.2).
Hydrodynamical models have been somewhat less successful in explaining the
“position space” sizes of the system as measured by HBT interferometry [58]
(this is referred to as the “HBT puzzle”).

One must, of course, also be suspicious as to how much these successes of
hydrodynamical is actually due to a thermal nature of the system. Although
one is easily led to conclude from the experimental observations that the system
indeed does thermalize early enough to justify the use of hydrodynamics, it

3 For a theoretical calculation interpreting these measurements in terms of the “color glass
condensate” see e.g. Ref. [40, 41, 42].
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is not yet very well understood theoretically what exacly is the timescale of
thermalization and how it could happen fast enough to justify the Bjorken
scenario.

There is a wide literature on thermalization in numerical calculations of
real time quantum field theory [59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65] (see [66] for a recent
review). These calculations, however, have so far been mostly limited to scalar
field theory (although very recently also gauge theory has been studied [67]) and



to 1+1 dimensions so that they are not applicable to RHIC physics. One must
also point out that the geometry of the initial stages of a heavy ion collision is not
a static 3d space, but rather one that is expanding in the longitudinal direction.
Indeed, the phenomenologically most important aspect of thermalization is not
necessarily that of the thermal (exponential) distribution of particles in different
momentum modes but the isotropization of the momentum distribution between
the transverse and the longitudinal degrees of freedom [68, 69].

Most perturbative estimates, e.g. the bottom-up scenario [68], generically
produce quite a large thermalization time, 79 2 3 fm. Also approaches to
chemical equilibration based on kinetic rate equations do not seem to reach
chemical equilibrium fast enough to explain RHIC particle yields [70]. On the
other hand, one could argue that if the behaviour of the system is characterized
by some quite large momentum scale, i.e. the saturation scale Qs ~ 1...2 GeV,
thermalization could occur already at times 79 ~ 1/Qs ~ 0.2 fm. It has been
pointed out recently (see e.g. Ref. [69, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77]) that plasma
instabilities could provide the rapid thermalization that hydrodynamical models
require.

A related question is the viscosity of a strongly coupled deconfined medium.
In the weak coupling limit the shear viscosity is proportional to 1/g* %. In ideal
hydrodynamics the viscosity is neglected, so it would be important to know
what the viscosity is in the strong coupling limit. It has been proposed that the
viscosity of N = 4 super-Yang-Mills theory in the strong coupling limit that can
be calculated the AdS/CFT correspondence could give some insight into this
question [80].

In this context classical field models of the nuclear wavefunction and particle
production can provide some insight into understanding the collision process.
Although the actual equilibrium state of a classical classical field theory is not
the correct one®, one could hope that the classical theory would give a reasonable
phenomenological insight into the timescale of thermalization.

2.3 Transverse energy and multiplicity

The transverse energy and multiplicity at midrapidity are perhaps the most
simple RHIC observables and consequently the first ones measured. They are
also an example of the kind of quantity that cannot be calculated in tradi-
tional collinear perturbative QCD. Phenomenological models traditionally used
to estimate this kind of quantities have been dominated by nonperturbative
(“stringy”) physics (see e.g. [81]). The idea of gluon saturation at small x
opens up the fascinating possibility that such quantities could be understood
with a weak coupling calculation based on the QCD Lagrangian with the non-
perturbative aspects of the calculation factorized into properties of the nuclear
wavefunction.

The difference between the multiplicities and energies at /s = 130 GeV
[82, 83, 84, 85] and /s = 200 GeV [86, 87, 88, 89] is not very large at the level

4For recent weak coupling calculations see e.g. [78, 79].

5The classical theory exhibits is the famous Rayleigh-Jeans divergence that was one of
the motivations for Planck’s quantized theory of electromagnetic radiation. The classical
equilibrium state is one where the energy is evenly distributed between all degrees of freedom,
whereas in a quantum field theory only modes with energy < T are populated.



of accuracy of the present discussion, but let us for concreteness quote the values
from Ref. [89] for the transverse energy in central collisions at /s = 200 GeV

dEr
—— =~ 620 GeV 2.1
0 ¢ 21)

and the ratio of the transverse energy to the charged multiplicity

Er
N, ch

~ 0.86 GeV. (2.2)

The particles produced in the central rapidity region are predominantly pions
(to a first approximation equal numbers of 7% and 7r0), SO we can approximate
that the charged multiplicity Ny is 2/3 of the total multiplicity, giving

dNtot

~ 1100. 2.
T 00 (2.3)

What, then, can we infer on the properties of the system at early times from
these numbers?

In the Bjorken scenario the system undergoes an isentropic boost invariant
expansion staying in thermal equilibrium from the very early time until de-
coupling, i.e. the entropy in a unit of spacetime rapidity stays constant. The
entropy is directly proportional to the number density®, and thus we can directly
relate the measured multiplicity to the initial state:

dNjnit  dNfinal
g~ dy

~ 1100. (2.4)

In the ideal hydrodynamical Bjorken expansion the energy per unit rapidity
decreases with the proper time as dd—b;IT ~ 771/3 Because the volume of the
unit of spacetime rapidity is 7 times the transverse area, this means that the
3-dimensional energy density e decreases like 7%/3. The energy decreases be-
cause an expanding system with a pressure does pdV-work, i.e. the missing
energy disappears down the beampipe to larger rapidities. It is because of this
phenomenon that the most important aspect of thermalization for the energy
and multiplicity is the creation of a longitudinal pressure [90]. The estimate
of Ref. [91], assuming an early time for starting the decrease in the transverse
energy, is that the it could decrease even by a factor of 3.5 between 7 = 0.2 fm
and decoupling. As the assumed thermalization time is very early, this could
be considered an upper limit, giving an estimate for the initial state:

dET(T =0.2 fm)
dn

< 2200 GeV. (2.5)

To express the energy density in units of GeV/ fm?® that are often used one
must specify the proper time. Let us somewhat arbitrarily consider 7 = 1 fm
as a typical early time in the collision process when hydrodynamical evolution
could be taken to begin. The decrease of a factor of 3.5 in Ref. [91] assumed a

6 The coefficient is different for bosons and fermions and depends on the masses of the
particles, but as the measured particles are mostly relativistic pions (bosons with (pr) =
0.5 GeV 2 my) and the particles in the initial state mostly gluons, we shall neglect these
factors in this discussion.



very early thermalization time. If the hydrodynamical evolution is started only
later at 7 = 1 fm, the transverse energy will only be able to decrease by a factor
of 3.5 x (0.2 fm/1 fm)'/3 ~ 2. This leads to the estimate

dBr(r=1fm) L1 g e/ s, (2.6)

e(r=11fm) = N
dn T R%

for the 3-dimensional energy density at 7 = 1 fm. Hydrodynamical calculations
with initial conditions from different saturation models have been performed in
e.g. [67, 91, 92, 93, 94].

Another limit may be obtained by proceeding as in e.g. [17, 18, 20, 21,
41, 95] where, analoguously to e.g. pp collisions one tries to directly relate
the multiplicity of partons in the initial state to the final multiplicity without
assuming thermalization or work done by a transverse pressure, simply assuming
that the ratio of the parton multiplicity in the initial state and the hadron
multipliciy in the final state is constant. This idea is in a sense related to the so
called parton hadron duality [96]. If the system is not in thermal equilibrium, the
entropy and thus the particle number density is not conserved but increases”.
It has also been pointed out that at least in a perturbative calculation particle
number conserving collisions thermalize the partonic system quite slowly [97]
and that particle number increasing processes are essential for thermalization
[68], causing the multiplicity to increase.

If there is very little longitudinal p dV work done by the pressure the energy
in a unit of rapidity will be conserved:

init
dEFT > 600 GeV, (2.7)
dn

meaning that the energy density at 7 =1 fm would be

init
dEy? 1 >4 GeV/ fm®. (2.8)

g(r=11fm)= >
dn 77R%

The multiplicity, on the other hand, can increase, so our estimate for the initial
multiplicity, Eq. (2.4) should be taken as an upper limit:
ai
dn

dNfinal
dn

< ~ 1100. (2.9)

Essentially the difference between these two scenarios boils down to the
difference between the energy density decreasing as 1/7 for a free streaming
scenario and 1/ 74/3 for isentropic ideal hydrodynamical expansion. If the system
equilibrates early and decouples late, the difference between 1/7 vs. 1/ 74/3 will
be large.

We will return to these estimates and their meaning in terms of the classical
field model in Chapter 6.

7 The same happens if the matter is not an ideal fluid but has viscosity.



Chapter 3

Parton saturation in the
small £ wavefunction

3.1 Parton saturation

The gluon distribution in a hadron or a nucleus, measured at a fixed virtuality
Q?, is seen in deep inelastic scattering experiments to grow towards smaller
[98, 99]. This can be understood as resulting from a cascade of gluons radiated
from the larger x degrees of freedom into the larger phase space made available
by the increasing energy +/s’.

The general idea of parton saturation [100, 101] is that as the transverse
phase space density of gluons grows large enough, it starts to be limited by gluon
fusion or, equivalently, the nonlinear interaction of the color field with itself.
More specifically, the nonabelian field strength tensor consists of the linear part
A and the nonlinear part gA2, and for  ~ pr < gA the nonlinearities start
to dominate. In this scenario the number density of gluons would be limited
from above by n ~ AA < 1/ag. The momentum scale below which this happens
is called the saturation scale Qs(x). Different authors use different conventions
for the saturation scale (we shall mention some in Sec. 3.4), but to illustrate the
idea let us cite one definition from [102]:

8m2as N,
Q:(x) = Nz 1PV Ry — b7aG(z, Q). (3.1)

This is formally an implicit equation for Q4(z) but because the r.h.s. depends on
Qs(x) quite weakly (logarithmically) it is easy to get a reasonable approximation
for the solution. In Eq. (3.1) p is the nuclear (baryon number) density, and
together with 2\/R% — b2, the longitudinal extent of the nucleus at impact
parameter br, it gives a momentum scale that is inversely proportional to the
transverse area of the nucleus. If one argues by the uncertainty principle that
a gluon with transverse momentum Qg has a transverse area ~ 1/Q%, Eq. (3.1)
just gives an explicit definition for the saturation scale as the scale where there
are on the average ~ 1/« gluons overlapping in the nuclear wavefunction. When
the strength of the interaction between these ~ 1/ay gluons is ~ «g, this means

1Or actually v, the photon energy in the target rest frame, in DIS experiments.
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that at the saturation scale (and lower momentum scales) the gluons cannot be
treated as independent.

These saturation ideas have been implemented in various ways. One straigh-
forward application in the framework of the traditional collinear factorized for-
mulation is to approach saturation from higher momentum scales, and include
the first nonlinear correction (the GLRMQ terms named after the authors of
[100, 101]) in the DGLAP evolution equations. This approach has been applied
e.g. to charm production [103, 104], which is an example of a quantity that is
most naturally computed in the collinear factorized framework. The saturation
argument has also been used to construct a successful model (the Golec-Biernat
& Wusthoff model [105, 106]) for describing the HERA data for deep inelastic
scattering at small . We shall discuss this model in Sec. 3.2.

For decreasing x which, for a fixed 2, means increasing energy, Qs is ex-
pected to grow. For large enough energy (or for large enough nuclei) the limit
Qs > Aqcp should be reached, making it possible to use weak coupling meth-
ods. Because the color fields are strong, the occupation numbers of quantum
states of the system are large, and it is natural to use a classical field approx-
imation. We shall discuss the classical field approximation in Sec. 3.3 before
briefly reviewing some other points of view on parton saturation in Sec. 3.4

3.2 Saturation in DIS

Figure 3.1: In the dipole frame the incoming virtual photon splits into a
quark-antiquark dipole of trensverse size rr, which then interacts with the
target with the dipole cross section &.

It is useful to think of deep inelastic scattering at small = in the dipole
picture [107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 112], where the process is viewed as a virtual
quark fluctuating into a color dipole, which then probes the wavefunction of the
target (see Fig. 3.1).

In the dipole model one factorizes the total cross section into the probability
for the virtual photon to fluctuate into a ¢g pair (a color dipole) and the cross
section of the dipole scattering with the target?. The total cross section can be

2There are some tricky issues related to the Lorentz frame in which one should view the
scattering process in the dipole model, see e.g. the discussion in [113, 114].
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written as [105, 112]:

1
O’T,L(‘T7Q2) :/d2I'T/O leLZJT’L(Z,I‘T)|25'($7Q27I'T). (32)

Here the photon wave function 1 1(z,rr) gives the probability for the virtual
photon (T and L stand for, respectively, transverse and longitudinal polariza-
tions of the photon) to split into a color dipole of transverse size rp. The wave
function ¢ (2, rr) includes the known QED part of the reaction and in known
analytically®. The exact expressions can be found in e.g. Ref. [105].

It has been shown [105, 106] that the HERA data on the total [115, 116,
117, 118, 119] and the diffractive [120, 121, 122] cross sections for x < 0.01 is
well reproduced by a saturation parametrization

6(2,Q? rr) = oo(1 — e T Q@74 (3.3)
with the saturation scale Q2 depending on x by
Q%(x) = (x/20)™ GeV2. (3.4)

The values found in [105] were o9 = 23.03 mb, 7o = 3.04-10~* and A = 0.288%.

These fits are an example of a more general hypothesis that is at the heart
of phenomenological parton saturation, namely that the behavior of the system
is controlled by a universal saturation scale @Q2(x). A simple demonstration of
this idea is studied in e.g. [8, 123], where a large variety of small 2 deep inelastic
scattering data from different experiments, with both protons and nuclei [124,
125, 126], is found to follow a universal curve when plotted as a function of
the scaling variable Q?/Q? ~ Q%z*, instead of being functions of Q2 and x
separately.

3.3 The classical color field of a high energy nu-
cleus

The classical equations of motion of a nonabelian gauge field theory [127] are an
interesting subject in themselves. But they are useful especially because in some
circumstances the classical field approximation of the true quantum theory can
be a very useful tool in understanding phenomena where high particle densities
are important. One example of such a system are the soft bosonic modes of
finite temperature field theory [32]. The example that concerns us in this work
is the small = wavefunction of a proton or a nucleus, where, as we argued in
Sec. 3.1, the density of gluons grows large (parametrically 1/as) and the high
density gluonic system that is born when these quasireal gluons are freed in a
relativistic heavy ion collision.

The McLerran-Venugopalan model [14, 15, 16] is a classical field model for
the small x wavefunction of a hadron or a nucleus. The correspondence between
the classical field model and a diagrammatic calculation is explored in [128, 129].

3 To leading order in aem, which is quite sufficient in this context.

4These are the results with charm quarks included. Without charm the values are somewhat
different but arguably the most important parameter in this context, A, only changes to
A =0.277.
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Supplemented with the formulation of a collision of two ions in [130, 131] the
McLerran-Venugopalan model forms the basis for what is referred to in this work
as the classical field model for heavy ion collisions. We shall now concentrate on
the wavefunction of one hadron or nucleus and return to colliding two of them
in Chapter 4.

The central idea behind the McLerran-Venugopalan model and one that
remains at the heart of the more general concept of the Color Glass Condensate
is the separation between hard (large x) and small  degrees of freedom. The
former are treated as classical sources of radiation and the latter as a classical
color field generated by these sources. The idea is thus to have a classical
effective theory for the small x degrees of freedom.

Let us consider a hadron or a nucleus moving at light velocity in the positive
z direction. The large x degrees of freedom (the valence quarks, in a first
approximation) are considered as a classical current

JH = §F5(x7) p(xr). (3.5)

Let us try to justify this form somewhat. The current only has a +-component,
being caused by particles with a large +-component momentum. The naive
explanation for the delta function 6(z~) is that when the nucleus is traveling
at the speed of light, it is Lorentz-contracted to an infinitesimal thickness. The
more proper justification is based on the Heisenberg uncertainty principle. The
large = degrees of freedom have a large p™, and are therefore well localized in z~.
The small z degrees of freedom, the gluons that form the classical field, have
a smaller pT and are spread on a larger distance in x~, effectively seeing the
sources as a delta function in 7. The source is taken to be static in the sense
that it does not depend on the light cone time x T, because due to Lorentz time
dilation the evolution in 2+ of the source is much slower than the timescales of
the small = degrees of freedom that we want to probe.

The classical color fields representing the small x degrees of freedom are then
computed using the Yang-Mills equations of motion

[D,,, F*] = J". (3.6)

To consistently serve as the source term of the classical equations of motion the
current (3.5) must be covariantly conserved

(D, J"] = 0. (3.7)

In writing down Eq. (3.5) we have implicitly assumed a gauge where A~ = 0.
To make the source Eq. (3.5) fully gauge invariant one would have to insert a
Wilson line along the zT-axis [132, 133] and write the source as

JH = 55 (2 )W (xp, ) p(xp )W (xp, ), (3.8)

where the temporal® Wilson line is defined as

2t

— 00

W (xr,r") = Pexp {zg/ dyTA™ (xr, y+)} . (3.9)

5Temporal in the sense that =71 is the light cone time.
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What yet remains unknown is the transverse color charge density p(xr) in
the current (3.5). The argument of the original McLerran-Venugopalan model
[14, 15, 16], put on a firmer group theoretical footing in [134], is the following.
Let us assume that the charge density is a sum of independent color charges of
a large number of hard partons. Then the resulting charge density at different
points of the transverse plane should be correlated. The source as a whole should
be color neutral, and thus the expectation value of the charge (p(xr)) should
be zero. One can also argue by the central limit theorem that the distribution
caused by a large number of independent charges should be Gaussian. One is
thus lead to a Gaussian probablity distribution of charges

<PG(XT)Pb(}’T)> = 92#252(XT—YT) or (3.10)
(p“(kr)p’(pr)) = (27)°9°1*6°(kr + pr) (3.11)

One can also argue [135, 136] that the charge distribution should impose color
neutrality at some confinement scale pr < Aqep. In momentum space this
means replacing the correlator (3.11) by

(0" (kr)p"(pr)) = (27)%¢*1°6° (kr + pr) f (k) (3.12)

where f(kT) ~ 0 for |kT‘ ,S AQCD and f(kT) ~ 1 for |kT| Z AQCDﬁ.

One can now solve the equations of motion (3.6). The solution is most
easily found in the covariant gauge J, A%, = 0. One can find a solution with
only one component of the gauge field is nonzero, namely AT (xr,z~). In this
case Eq. (3.6) becomes a 2-dimensional Poisson equation

—V7AL, = 6(z7)p(xr). (3.13)
We can formally write the solution as

AL = —6(x7)p(x7)/ V3. (3.14)

cov

Note that there is an infrared singularity in Eq. (3.14). The most natural
prescription to solve this amibiguity is to impose the constraint [ d®xrp(x7) =
0, i.e. to require that the source as a whole is color neutral. Imposing color
neutrality at a shorter length scale will also remove this ambiguity.

The covariant gauge solution has the advantage of being localized on the
light cone in the t, z-plane, but its interpretation in terms of partons is not very
clear. To interpret the classical field in terms of quasi-real Weizsacker-Williams
gluons we must transform the field into the light cone (LC) gauge. This gauge
transformation can be done using the path ordered exponential

U(xr,z~) = Pexp {ig/ dy—AZZv(X%y_)}a (3.15)
giving

Af, =0 (3.16)
e = ;U(XT@*)@UT(XT,%*). (3.17)

6 In numerical simulations this kind of a modification is essential to control the Coulombic
“tails” of the classical fields when studying finite size nuclei [1, 137, 138].
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The light cone gauge solution is not localized on the zt-axis, unlike the one in
covariant gauge. Instead, for = > 0 it is a transverse pure gauge field. The
field strength tensor F*¥, however is nonzero only on the light cone z— = 0.

The problem of understanging the small z wavefunction of the hadron or
nucleus has now been reduced to a simple model depending on one phenomeno-
logical parameter describing charge density of the hard sources, u, the gauge
coupling ¢, which, in the classical field approximation, is just a constant, and
the geometrical properties of the hadron or nucleus. One can try to estimate
the value of p from the parton distribution functions [139] or just treat it as a
parameter to be determined from experiment.

The source charge density p increases as one probes smaller values of x,
because the number of partons with higher x than the value of interest are
counted in the classical source. To study this one needs a more refined descrip-
tion of the longitudinal structure of the source [140]. One can then develop a
renormalization group equation to see how the hard source develops as gluons
of smaller and smaller x are integrated out of the classical fields and included
in the source. This renormalization group equation is the so called JIMWLK
equation [132, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 152, 153].

Relation to the dipole model In the classical field approximation the dipole
cross section can be expressed in terms of Wilson lines in the background field
of a nucleus [154, 155, 156, 157]

o(rr) = / d*br Tr <1 —U'(by + %rT)U(bT - %rT)> /NC, (3.18)

where U(xr) in the Wilson line in the fundamental representation:

U(xr) =Pexp {ig /OO dxAjov(xT,x)}. (3.19)

— 00

The correlators of the Wilson lines in the McLerran-Venugopalan model were
studied numerically in [158] and analytically in [159]. For a discussion of the
different representations and conventions on the saturation scale see also [160].
Ref. [161] discusses the relation between different approaches to JIMWLK equa-
tion and how the same equation arises when considering the quantum evolution
as a property of either the target wavefunction or the (dipole) probe.

By calculating the gluon distribution in the McLerran-Venugopalan model
one can relate the strength of the color source to the saturation scale Qs defined
by A. Mueller and Yu. Kovchegov (see e.g. Ref. [138, 162])

4,2 4,2
Qg—gMCAln<iu>. (3.20)

A éCD

One must also note that there is a dependence, although only logarithmic
on an infrared cutoff in Eq. (3.20). In analytical calculations one often argues
that the relevant cutoff is Aqcp, because at that scale confinement physics sets
in. In numerical calculations the implicit infrared cutoff is the system size TR%.
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3.4 Other views of saturation

Let us then briefly mention some other views and aspects of parton saturation
before proceeding to calculate gluon production in the classical field model in
Chapter 4.

An interesting proposal, discussed in e.g. in Ref. [163, 164, 165, 166, 167], is
to relate parton saturation to percolation. As we have noted one can argue by
the Heisenberg uncertainty principle that an individual parton with transverse
momentum pr occupies an area ~ 1/ p2T in the transverse plane. Saturation then
corresponds to the situation where the wavefunctions of these partons begin to
overlap and, because of their strong interactions, behave collectively. With this
picture in mind one can consider saturation as a percolation phase transition.
One would then expect to see clear signals of critical behavior in the system,
say as a function of centrality in a heavy ion collision.

The EKRT-model [91] is a final state saturation model, where the saturation
scale pgat is determined from a geometrical saturation condition for the gluons
freed in a heavy ion collision. The same scale pg,¢ serves as an infrared cutoff for
the pQCD calculation giving the number of produced gluons in terms of usual
parton distribution functions. Although the value of pg.; is related to Qs, the
saturation scale in the nuclear wavefunction, it is not possible to give an explicit
formula relating the two due to the different concepts of initial and final state
saturation.

The saturation scale, or radius, Qs = 1/R; in the work of Golec-Biernat and
Wausthoff [105] or Rummukainen and Weigert [151] is the same as the saturation
scale Qs of Kovchegov et. al. except with Cy — Cg. The technical reason for
this is that they consider correlators of Wilson lines in the fundamental repre-
sentation, whereas the gluon distribution that Mueller and Kovchegov consider
involves the same correlator in the adjoint representation. For a comment on
the relation to the saturation scale used by E. Iancu et. al., see Ref. [160].

We are using the old notation of of Krasnitz et. al. [25]. In their newer work
[138] they use the parameter Ay defined as Ag = g?p.
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Chapter 4

Particle production in the
classical field model

4.1 The classical field model

A, = pure gauge 1 A, = pure gauge 2

Figure 4.1: Spacetime structure of the KMcLW model. The gauge field in
regions (1) and (2) are pure gauge fields on one nucleus. They are used to find
the initial condition to find the gauge field in the region (3).

Let us then turn, following the approach of Kovner, McLerran and Weigert
(KMcLW) [131], to studying the collision between two nuclei in the McLerran-
Venugopalan model. We want to calculate the classical gauge field in the for-
ward light cone using as initial condition the fields of the two nuclei, given
by Eq. (3.16). This calculation in the light cone gauge was formulated and
performed perturbatively to leading nontrivial order in [130, 131, 139] and to
leading order on one of the sources and all orders in the other in [168]. The
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same computation can also be done in the covariant gauge [169, 170, 162].
We start with a static current of the two nuclei,

JH = 5" py(xr)d (™) + 07 peay (xr)d (™), (4.1)

anticipating the fact that we will be working in a gauge where this form is
covariantly conserved. In the regions 2= > 0, <0 (1) and 27 >0, 27 <0
(2) (see Fig. 4.1) the field is given by the pure gauges as in Eq. (3.16)

2m) = gem("”@ie_m(’"”, with VZTA(m) (x7) = —9p(m)(X7), m=1,2.

(4.2)
Here we have introduced the notation A(,,) for the solution of the Poisson equa-
tion. The quantity A(,,) is related to to the covariant gauge fields of the nuclei
by gAL, = 6(x7)Aq),  gAG = () A).

We then choose to work in a temporal gauge A, = (zF A~ +2~AT)/7 = 0L,
This will enable us to use a Hamiltonian formalism. It also matches smoothly to
the conditions A~ = 0 for z~ = 0 and AT = 0 for 2™ = 0 that, as discussed in
Sec. 3.3 enable us to drop the temporal Wilson lines from the current, Eq. (3.8)
and use the simple form (4.1). In this gauge the remaining components of the
gauge field are the transverse components A* and the “longitudinal” component
A, = —72AT =gt AT — AT,

Inside the future light cone (region (3) in Fig. 4.1) the gauge fields satisfy
the equations of motion in vacuum. What is needed is the initial condition for
solving these equations. These initial conditions can be obtained by requiring
that the fields in the different regions match smoothly on the light cone. In

practice the initial conditions can be obtained by inserting the ansatz

A = 0(—a)0(x )ALy +0(xT)0(—27) Al + 0(z)0(x7)Als)  (4.3)

AT = 9(x+)9(z7)A?3)
into the equation of motion (3.6) and requiring that the singular terms arising
from the derivatives of the §-functions cancel. In this way one gets the following
initial conditions for the gauge field in the future light cone:

Aé3) lr=0 = 21) + Al(é) (4.5)
09 i i
A?3)|'r:0 5[ (1) (2)}- (4'6)

The equations of motion with these initial conditions can then be solved either
numerically or perturbatively in the weak field limit. Let us first look at the
equations of motion in more detail and then review the weak field solution of

[131] in Sec. 4.3.
4.2 Boost invariant Hamiltonian

The initial conditions, Egs. (4.5) and (4.6), are boost invariant. Therefore it
is natural to assume that also the solution of the equations of motion will be

1See Appendix A.1 for our conventions concerning the coordinate system.
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independent of rapidity. To maintain a consistent boost invariance of the so-
lution one must not perform gauge transformations that depend on the ra-
pidity n. This limitation reduces the longitudinal gauge field A, to an adjoint
scalar field, and we will denote it by A, = ¢. We could equally well choose
A" = —A, /7% as our canonical variable; this would simply cause powers of
7 to appear in different locations (see Appendix A.1). The appearence of an
adjoint scalar is analoguous to the way the time component of the gauge field
becomes an adjoint scalar when dimensionally reducing high temperature gauge
theory to a 3 dimensional effective theory [32]. Gauge field theory with an ad-
joint scalar field in the 7,7-coordinate system has been extensively studied in
[171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177].

In the gauge A, = 0 and with the assumption of boost invariance we end up
with the following action of a 2+1-dimensional gauge theory with a scalar field
in the adjoint representation,

1 1. 1

S = / dn d*xp dr 7 Tr {AiAi = 5Pl + §¢2 - ﬁ[Di,qb][Di,qb]}. (4.7)

The fields in this action are now all functions of the proper time 7 and the
transverse coordinate xr. A dot denotes a derivative with respect to 7, i.e.
A; = 0;A;. The explicit time dependence in the action is caused by the 7, n-
coordinate system. The expanding longitudinal geometry of the coordinate
system reflects the physical situation; the collision region is expanding with
light velocity as the two sources move apart from each other.

In the A, = 0 gauge we can go to the Hamiltonian formulation easily. Defin-
ing the canonical momenta (electric fields)

68

Elv = — =TA = —7 Adi (4.8)
JAY
5s 1
Tt = — = —¢° (4.9)
o T
we get the Hamiltonian density [172]
H = 2T[E'A; +7d)— L (4.10)

1 . . 1
Tr {;ElEl + %FijFij + 77 + ;[Dn ¢l[Di, Qﬂ}-

The first term in the Hamiltonian is the kinetic energy term of the transverse
electric fields. The second term is the potential energy of the transverse gauge
fields, which, in a 3-dimensional language, would be called the z-component of
the magnetic field. In 241-dimensional gauge theory the magnetic field only has
this one component. The third and fourth terms are the kinetic and potential
energy, or electric and magnetic terms, of the scalar field.

The Hamiltonian equations of motion in the vacuum can be obtained in the
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standard way:

A = t“;;l:%Ei (4.11)
¢ = ta%zm (4.12)
B = i = D Pl = Yo (Do) (4.13)
io= —tang :%[Di,[pm]]. (4.14)

Initial conditions for the Hamiltonian variables The initial condition
for the transverse gauge fields is given directly by the sum of the two transverse
pure gauges, Eq. (4.5). Because the transverse electric field is proportional to
71 E' = 74; its initial condition is simply E*(t = 0,x7) = 0. The initial
condition for A" is given by the commutator of the two transverse pure gauges,
Eq. (4.6). Because ¢ = A, = —72A", this means that ¢(7 = 0,xr) = 0. The
corresponding momentum, on the other hand, is 7 = d)/T = —2A" — 7 A" and

thus the initial condition for 7 is w(7 = 0, x7) = —ig [A%1)v A’@}.

4.3 Gluon production in the weak field limit

Let us then calculate the number of gluons produced in a collision of two ultra-
relativistic nuclei to the leading nontrivial order in the classical sources. Our
calculation is essentially the same as performed in [131], exept that we will use
the notation of the previous section. We will expand in powers of the dimen-
sionless functions A(,)(x7) defined in Eq. (4.2). They are proportional to the
source strengths, A ) (x7) ~ gpm)(X1) ~ g*p, so the dimensionless parameter
that must be small in this computation is g?u/kr. We will have to expand the
fields to order A% and thus the multiplicity, which is quadratic in the fields, will
be proportional to A%

Before solving the equations let us first discuss the definition of the multi-
plicity. Our starting point is the requirement that the energy can be expressed
as an integral over momentum modes:

This defines the differetial multiplicity n(kr), assuming a massless dispersion
relation Ey, = |kr| and a given partition of the energy into momentum modes.
We shall also take advantage of the equipartition of energy between the coordi-

nates and the momenta in a classical mechanical system and only use only the
momentum part of the Hamiltonian from Eq. (4.10),

|
H =~ 2/d2xTTr [—EzEl—i—ﬂrQ} (4.16)
T

_ 5 / %Tr EE%kT)Ei(—kT) + rr(ke)m(—kr)| |
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to define the multiplicity of gluons. The “~” should be taken as an equality in
a time averaged sense. The advantage of using only the momenta is that we
can easily express the kinetic part of the Hamiltonian in terms of the Fourier
transforms of the momenta. Equating the expressions (4.15) and (4.16) we then
find the differential multiplicity
1 2 [1_, -

n(kT) = (27)2@ ;El(kT)EZ(*kT) + TTl'(kT)ﬂ'(fkT) . (417)
Unlike the energy, the multiplicity as defined in Eq. (4.17) is not a gauge invari-
ant concept. The prescription we shall use is to fix the Coulomb gauge in the
transverse plane, 0;A; = 0.

The initial conditions for the canonical variables are, expanded to order A2,

A4(0,%7) ,5 (A (er) + Aoy () + ;—g [0 1) (), Ay ()]
+2—ig [aiA(Q)(XT),A(Q)(XT)] (4.18)
m(0,x7) = g[8iA(1)(xT),8iA(2)(xT)]. (4.19)

It is easiest to fix the Coulomb gauge already in the initial condition. This
removes the lowest order terms in A;(7 = 0, x7), giving

i 0;0;
AZCoul((LxT) = % (5”- — V—i) ( [A(l)(XT)7ajA(2) (XT)}

+ [A(g) (XT), (9jA(1)(XT)] ) . (420)
From here on we will drop the superscript “Coul” and consider all fields in the
Coulomb gauge for the rest of this section. Now that both A; and 7 are of order

A2, it is easy to linearize the equations of motion Eqgs. (4.11)—(4.14). They can
then be solved by Fourier transforming with respect to the transverse coordinate

E' = 0.(TA;) =TVZA; (4.21)
= (7202470, + 7°k7’) Ai(1,k7) =0 (4.22)
_ 1. 1,

— ) == 4.2
o= 0 (36)=1vie (423)
= (7202 — 70, + 7°ks”) ¢(7, k1) = 0. (4.24)

The solutions of these equations are Bessel functions
Ai (7’7 kT) = Ai (0, kT)J0(|kT|T) (425)
T

o(r,kr) = mw(o,kT)JleTh). (4.26)

Using the asymptotic expansions of the Bessel functions we get the expec-
tation value of the multiplicity

1 2 9 . T a a
(n(r,kr)) = WW{kT sin? (|kT\T — Z) (A%(0, kr) A%(0, k7))

+ sin? (|kT|T - ?jf) (7 (0, k)7 (0, —kT)>} (4.27)
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The correlators (A¢(0,kr)A%(0, —kr)) and (7*(0,kr)7®(0, —kr)) can be cal-
culated using the initial conditions, Eqgs. (4.18) and (4.19), the Poisson equation
(4.2) relating the A’s to the charge density p and the correlator of the charge
densities, Eq. (3.10). One obtains

a a NC(N02 - 1) d2pT d2qT
<Ai (05 kT)Ai (05 _kT)> = 7TR124 92 (92u)4/ (271_)2 (428)
2qr2 — (pr - qr)?
§*(kr — pr — QT)pT dr — b Ar
kr’qripr?
" u N(NS2 -1 d?pr d2qr
(m*(0, kq)m(0, —kr)) = WRi(gg)(gzﬂ)Al / @ (4.29)
2
52(km — _ (pT : CIT)
( T pPr qT) qT4pT4

Because we only used the momenta to define the multiplicity, we are left with
the oscillating sin” [k |7 factor in Eq. (4.27). We will replace this oscillating
factor with its time average of 1/2, which is equivalent to using also the con-
tribution from the fields. To be more explicit; when we argued by the equipar-
tition of energy and chose to use only the momenta, we effectively replaced
1 = sin? |kp|7 + cos? [kp|T by 2sin? [kp|7. If we now use the time average
sin? (|kz|7) = 1/2 the result will be equivalent to using both the fields and the
momenta.

With this prescription the (p7 - qr)2-terms cancel between the transverse
and scalar fields and we end up with the infrared divergent result

TRY No(N.2 —1)g%u*1 [ d®pr 1
(n(kr)) = 2 2 = 2 2 2°
(2m) kr ) (27)? pr?(kr — pr)

This is the result found in [131] (some small errors of [131] were corrected in
[139], where the constant factors are correct). This result is analoguous to the
bremsstrahlung result of Gunion and Bertsch [178] but with a different, in our
case infrared divergent, form factor for the source (see discussion in [139]).

If we regulate the integral Eq. (4.30) with a mass m, replacing pr? and
(kr — pr)? with p7? + m? and (k7 — pr)? + m?, it can be evaluated and we
obtain

(4.30)

TR 1 NJ(N2 - 1)g%u* | kp?

(n(kr)) = @n)px o In o (4.31)
This result still has an unintegrable singularity at k. = 0 and therefore does not
give a finite result for the total multiplicity. It nevertheless has some important
properties that will also hold for the full numerically computed result. The result
is proportional to the transverse area of one nucleus, 7R%. If we assume that
the infrared divergence if the integral (4.30) should be regulated at the scale
m ~ g*u, where, as discussed previously, our perturbative expansion breaks
down, the multiplicity can be written in a general form as

(k) — ”;;f*f<kT/g2u>. (4.32)

The numerical calculation [1] shows that when all orders in the source are in-
cluded in the calculation the integrated multiplicity is indeed finite. The total
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multiplicity is then given in the form

TR?
92‘4 (6°m)?fn, (4.33)

dN ) B
o :/d kr(n(kr)) =

pefe () o

is a numerical constant (i.e. independent of g, 7R%, and u). By the same kind
of argument the transverse energy should be given by

where

2
Gt = [ rtnten) el = S0 e (1.39

Numerically computing the constants fn and fg is the purpose of the first article
in this thesis [1]. We will discuss the numerical method for this calculation,
developed in [25], in Chapter 5 and turn now to quark pair production.

4.4 Fermion pair production

Given the classical fields corresponding to gluon production a natural question
to ask is: how are quark antiquark pairs produced by these color fields? For-
mally quark production is suppressed by ag and group theory factors compared
to gluons, so in a first approximation we should be able to treat the quarks
as a small perturbation and neglect their backreaction on the color fields (see
e.g. [179] for a comparison of quark antiquark pair and gluon production in a
pQCD framework). Heavy quark production is calculable already in perturba-
tion theory and in the weak field limit quark pair production from the classical
field model reduces to a known result in kp-factorized perturbation theory[180].
It is, however, unknown how much the full inclusion of the strong color fields
changes the result. Understanding light quark production would address the
question of chemical equilibration; turning the color glass condensate into a
quark gluon plasma. There have been calculations of quark production in heavy
ion collisions from instantons [181], from static “stringy” longitudinal electric
fields using the Schwinger mechanism [182, 183, 184, 185] and in the pQCD +
saturation model [91, 179]. The approach of calculating the fermion Green’s
functions in a space-time dependent background gauge field in Refs. [186, 187]
is more similar to our approach in Ref. [3], but has not been directly applied to
the gauge fields from the classical field model discussed in Sec. 4.1.

The calculation of quark pair production, outlined in more detail in Ref. [3],
proceeds by solving the Dirac equation in the background color field of the
two nuclei. This can be done analytically for the Abelian theory. The QED
calculation, of interest for electron positron pair production in ultraperipheral
collisions, is done e.g. in Ref. [188].

Let us briefly summarize the theoretical background of the calculation de-
veloped in Ref. [189]. It is well known that the cross section to produce one
quark antiquark pair can be calculated by evaluating the Feynman, or time or-
dered, propagator for the spinor field. The time ordered propagator is also the
quantity that is usually obtained when computing Feynman diagrams, because
the Wick theorem applies to time ordered propagators. The main observation of
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Figure 4.2: The quark antiquark pair production calculation in space time.
We start at T < 0, 2~ < 0 with a negative energy spinor on shell, ¢’ “v(q).
When the antiquark line meets the first color source, it is kicked off mass shell
by the color field of the source in the form of the Wilson line Uy or U(y).
When colliding with the second color source the antiquark gets another kick.
The label U1yUz) refers to the Abelian case, in which the field in the future
light cone is a pure gauge field given by the product U)U). In the non-
Abelian case the field is known only numerically. In the end the wave function
is projected to positive energy states e”"?*u(p) to find the pair production
amplitude.

iq-x

Ref. [189] was that the expectation value of the number of quark antiquark pairs.
is related to the retarded quark propagator. Because the Wick theorem does
not apply to the retarded propagator it is difficult to calculate in perturbation
theory. However, because calculating the retarded propagator is equivalent to
solving the Dirac equation as an initial value problem, it is easy to formulate
as a numerical calculation. One has to solve the Dirac equation with a negative
energy plane wave as the initial condition. The resulting spinor is then projected
to positive energy states at long enough times after the collision to obtain the
quark antiquark pair multiplicity.

One can give a physical interpretation for this calculation in terms of the
Dirac hole theory, where the vacuum is interpreted as a Dirac sea with all
the negative energy quark states filled. Pair creation by an external field is
then interpreted as the gauge field giving enough energy to a negative energy
quark to lift it to a positive energy state, leaving a “hole” in the Dirac sea of
negative energy quarks. This hole is then interpreted as an antiquark. The Dirac
sea interpretation should of course be considered as a pedagogical explanation.
The real justification for this approach is the detailed calculation in Ref. [189],
where one starts by expressing the expectation value of the number of quark
antiquark pairs in terms of creation and annihilation operators and then, by
lengthy manipulations, relates this expression to the retarded propagator.
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The initial condition for ¢ — —oo is a negative energy plane wave. Similarly
to the QED case, one can find analytically the solution for the regions z* >
0, T < 0, because the gauge fields in these regions are pure gauges. These
then give the initial condition at 7 = 0 for a numerical solution of the Dirac
equation in the forward light cone 7 > 0. To find the number of quark pairs
one then projects the numerically calculated wave function to a positive energy
plane wave at some sufficiently large time 7. The structure of the calculation in
different regions in spacetime is demonstrated in Fig. 4.2.

A major technical challenge in this calculation is the coordinate system.
In order to include the hard sources of the color fields, the colliding nuclei,
only in the initial condition of the numerical calculation, one wants to use the
proper time 7 instead of the Minkowski time ¢. Unlike the gluon production
case, where one was able to assume strict boost invariance, one now has a
nontrivial correlation between the rapidities of the quark and the antiquark.
Thus, although the background gauge field is boost invariant, one must solve
the Dirac equation 341 dimensions.

A crucial point in the calculation is the choice of the longitudinal variable to
be used with 7. Possible choices are 1, z, or z%. To obtain the correct result we
must have a dimensionful longitudinal variable, such as z or * to parametrize
the 7 = 0 surface. This is because one must be able to represent longitudinal
momentum scales in coordinate space. For 7 > 0 the corresponding longitudinal
coordinate could be constructed as 7e~", but for 7 = 0 this is not possible. To
enable a symmetric treatment of both branches in Fig. 4.2, one should choose
z as the longitudinal variable, with 2% = (V72 + 22 4+ 2)/v2 = (|2| £ 2)/V2 at
T=0.

One is thus led to solve numerically the Dirac equation in a curvilinear
coordinate system. The covariant formulation of spinors in a curved space is a
fascinating subject in itself [190], but as in this context one is merely decribing
ordinary Minkowski spacetime with curved coordinates it was ultimately found
in Ref. [3] that the most practical solution for this particular case is to simply
change the coordinates without transforming the spinors themselves. The Dirac
equation thus obtained is naturally linear in the fermion field v, but also has an
unpleasant property. Due to the choice of coordinate system and the decision
to use the flat vierbein. Due to the choice of coordinate system and the decision
to use the flat vierbein the resulting Dirac equation, Eq. (5.25), the coefficients
of the time and space derivatives depend on the coordinates. ( The vierbein
determines the relation between the flat tangent space where the Dirac matrices
are defined to the point in spacetime. See [190] for the theory or Appendix A
of Ref. [3] for a brief explanation. ) As will be explained in Sec. 5.2 this makes
finding a stable discretization scheme harder, and one has to use an implicit
discretization scheme.
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Chapter 5

Details of the numerical
calculation

5.1 Classical chromodynamics on the lattice

Let us first review, following [25], how the 2+1-dimensional Hamiltonian devel-
oped in Sec. 4.2 can be cast in a form suitable for numerical simulation on a
transverse lattice with a finite lattice spacing. This lattice version of the calcula-
tion has been used in many numerical studies, e.g. [1, 25, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195].

Wilson’s lattice gauge field theory was first cast in the Hamiltonian form
by Kogut and Susskind [196, 197]. The classical Hamiltonian formulation has
been used extensively in e.g. calculations of the sphaleron transition rate in
electroweak theory [198, 199, 200, 201]. Our notations for lattice gauge the-
ory, formulated in terms of link matrices and plaquettes, are explained in Ap-
pendix A.3.

We will start from the Wilson action (with real Minkowski time, because we
want to obtain the equations of motion in real time). Then we will take the
continuum limit in the ¢ and z-directions, leaving only the transverse coordinate
discretized. This will allow us to change the coordinates to 7,7 and restrict
ourselves to n-independent field configurations. Finally we will discretize the
new time coordinate 7 using the leapfrog algorithm.

The Wilson action for gauge fields is

2N, 1
S =— 5 Z (1 — ERG ’I\I‘ULJ(,T))

9" T |i<ici<s

3

_ 2:: (1 - NicRe Tr Uo,i(:c)) , (5.1)

where the — sign between the two terms is needed because the fields are in real,
and not imaginary time. The coordinate x stands for the different points in the
3+1-dimensional spacetime lattice. We then take the continuous limit in the ¢
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and z-directions to obtain

2N,
S:/dzdtz [— 7

1
(1 — ERG Tr U1,2>

2
2
+ 72 > ReTr[Moy; — Ms;] + Tr Fig |, (5.2)
i=1
where we have set the lattice spacing a to unity. Here we have defined the
partially continuous limit (continuous in the p-direction, p = 0,3 but discrete
in the i-direction, i = 1,2) of the plaquette

Mya(xr) = - [A2 (xr) + A7 (xr +ir)] = igA, (x7) (9,Us(x2))U] (xr)

—igAi(xr + ir)(0,U] (x1))Us(xr) — %(%UZT(XT))UKXT)
— ¢* A, (x7) Ui (x7) A (x7 + ir)U (xr) (no sum over i), (5.3)

where the t, z arguments have been left out for brevity and i denotes a unit
vector in the i-direction, ¢ = 1, 2.

To enable a Hamiltonian formulation we must then choose a temporal gauge
condition A, = 0. We shall also assume that the field configurations are boost
invariant, i.e. independent of 7. To consistently impose this boost invariance we
must also forbid n-dependent gauge transformations, which reduces the longitu-
dinal gauge field A, into a scalar field transforming in the adjoint representation
of the gauge group. We shall consequently denote A, = ¢. With these restric-
tions the action becomes

1 st 2N, 1
S:/dndT;T{gTZi:Tr (UiTUi)— 7 <1—ﬁRe TrUL>

C

+%Tr 2 _ %ZTr(qb—@Y}, (5.4)

where U; denotes the derivative with respect to 7. We have also introduced the
parallel transported scalar field

bi(x7) = Us(x7)p(x7 + iT)UZ-T(xT) (no sum over 7). (5.5)

The difference ¢ — q% is a covariant difference, because the link matrices U; have
been used to parallel transport ¢(xr + ir) so that it gauge transforms at the
point xr, i.e. as

i(xr) = [V (x0)Ui(x0)V (xr + ir)] [V (xr + ir)¢(xr + ir) VI (xr + ir)] x
[Vr +ir)Uf (xr)V (x7)| = V(x)di(xr)Vi(xr) - (5.6)

and can thus be compared with ¢(x7) in a gauge invariant way.

To perform the Legendre transformation from the Lagrangian to the Hamil-
tonian formalism we need to replace the time derivatives in the action (5.4) by
the canonical momenta, the left invariant transverse electric fields

) 2 .
E! = % Tr tanUiT (no sum over 1) (5.7)

a
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and the longitudinal electric fields

T =¢/T. (5.8)
In terms of these canonical variables the Hamiltonian density becomes
2 .. 2N, 1
H=L B E + = (1- —ReTrU;,
T g> N '

+ 7 Tro? —|—%ZTr (d)— (51)2 (5.9)

The dynamics of the theory is defined by the Hamiltonian (5.9) and the
Poisson brackets between the canonical variables:

{me,¢"} = o (5.10)
{ELU;y = ita§;Uj (no sum over j) (5.11)
{E!, Eg} = Y fu.FE7 (no sum over j). (5.12)

The first one is the usual Poisson bracket between two canonically conjugate
variables. The second, Eq. (5.11) tells us that the transverse electric field E’
generates left translations on the SU(3) group manifold of the link matrices
U;. Tt is actually more proper to consider the Poisson bracket Eq. (5.11) as
the definition of the electric field E?. The relation between E’ and the time
derivative of the link matrix, Eq. (5.7) then follows from this definition as the
equation of motion for U;. The third Poisson bracket, Eq. (5.12), follows directly
from the second using the antisymmetry of the Poisson bracket and the Jacobi
identity:

{{Eziv Eg}a Uk} = _{{Egv Uk}7 E}z} - {{Ukv Etiz}v Eg} (513)
89 fupe{ E2, Up} (no sum over 7).
The equations of motion for the fields can be found by taking the Poisson

brackets between the fields and the Hamiltonian; the equation of motion for any
quantity v is © = {H,v}. The equations of motion thus obtained are [1, 25]

2

U, = L E'U; (no sum over i = 1,2) (5.14)
T
= 77 (5.15)
. T T~
E' = 22 [U12 + Uy —2 — h.c. ] — trace + ;[(bl, o) (5.16)
92 T 1~
E® = 202 [U21+ Uz, -1 — h.c. | —trace + —[¢2, ¢]
g T
. I -
o= = Z [¢i +¢-i— 2¢] ; (5.17)

where “—trace” means that the part proportional to the identity matrix must
be subtracted, because the electric fields E? are traceless matrices. It is easy
to check that these equations are invariant under gauge transformations that
depend only on the transverse coordinates. Note that although the r.h.s. of
the electric field equation of motion, Eq. (5.16) depends on different plaquettes,
these are all based on the same point, which makes the equation gauge invariant.
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Initial conditions on the lattice In addition to the equations of motion
we also need the initial conditions corresponding to Eqs. (4.5) and (4.6) in the
continuum. The initial condition for the link matrices Uys); can be written as

T [ta (U + UP) (14 U] = ne ]| =0, (5.18)

where Ui(l’Q) are the pure gauge fields corresponding to the individual nuclei,
given by
™ (x7) = e om) (1) =i (m) (X7 HIT) it VzTA(m) = —gpP(m)- (5.19)

K3

By expanding the link matrices in the limit @ — 0 it can be verified that
in the continuum limit this reduces to Eq. (4.5). Equation (5.18) is a very
nonlinear equation for Us);, and must be solved with some kind of iterative
process. When approaching the continuum limit the link matrices are closer to
the identity matrix and solving this equation numerically becomes simpler. If
Eq. (5.18) is gauge transformed (with the gauge parameter depending on the
transverse coordinate), the identity matrix in 1 + U;(S) becomes a pure gauge
matrix. This can be interpreted! so that the identity matrix corresponds to the
gauge field in the past light cone 2T < 0, = < 0. In this sense Eq. (5.18) is
not gauge invariant, it applies in the specific, physically well motivated, gauge
where the field vanishes in the region of spacetime where neither of the colliding
nuclei has yet passed.
The initial condition for the longitudinal electric field can be written as

m(xr) =) ;_;% [ (Uf?’)(XT) - 1) (Uj@) (x7) — Uj“)(xT)) ~ he

+ (UJ<3>(XT —ip) — 1) (U§2> (xr —ir) — UM (xp — iT)) ~ he ] . (5.20)

It is easily verified that in the continuum limit Eq. (5.20) reduces to the cor-
responding commutator equation in the continuum case, Eq. (4.6). Once the
more complicated initial condition for the transverse fields, Eq. (5.18), has been
solved, evaluating Eq. (5.20) is a straightforward calculation.

As in the continuum case the initial conditions for the transverse electric
fields and the adjoint scalar field ¢ are E'(7 = 0) = ¢(7 = 0) = 0.

The leapfrog algorithm The leapfrog algorithm is commonly used in Hamil-
tonian time evolution of classical gauge theory. It is suited for partial differen-
tial equations that are second order in time or, equivalently, for systems where
the fields (coordinates) and their time derivatives (momenta) are independent
variables. The leapfrog algorithm is time reversal invariant, which guarantees
second order accuracy in time. The essential idea of this algorithm is that if the
coordinates are defined at times 7, 7+ d7, 7+ 2dr,..., the momenta are de-
fined at timesteps 7+ % dr, 7+ % dr, 7+ % dr,... The momentum at 7+ % dris
then used to “leap” the coordinate from 7 to 7+ dr, hence the name. The only
peculiarity particular about the equations of motion in this case, Eqs. (5.14)—
(5.17), is the explicit time dependence, which must be treated properly in order

IThe interpretation is evident from the derivation in [25].
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to maintain the time reversal symmetry of the algorithm. This simply means
that when stepping the fields from 7 to 7+ d7 the explicit time argument must
be taken to be 7+ %dT.

Explicitly, the timesteps can be written as

.
Uit +dr) = exp (%Ei(7+ dT/Q)) Ui(r) (5.21)
o(r+dr) = o(1)+ (r+ dr/2)drr(r + d7/2) (5.22)
El(r+dr) = El(T) + w |:U172 +Uy,—2 — he — trace}
29 T+dr/2
idr ~
+7-+ dr/2 [th(b} T+dr/2 (5:23)
E*(r+dr) = E*(r)+ w |:U271 + U1 — he — trace}
29 T+dr/2
idr ~
a2
dr ~ ~
w(rtdn) = A+ > |6i+ 6-i —20] ran (5.24)

%

where the parallel transported scalar field (51- was defined in Eq. (5.5) and the
index ¢ = 1,2 is not summed in Eq. (5.21).

5.2 Discretizing the Dirac equation in curved
coordinates

Implicit discretization Let us first discuss the general difference between
an implicit and an explicit discretization [202]. Consider a partial differential
equation of first order in time?. Denote the values of the unknown function
at a timestep n by &,, where £, is a vector whose components are the values
of the function at different points in space, labeled by, say, j. The partial
differential equation can be written as f = D¢, where D is some differential
operator, i.e. a matrix in position space D;;/. This equation can be discretized
as &1 = (1 4+ dtD)E,. This is an explicit discretization, because only the
spatial derivative of the known function &,, at the previous timestep is needed.
If might happen that the matrix (14 dtD);;s = d,;» + dtD;;» has an eigenvalue
with absolute value > 1. In this case the discretization is unstable, even if
the original equation is not. This normally gives an upper limit, the Courant-
Friedrichs-Lewy (CFL) condition, for the size of the timestep d¢. An example
of an implicit discretization, on the other hand, would be (1 — dtD)&, 41 = &,,
requiring one to solve a system of equations (a linear one if D is independent
of the &) to find &,4; at each timestep. The two discretization schemes are
formally equally accurate (to first order in dt), but the implicit one is usually
stable for reasonable differential operators D.

We shall now proceed to discretizing the Dirac equation in T, z-coordinates
implicitly and showing in detail how the resulting linear system can be solved

2This is quite general, since e.g. a second order equation is equivalent to a system of first
order equations.
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using LU-decomposition [202]. Let us note, in passing, that it might well turn
out that to solve the 3+1-dimensional Yang-Mills equations in a coordinate
system where the time variable is 7, one will probably also have to use an
implicit discretization also. This is more difficult than the present case, because
unlike the Dirac equation, the equations are not linear. Nevertheless, an implicit
scheme has already been used in Yang-Mills theory [203], so the task should not
be impossible.

Dirac equation in 7, z-coordinates It is useful to separate the Dirac spinor
¥ into eigenvectors of 7043, by the projection operators P¥ = (1 £ ~%3).
In the 7, z-coordinate system and for these components separately the Dirac
equation with an external gauge field is:

VT2 422+ 2 1)
T

O™ = (F0-4F + 0 (ivy - Dr = my¥) Fi—y®. (5.25)
Here we are using the same gauge as in the numerical calculation of gluon
production, namely A, = 0. We also assume that the background gauge field
is independent of rapidity and thus the longitudinal gauge field is an adjoint
scalar field. Fron now on we absorb the coupling constant into the field and
denote ¢ = gA,. To shorten the notation we shall also denote the timestep
with a subscript n and the lattice site in the longitudinal z-direction with a

superscript j. We discretize the Dirac equation implicitly as

2<117( i — PR 1)

VT2 422+ 2

+1 1 j—1
=F Il [PiWLL + PEYIT — PEYIL - Pi%q]
\/7'2 +22+2 ; ¢>n ; 4

~————24%ivy - Dy —m)PFy) ¥ Pi [ Tt ‘H/’%—J (5.26)

Multiplying by 2d7 and solving we get

ST ar [t - PR

< (,bn >Pi1/) \/miz
 2der

pndr VPt 24z
<1j: . PEY L+

dr [Pl - Pyl

/T2 + 2 + ) ) )
- %2 Ay (vp - Dy 4+ im)PFl = €. (5.27)

Now we must address the question of the boundaries in the z-direction. Periodic
boundary conditions can be used in the transverse direction, but not for the
longitudinal coordinate, because the equation is not invariant under translations
in the z-direction at fixed proper time 7. We choose free boundary conditions,
not setting any restriction on v at the boundary. In practice this means the
following. Let us denote the endpoints of the lattice by j = +J, i.e. the
longitudinal lattice consists of 2J 4+ 1 points. When for the points in the interior
of the lattice the longitudinal derivative was discretized using the difference
It —4pi=1 ~ 2d2(0.9)7, for the endpoints this must be replaced by 37 +
/72 —4p 71~ 2d2(0,9)7 and 47T — 3= —p=IH2 = 2d2(0,4) 7
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Equation (5.27) gives us a system of linear equations to solve at each timestep.
The coefficients of the system are 3 x 3 complex matrices because of the gauge
fields in the equation. Note that although we need the spinor at both timesteps
n —1 and n to find ¥, 41, the P* components decouple in such a way that we
only need to store the values of v at one timestep, i.e. after using PT¢,_1
and P, to find P*,,1 we can then forget PT,_; and move to the next
timestep to solve for P~),12. The linear system Eq. (5.27) is most efficiently
solved by LU-decomposition in a way that we will review next.

Solving the tridiagonal system by LU-decomposition Let us write the
linear system, Eq. (5.27), as

Mpiwnﬂ = &n, (5'28)

where &, as defined by the r.h.s. of Eq. (5.27) is known and P*4),,; is un-
known. The coefficients of the matrix M can be read off Eq. (5.27) taking
into account the special treatment of the boundary in the z-direction. The
matrix M is almost tridiagonal, meaning that apart from the two exceptional
elements my3 and myn_2 coming from the boundary its elements other than
(i,i—1), (4,7) and (¢,i+ 1) are zero. For notational simplicity we shall neglect
the spinorial (y-matrix) indices; the following calculation separates easily for
the two components of P (¢ has four complex components, P¥1 has two
that can be separated e.g. into the eigenvectors of 4°.) The LU-decomposition
of M is defined as follows

myp miz miz 0
mo1 Moz ma23 0
0 m3 m33 m3g O

M:
0 my_iN—2 MN_IN-1 MN-IN
0 myN—2 MNN—1 MNN
1 0
li 1 0
= LU = 0 I, 1 >

0 Iy In-1 1

dl Ug U1 0
0 dQ us 0
0 dg Uy 0
. (5.29)

dy-1 un
0 dn

where we have defined N = 2J 4+ 1. The algorithm for finding the elements of
the lower and upper triangular matrices L and U is the following

1. Set dl =mi1, U1 = M3, U2 = M12.

2. Set ll = mgl/dl and Uz = Mo3 — llul.
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3. Set Upmy1 = Mypny1 for all m > 3.
4. Set dyy = M — ln—1Up, and 1, = Myypq1m/dpy, for all m > 2.

5. The last row is again exceptional: when we have ...In_2, ...dny_1 We
set Iy = myn—2/dn_2, IN-1 = (myNn—1 — INun—1)/dn—1 and dy =
myN — IN_1uN.

Note that this can be done handily in place (without additional memory, re-
placing the elements of M by the elements of L and U). The expressions like
moy1 /dy actually mean moq(dy) ™!, because d; is a complex 3 x 3-matrix.

Having LU-decomposed the coefficient matrix we can solve the equation by
backsubstitution. The equation we are solving is LUY = &. Let us denote
Uy = x; Lx =& We first find x by noting that x1 = &1, Xn+1 = §nt1 — lnXn,

.., except for the last exceptional element xyy = &nv — INXN—2 — IN—1XN—1-

This is the lower backsubstitution. Then follows the upper backsubstitution,
starting from the end and progressing backwards: ¢y = d&l)(N, then v, =
d (Xn — Unt1¥nyi1) - .., until the first one ¢; = dl_l(xl — Ug®o — u13).

Equation (5.27) has now been solved and we can proceed to the next timestep.
The number of operations in this solution is linearly proportional to the number
of lattice points, as in an explicit scheme. The constant of proportionality is,
however, higher, so the algorithm is slower by a constant factor.
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Chapter 6

Results

Let us then summarize the most important findings of the three articles forming
the main part of this thesis [1, 2, 3].

6.1 Gluon production at central rapidities

In the first paper [1] (henceforth referred to as paper I) the kp-distribution,
the integrated multiplicity and transverse energy of gluons produced in the
classical field model were calculated. The results corrected an error in the
normalization in [193, 138]! and were found to agree with the experimental
data within the limits given by the analysis in Sec. 2.3. Paper I also discussed
the gauge dependence of the results and the relation to the weak field result of
[131, 139] (see Sec. 4.3). The phase space density of gluons in this calculation
was found to be lower than one would expect, meaning that the classical field
approximation is really applicable only to the very low momentum modes with
pr < g*p. Collisions of finite size nuclei with different impact parameters and
using a modified probability distribution in stead of the original McLerran-
Venugopalan form Eq. (3.10) were also studied.
The energy and multiplicity, parametrized by the two dimensionless ratios
dE/dn

dN/d

fo = ez 4 Iy = ﬁ (6.1)
were calculated numerically using the method outlined in Sec. 5.1. These ratios
were found to be approximately independent of the parameters of the calculation
(g, 11, R and the lattice spacing a) in the strong field limit (g% large enough),
as can be seen from Fig. 6.1.

The values found in paper I were fg ~ 0.23 and fn ~ 0.29. These fit in with
the two phenomenological scenarios outlined in Sec. 2.3 in the following way.
Assuming a nuclear transverse area of 140 fm?, g = 2 and taking ¢2u = 2.1 GeV

one gets
init init
AN’ ~ 1100 and dEz
dn

~ 1900 GeV, (6.2)

LFor an explanation of this normalization issue see the erratum [194].
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Figure 6.1: Left: The dependence of fg and fny on the field strength pa-
rameter g>uR4. Right: The dependence of fr and fy on lattice spacing for
different values of p.

which fits in well with the hydrodynamical expansion scenario outlined in Sec. 2.3.
On the other hand a choice of g%y = 1.4 GeV would give

dNinit dEinit
ot 500 and T ~ 550 GeV, (6.3)
dn dn

which would be consistent with with the free streaming scenario, assuming a
factor of 2 increase in the multiplicity from the scatterings of the partons and
hadronization.

The CPU-time used for producing the results of paper I was of the order of a
few thousand hours on a 2.4 GHz Pentium processor, with comparable amounts
of computer resources used in the development phase of the code. The calcu-
lations were performed during the winter 2002-2003 using up to five 600 MHz
Alpha EV6 processors in the “dynamo” minisupercluster at the Accelerator
Laboratory and three desktop 2.4 GHz Pentium machines at the Theory Divi-
sion, both at the University of Helsinki Department of Physics. The program
consisted of approximately 7000 lines of code in ANSI C in addition to general
purpose libraries for elementary complex number and SU(3)-matrix operations.

6.2 Rapidity dependence

The calculations of paper I were further exploited in the second paper [2] (paper
IT). The experimentally found rapidity (or In1/x) dependence of the saturation
scale discussed in Sec. 3.2 was exploited in a simple extension of the calculation
of paper I to study the rapidity dependence of gluon production. The main as-
sumption of the calculation was the following: in the fully boost invariant model
described in Sec. 4.1 the only (implicit) dependence on rapidity comes though
the strengths of the classical color sources p(;2). It has been experimentally
observed that the saturation scale varies with rapidity as Q2(z) ~ z=*. The
saturation scale in the McLerran-Venugopalan model is proportional, up to a
logarithm, to the source strength, Qs ~ g?u(x Ing?u). It was argued in paper
II that for central rapidities in heavy ion collisions the dominant z scale that
should be used to evaluate the saturation scale is given by x1o ~ etV for the
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Figure 6.2: BRAHMS results on charged meason rapidity distributions in
5 % most central gold-gold collisions [204]. The dashed lines are Gaussian fits
to the data with o+ = 2.25+0.02 (stat) and o,- = 2.29 4+ 0.02 (stat). The
lower panel shows the mean transverse momentum of the mesons for different
rapidities.

two nuclei. One can then study gluon production at the rapidity y by choosing
the source strengths as g*u? ~ eV,

The result of paper II was that the multiplicity of produced gluons can
be described by very broad Gaussians in y with width ¢ ~ 6. This kind of
a Gaussian is much broader than the one observed at RHIC energies by the
BRAHMS collaboration [204]? (see Fig. 6.2), but coincidentally close to the
pQCD+saturation model result [206, 207]3. The conclusion suggested in paper
IT was then that at RHIC energies the rapidity dependence of particle production
at central rapidities at AuAu-collisions at RHIC energies is not dominated by
saturation physics. It is perhaps more dependent on the kind of high x physics
(the (1—z)*-behavior of the gluon structure functions expected from momentum
sum rules) incorporated e.g. in the “saturation model” calculations of Refs. [17,
93, 94] to reproduce the experimentally observed rapidity (or pseudorapidity)
dependence.

The CPU-time used for producing the results of paper II was larger than
what was used for paper I because the computations had to be done separately
for different values of the rapidity. The total CPU-time was approximately 5000
hours on a 2.4 GHz Pentium processor. The calculations were performed during
the late summer of 2004 mostly using three desktop 2.4 GHz Pentium machines

2The rapidity dependence has also been measured by STAR [205], but the coverage in
rapidity is too small (|Jy| < 0.5) to give a clear interpretation.

3Note that according to Ref. [208] hydrodynamical evolution does not change the rapidity
distribution enough to explain this large a difference between the initial and final states.
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at the Theory Division of the University of Helsinki Department of Physics.

6.3 Quark pair production: 141-dimensional toy
model

In the third paper [3] (paper III) the calculation of pair production by classical
fields was formulated based on the theory detailed in Ref. [189] and closely
following the calculation in the Abelian theory performed in Ref. [188]. It was
then argued that the practical numerical solution of the Dirac equation in the
forward light cone with the initial condition given at 7 = 0 is most practically
performed using as coodinates 7 and z. The implicit discretization scheme
required for this numerical solution was then constructed and demonstrated in
a 14+1-dimensional toy model.

Figure 6.3: Diagrams contributing to the quark pair prodction amplitude in
the 1+1-dimensional toy model.

In the gauge A, = 0 that was used in calculating the classical background
field the Dirac equation of the 14+1-dimensional toy model is

‘/7'2+22+"}/0’j/32

T

87'w =

. . A,
(=7°7%0. — imegy ) — 2707397’1/)- (6.4)

The transverse coordinate dependence has been neglected and the mass of the
1+1-dimensional theory corresponds to the transverse mass of the full theory,
msz ~ ky? + m2. The 1+1-dimensional toy model in the A, = 0-gauge only
contains one component of the gauge field, A,. In paper III this model was
studied using two forms for the time dependence of this background field, an
exponential decay and a Bessel function:

Ay = cQsTJ1(QsT). (6.5)

This is the correct time dependence of the perturbative solution to the gauge
field equations of motion[131].

For weak fields ¢ <« 1 the amplitude for quark pair production can be com-
puted using the first order in perturbation theory (diagram (a) in Fig. 6.3). The
result for the oscillating field of Eq. (6.5) is a peak at

2kTk™ = (p+ q)? = 2mZ; (1 4 cosh(Ay)) = Q2. (6.6)

As is demonstrated in Fig. 6.4, for weak fields the numerical computation of
paper III reproduces this perturbative peak. For stronger fields the numerical
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Figure 6.4: Absolute value of the quark pair production amplitude for dif-
ferent values of the oscillation scale Qs. Left: weak fields, the peaks are at
the location given by the lowest order perturbative result. Right: strong fields
with the same values of @)s. Peaks near “threshold” Qs = 2m are shifted.

solution sums over all the diagrams in Fig. 6.3 and the position of the peak
is shifted. The appearence of this peak is not a physical effect. The time
dependent field of Eq. (6.5) represents off-shell gluons with invariant mass Q2
decaying into quark pairs, and the amplitude has a peak where the invariant
mass of the pair equals that of the gluon. In the full 3+1-dimensional case the
gluons are on shell, and this peak is washed out by integration over the relative
transverse momentum of the pair. The effect serves here as a verification that
the numerical method for solving the Dirac equation and projecting out the
positive energy solutions works.
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Chapter 7

Review and outlook

The classical field approximation is a theoretically appealing way to study QCD
as it manifests itself in the small x proton or nucleus wavefunction and in rel-
ativistic heavy ion collisions. The aim of this thesis has been to review how a
classical field model can be used to understand the initial stages of a heavy ion
collision towards thermalization, starting from a model of the nuclear wavefunc-
tion. It has been seen that the classical field model gives a plausible picture of
gluon production in the central rapidity region of a heavy ion collision. One can
numerically calculate the gluon multiplicity and transverse energy created in the
initial stages of the collision. This calculation was the subject of the first article
of this thesis [1], and it was shown that the values obtained are compatible with
experimental observations within the Bjorken scenario of boost invariant ideal
hydrodynamical expansion.

Due to the uncertainty of the appropriate value of the source charge density
the results of the classical model do not, however, rule out a free-streaming
scenario without the decrease of energy density due to pdV-work in the hy-
dronynamical evolution. This uncertainty can be reduced in two ways. Firstly
observations of the hadron suppression at large pr, the disappearence of away-
side jet-like correlations and elliptic flow favor the interpretation in terms of
the Bjorken scenario, although hydrodynamical models do have difficulties with
HBT radii and there have been attempts to explain elliptic flow without re-
ferring to hydrodynamics [209, 137]. Secondly one should in principle be able
to independently determine the value of the source strength parameter using
data from deep inelastic scattering. Doing this accurately enough to clearly
distinguish between g2y = 1.4 GeV and g2y = 2.1 GeV is, however, not easy.

Inclusion of the longitudinal dimension is important for fully understanding
two seemingly unrelated issues. One is the thermalization, or specifically the
isotropisation, of the initial gluonic system. The essential assumption of the
hydrodynamical model is that the thermal system is isotropic, i.e. has not only
transverse but also longitudinal pressure. Explaining the creation of longitudinal
pressure, if it can be done in the classical field model, must necessarily involve
a full 34+1-dimensional solution of the gauge field equations of motion. The
second issue that requires a better treatment of the longitudinal dimension is
including the effects of JIMWLK evolution. The approach used in the second
article of the present thesis [2], consists of varying the initial conditions of the
same 2+1-dimensional calculation to account for the change in the saturation
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scale at different rapidities. There exists a large body of both analytical and
numerical work on this equation, which is not yet fully included in this simple
approach.

The question of theoretically understanding of the thermal and chemical
equilibration that the experimental results seem to indicate is not as well un-
derstood. In the third article of this thesis we have formulated a way to calculate
the number of quark pairs produced in the classical field model. The calculation
essentially consists of solving the Dirac equation in the background given by the
classical gauge fields. Many technical issues concerning, in particular, the lon-
gitudinal dimension have been solved in a 1+1-dimensional toy model. The full
3+1-dimensional case, requiring an extensive numerical calculation, has been
formulated but not yet implemented numerically.
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Appendix A

Notations

A.1 Spacetime

The metric in the original {t,z,xr}-basis is g,, = diag(l,—1,—1,—1). Thus
0;0" = —0;0; = —V73. We define the light cone coordinates z* and proper time
and spacetime rapidity 7,7 as:
1 1
+ +
T = —(txz) = —71eM"
V2 (t+2) V2
T = 2 —22 = 2tz (A1)

1. t+z 1, a7t
7’ = — ln = - ln )
2 t—=z 2 z
which gives the original coordinates in terms of the new ones as
1
t = —=(@"+27) = 7coshp

V2 (A.2)

1
+ —_ .
z = —=(@@" - = 7sinhn.
\/5( ) U
The metric in the light cone coordinates is ds* = 2dzT2~ — dx% and the
7,1 coordinates ds? = dr? — 72dn? — dx%, giving the invariant integration

measure /|g|d*z = dzdtd®xy = dot dor~ d*x7 = 7dpd7rd®xy. Any vector,
in particular the gauge field A,, transforms under coordinate transformations
in the familiar way
. Oz oz
— AP A, =
oxH oxH
Straightforward application of Eq. (A.3) gives the 7, n-components of a vector
as

AW A,. (A.3)

A, = AT = (zTA  +2 AN/

A, = -T*A" = at AT —ax AT, (A44)

A.2 Chromodynamics

We denote the generators of the fundamental representation of the gauge group
by t,. They are related to the Gell-Mann matrices A® and the Pauli matrices

41



0% by t, = A\%/2 for N. = 3 and t, = 0,/2 for N. = 2. The generators are
normalized as

1

T‘I'tatb = §5ab (A5)
[taa tb] = ifabctc- (AG)
The structure constants are completely antisymmetric in their indices [210].
The color indices a, b, ¢, . .. range from 1 to N2 —1, the dimension of the group.
They are written here indifferently as superscripts or subscripts. The adjoint

representation is generated by (T,)pe = — fabe-
TrToTy = Neday, or ToTo = Nel(n,2_1), (A7)

where 1y 2_1) is the (N.?—1)x (N.?—1) identity matrix. The adjoint represen-
tation of an SU(N;)-matrix U = expix®t, is denoted by D,q;(U) = expix®Ta,
and is related to the fundamental representation by

2Tr(t UTtyU) = (Dagj(U))ab- (A.8)

We use the following notation for the dimensions and the Casimirs of the rep-
resentations:

de = N dan = N2-1
_ A9
CF _ NQCjVC 1 CA _ NC ( )
The action of QCD is
o 1 .
Sz/d4xzwf(zﬂ)— m)yg, =5 Te P Fy, (A.10)
f
with the covariant derivative
Dt = 9" 4 igA*, (A.11)
giving the fields trength tensor
P = —L[DM D" = 9" A” — 9" A" + ig[AF, AY] (A.12)
g
or in components
F = ot A, — VAL — gf“bCAZAZ. (A.13)

QCD is invariant under gauge transformations, parametrized by a spacetime
dependent matrix in the gauge group, U(x):

A~ UAMUT - Luarut, (A.14)
g

Under these transformations the covariant derivative and the field strength ten-
sor transform as

DW — UD*UT and F* — UF*UT, (A.15)

A field configuration that is gauge equivalent to the vacuum is called a pure
gauge:

AV = —éU@“UT. (A.16)

42



Figure A.1: The link matrix U,(z) connects the lattice site z to = +e,
(left). The Hermitian conjugate UJ(x) connects lattice points in the negative
direction, going from x +e, to x.

A.3 Gauge fields on the lattice

The fundamental object of lattice gauge field theory is the link matrix U, (z)
connecting the point x to the neighboring lattice site  +e,, (see Fig. A.1). The
Hermitian conjugate of the link matrix reverses the direction, connecting x4+ e,
to z. In terms of the continuum gauge field A, we identify the link matrix as
UM(J?) _ eigaAM(fc)

A gauge transformation on the lattice transforms the link matrices as

U,(z) — V(x)U#(x)VT(m—i-e#), (A.17)
and the fermion fields as
P(x) = V(2)y(x), () = )V, (A.18)

leaving the following combination gauge-invariant

V(@)U (2)Y(x+en). (A.19)

A pure gauge field is one that can be gauge transformed to zero, meaning that
the link matrices can be transformed to the indentity matrix:

Uu(z) = V(2)VT(z+e,). (A.20)
A gauge invariant action can be defined using the plaquette
Upp(z) = Uﬂ(a:)Ul,(x—&—eu)U;(a:—&—ey)Ui(m). (A.21)

With a subscript —p we denote the negative p-direction. Thus a plaquette
around the same contour, but based on a different point (see Fig. A.2) can be
written e.g. as

Up—p(x+e,) = Ul,(x—l—eM)U;(x—i—e,j)Uj(m)Uu(x). (A.22)

As can be seen from its definition and the transformation properties of the link
matrices, the plaquette gauge transforms at its base point

Uy () = V(@)U (2)V (). (A.23)
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Figure A.2: The plaquettes U, . (z) (left) and U, —,(z +e,) (right) circle the
same contour, but gauge transform on different points,  and x-+e, respectively.

Because of cyclicity, the trace of the plaquette is gauge invariant and indepen-
dent of the base point
TrUpp(x) = TeUp—pletey) = Tr Uy (zteute,) = TrU_y u(z+e,). (A24)

In the continuum limit the plaquette becomes

U, = €99 Furt0a®) (A.25)
and the pure gauge action S = fé Tr F 3u can be represented by the Wilson
action [211]

(1 - —Re TrU,, l,) . (A.26)
T pu<v

In Minkowski space one must choose a different sign for the 0, i-terms to repro-
duce the right metric.
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