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We demonstrate that spontaneous transverse polarization of lambda baryon (A) production in eTe™
annihilation can be described using the transverse momentum dependent polarizing fragmentation
functions (TMD PFFs). Using a simple Gaussian model, we perform an extraction of the TMD PFFs
by fitting the BELLE Collaboration’s recent measurement of the A transverse polarization in back-to-back
A + h production in e*e™ collisions, e~ + et — A" + 1 + X. We find that this simple model accurately
describes the experimental data for A production associated with pions and kaons, and we are able to
determine TMD PFFs for different quark flavors. We use these newly extracted TMD PFFs to make
predictions for the transverse polarization of A produced in semi-inclusive deep inelastic scattering at a
future electron-ion collider and find that such a polarization is around 10% and should be measurable.

Furthermore, the extracted TMD PFFs have been made available open source.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.102.096007

I. INTRODUCTION

The first observation of large transverse single-spin
asymmetries (SSAs) in lambda baryon (A) production
was made more than forty years ago [1]. As the consensus
of the time was that such QCD spin effects at colliders
should be small [2], this experimental discovery came as a
surprise to the scientific community. These discoveries
demonstrated that a detailed description of transverse spin
physics was essential for a high-precision understanding of
collider data.

Tremendous progress has been made in the past decades,
with the help of QCD factorization theorems [3—7]. For
example, a recent phenomenological analysis presented in
[8] demonstrates that single transverse-spin asymmetries
for light hadrons, such as pions in high-energy collisions,
have a common origin. Namely, they are due to the intrinsic
quantum-mechanical interference from multi-parton states
in the parent proton and/or in the fragmenting hadron.

“deallos@g.ucla.edu
_k_zkan g@physics.ucla.edu
'Lj ohndterry @physics.ucla.edu

Published by the American Physical Society under the terms of
the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International license.
Further distribution of this work must maintain attribution to
the author(s) and the published article’s title, journal citation,
and DOI. Funded by SCOAP’.

2470-0010,/2020,102(9)/096007(11)

096007-1

One of these quantum-mechanical interferences is
encoded in the Sivers function [9], which describes the
distribution of unpolarized quarks inside a transversely
polarized proton, through a correlation between the par-
ton’s transverse momentum with respect to the proton
direction and the transverse spin vector of the proton. The
exact same interference can arise in the hadronization
process, giving rise to the so-called polarizing fragmenta-
tion functions (PFFs). The PFFs describe an unpolarized
quark that fragments into a transversely polarized spin-1/2
hadron, such as a A baryon. In this case, the PFFs encode
the correlation between the hadron’s transverse momentum
with respect to the fragmenting quark and the transverse
spin of the A particle.

While the origin of A polarization has been an active
field of study for the past forty years, data have been
available mainly from single inclusive A production in
proton-proton collisions, pp — A + X. For such a process
with a single hard scale—in this case the transverse
momentum of A—one can establish a QCD collinear
factorization formalism at high-twist [10,11]. For processes
with more than one hard scale, a transverse momentum
dependent (TMD) factorization is to be used [12]. This
would be the case for studying the polarization of A
production in semi-inclusive deep inelastic scattering
(SIDIS), as well as back-to-back A + & production in
ete™ collisions. In both processes, the transverse momen-
tum dependent polarizing fragmentation functions (TMD
PFFs) D7; could be studied. However experimental data
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have not been available for either of these processes until
recently.

The BELLE Collaboration has recently measured the
transverse polarization of the A in eTe™ annihilation [13].
They have measured such a polarization of both A and A in
single A production (with respect to the thrust axis),
e~ +et — A/JA+ X, as well as the back-to-back A + h
production, e~ +e* = A/A+h+X. While a well-
established TMD factorization formalism exists to treat
back-to-back A + & production [6,12], single A production
with respect to the thrust axis could involve a more
complicated factorization structure [14,15], if the thrust
variable is also measured. Nevertheless, there is an attempt
at factorization within the standard TMD formalism [16] for
single A production. In this paper, we will focus on back-to-
back A + h production because of this extra complication.'

These BELLE data allow for the extraction of the TMD
PFFs. This extraction is a major goal of the TMD community,
as it represents one of eight leading-twist TMDs for the
TMD FFs, and thus provides three-dimensional imaging of
hadrons in association with the fragmentation process.
Furthermore, a high-precision description of the TMD
PFFs is vital to our understanding of correlations between
final-state hadron spin and intrinsic transverse momenta of
the elementary constituents. The understanding of these spin-
transverse momentum correlations gives rise to interesting
phenomenological differences between TMD FFs and the
TMD parton distribution functions (PDFs).

For instance, the Sivers functions, the TMD PDFs which
are analogous to the TMD PFFs, exhibit so-called modified
universality—a sign change—between the SIDIS and
Drell-Yan processes [17-19]. This effect occurs because
the sign of the Sivers function is sensitive to the path of the
Wilson lines, which point in opposite directions for SIDIS
and Drell-Yan processes. The time-reversal in combination
with the parity transformation can be used to relate the
Sivers functions in these two processes, which leads to the
aforementioned sign change. The story for the universality
property of the TMD PFFs is more involved. TMD PFFs
have future-pointing Wilson lines in ete™ annihilation,
while in SIDIS they have, a priori, past-pointing Wilson
lines [20-22]. However, it was shown in [23-26] that due to
the specific kinematics in the fragmentation process, TMD
PFFs are insensitive to the direction of the Wilson line. A
more general analysis is presented in [20] that demonstrates
the universality of the TMD PFFs. So while the TMD PFFs
are T-odd just like the Sivers functions, the TMD PFFs do
not exhibit modified universality between SIDIS and
e~ 4+ et —- A+ h+ X; rather, the TMD PFFs should be
universal with respect to these two processes. In fact,
Ref. [26] has precisely suggested studies of both back-to-
back A + & production and SIDIS to test the universality of
the TMD PFFs. In this paper, we provide a prediction for

'Please see [13,15] for detailed information on the thrust axis.

the transverse polarization in SIDIS, which can be used for
the first experimental confirmation of the universality of the
TMD PFFs.

Within the TMD factorization formalism, we perform an
extraction of the TMD PFFs, from the recent A/A
polarization measurements recorded at BELLE [13]. We
study in detail the implications of the TMD PFFs for
different quark flavors and provide predictions for the A/A
polarization in SIDIS. We organize our work as follows. In
Sec. II we provide the relevant formalism and detail the
calculation of the A transverse polarization observable P}
In Sec. III we give the parametrization of our TMD PFFs
and discuss the fit procedure, fit results, and our predictions
for SIDIS. We conclude the paper in Sec. IV.

II. FORMALISM

In this section, we provide the QCD formalism for
describing A polarization. We consider back-to-back pro-
duction of a A baryon and a light hadron / in the final state,

e (£)+e" () =y (q) = h(Py) + A(PASL)+X, (1)

where g = £ + ¢’ is the momentum of the intermediate
virtual photon with g> = Q?, and we denote the momentum
of the outgoing light hadron and the A by P, and P,,
respectively. We further define

zn = 2Py - q/ 0%, z = 2Py - q/ Q% (2)
Following [27], we choose a leptonic center-of-mass frame
where the light hadron P, has no transverse momentum.
The leptons and the light hadron form the so-called lepronic
plane. The angle between P, and ¢ is given by 6, as
illustrated in Fig. 1. On the other hand, P;, and P, span the
so-called hadronic plane. In this frame, the A particle has
transverse momentum P, 7, at an azimuthal angle ¢, with
respect to the leptonic plane. We have

Pryr = —279., (3)

where ¢ | is related to the “transverse” component of the
virtual photon momentum, defined as

Pp

FIG. 1. Kinematics of the leptonic center-of-mass frame for
back-to-back two-hadron production in e~e™ annihilation,
e” +et - h(P,) + A(Py) + X.
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Pr-q
Py Py

L, (4)

with ¢2 = 4/ qy
We start with the QCD factorization formalism for the
unpolarized differential cross section [6,26],

dﬂgﬁ RCACTEEI / Py &Ky &P,
@ (kenr + ks +A —q1)SAL, Q)
X DY (zp, PR Hs G )DE'}Z‘“’ (2> Ph 1o 15 ©),s
(5)
where dPS = dzpdz,d(cos ) and o is given by
N a2, 5
00—27Q2(1+cos 0). (6)

Here Dzr/lzub(zh’ p%J_?/’lv C) and DRH/S;b(Z/h p%\i’ﬂ? z:) are the
so-called unsubtracted unpolarized TMD FFs for & and A,
respectively. On the other hand, y and ¢ are the renorm-
alization and rapidity (Collins-Soper) scales [12], which are
used to regulate ultraviolet and rapidity divergences,
respectively. Meanwhile, S(A,,u,{) is the soft factor,
while H(Q, ,u) is the hard function with the leading order
expression H(Q,u) = 1. The k;, with i = h, A are the
transverse momenta of the fragmenting quarks in the frame
where the hadron has zero transverse momentum.
Similarly, the p;, are the transverse momenta of the
hadrons in the frame where the fragmenting quarks have
zero transverse momentum. These momenta are related to
one another by p;| = —z;k; .

It is important to realize that one could absorb part of the
soft function /S into the definition of the TMD FFs [12]. In
this new formulation, the rapidity divergences cancel
between \/§ and the unsubstracted TMD FFs, which leads
to the so-called properly defined TMD FFs. At the end of
the day, we may rewrite the above factorization formalism
in Eq. (5), so that it is of the form,

do

——e = 60H<Q)Z%\Z%Z€%I / dzkhlJZkAJ_
APSdq, p

@ (kny +kyyi—qy)
X Dpg(zas P13 Q)Dyyg(zn 12 0). (7)

where the explicit dependence of the soft function in Eq. (5)
disappears in this new formulation, and we have the
properly defined TMD FFs D, ,(za, pi ; Q). Here we
have chosen the natural scales for the relevant functions
with u = /¢ = Q and have kept only the Q dependence in
the functions. Such a reformulation has become standard in

the TMD community; see, for example, [12,28-33] and
references therein. For later convenience, we define the
short-hand notation,

F[DnsgDijg) =

ZAZ%ZE /dzkhJ_dzkAJ_

X ()(kAL+khL_qL)
X Dp/y(2a.PR1:0)Dyyg(z0P31:0). (8)

With Eq. (8) in hand, we can thus write the unpolarized
differential cross section in the form,

do
APSPq, 60F [DasqDisql- 9)
When one measures the transverse polarization of the
final-state A, one must also consider the transverse-spin
dependent differential cross section. With the short-hand
notation in Eq. (8), we have the expression for the trans-
verse-spin dependent differential cross section,

do(S.)

d'PSdqu_ = J(){'F[D/\/fiDh/q] + |SJ_| Sin(¢S - ¢A)

X

1 .
. L _
ZAMA]:[PAT pAJ_DlT‘A/th/q] + }v

(10)

where P,; = P,7/|P,r| is the unit vector along the
transverse momentum of the A particle, as defined in
Fig. 1. Here the first term is the differential cross section for
the unpolarized A production, while the second term
depends on S, the transverse A spin. In this expression,
DllT’ Ag is the so-called polarizing fragmentation function

defined in the Trento convention [34] as

DA/q(ZA,PAL, S$.:0)
1

= E DA/q(ZAv p%\l’ Q)

! c
+mDiLT.A/q(ZA’p3\J_;Q)€ﬁ_ pAJ_pSJ_o- s (11)

where D, /4 on the left-hand side can be interpreted as the
number density of a polarized spin-1/2 hadron A in an
unpolarized quark, and S, is its transverse polarization
vector.

As can be seen in Eq. (10), the TMD PFFs lead to a
sin(¢ps — ¢ ) azimuthal dependence in the transverse spin-
dependent cross section. It is important to keep in mind that
there are additional terms that contribute to the transverse
spin-dependent A production. They are denoted as *“- - - in
Eq. (10), and their complete expressions were written down
in [27]. In principle we should not worry about these terms
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since they contribute to the cross section via different
azimuthal angle dependence. For example, one such
term involves a convolution of transversity FFs
Hy a/q(za, 313 Q) for the A hadron with the Collins FFs
Hll’h/q(z, p%L; Q) for the light hadron /. Such a term has an

azimuthal dependence of sin(¢g + ¢, ), different from the
sin(¢ps — ¢,) dependence for the TMD PFFs we are
studying.

In principle, the optimal strategy to isolate, and thus
extract unambiguously, the PFFs DllT, Ad would be to
measure and disentangle all of these different azimuthal
dependencies, just like in the usual SIDIS spin measure-
ments [35]. This has not yet been done by the BELLE
Collaboration. Surprisingly, though, if one integrates over
g, in the formalism, all the other terms vanish and we are

left with only the term involving the PFF DllT, A/ for the

spin-dependent cross section.

Since the experimental data are expressed only as a
function of z, and z,, and are inclusive over ¢, our
analysis of the experimental data to extract the PFFs is thus
justified. Eventually with the transverse momentum inte-
grated, the measured A polarization denoted as P} will be
given by

dAo(S,) , do

dPS ' dPS’ (12)

Pj\_(ZA’Zh) =

where Ac(S ) = [6(S ) — 6(=S1)]/2, and the denomina-
tor is the unpolarized cross section.

Let us make a final remark in trying to connect the
theoretical formalism above with the BELLE Col-
laboration’s experimental measurement of A polarization.
This is related to the direction with respect to which BELLE
measures A polarization. Defining m = —P,, with P, (P,)
the unit vector along the momentum of the hadron /4 (the A),
we see that BELLE measures A polarization along the
direction # < m x P,, perpendicular to the hadronic plane
in Fig. 1. On the other hand, the polarization vector S | in the
above formalism is transverse with respect to the leptonic
plane in Fig. 1. Because of this, we need to perform an
additional projection onto the 7i-direction.

III. FIT RESULTS AND PREDICTIONS

In this section, we first provide the parametrization used
for the extraction of polarizing fragmentation functions and
give an expression for the asymmetry P/} (z,, z,) within our
model. We then describe our fitting procedure and the fitted
results. Finally, we make a prediction for the A polarization
in semi-inclusive deep inelastic scattering.

*We thank D. Boer and H. Matevosyan for very insightful
communication concerning this point.

A. Fitting scheme

A key point of our paper is that we neglect QCD
evolution of the TMDs. We give the following argument
for why this is justified. QCD evolution provides informa-
tion on how the TMDs evolve with respect to the hard scale
0 [28-31,36]. As the TMDs are probed at larger Q, a larger
amount of parton shower (gluon radiation) is developed
during the collision, making the observed transverse
momentum distribution broader. Such a change as a
function of the hard scale Q is precisely described by
the TMD evolution equations, or the so-called Collins-
Soper-Sterman (CSS) evolution at the cross section level.
This evolution is vital for the extraction of TMDs in global
analyses, where there is a large range of hard scales Q.
However, when considering experimental data at a single
hard scale Q, the transverse momenta of the TMDs for all
of the experimental data are identical. Thus, QCD evolution
has no impact when fitting data at a single hard scale. On
the other hand, it has been found in previous phenomenol-
ogy that the expression for the TMDs can be described very
well by a simple Gaussian model at a fixed hard scale Q.
These Gaussian models have been extremely effective at
extracting TMDs, so long as the experimental data at
similar hard scales. See for example Refs. [37-41].
Since all of the BELLE data are at the same hard scale
0 = 10.58 GeV, a Gaussian model is very well justified
for the purposes of this paper.

We take the unpolarized TMD FFs to have the following
Gaussian form:

e_/’il/<p%u>
7T<P%,J_> ,
e_P?\L/<173\L>

”<P%\L> ’

Dh/q(zh’p%u_;Q) :Dh/q(Zh, Q) (13)

DA/q(ZA»PiﬁQ) = DA/q(ZA’Q) (14)

where we take (p7,) = 0.19 GeV? from [42] for the light
hadrons h. For A, we assume (p3 ) = (p7,) in this paper.
We model the polarizing fragmentation functions DllT‘ Ag
according to the equation,

e_pf\L/<M%)>

o) Y

DllT,A/q(ZA, P%\J_; Q) = DlLT,A/q(ZA’ 0)
Here Di; . /4(2a- Q) is a function which is to be para-
metrized while the Gaussian width (M2) differs from the
unpolarized width (p3 | ) by an auxiliary width M, obeying
the equality [38,43],

1 1 -1 M2 2
<M2D>E< - _|__2> _ 21<pA12_> )
(PAL) My M7+ (pi.)
From this expression, it is clear that M, characterizes the

scale of spin corrections to (p3 | ). We choose to fit (M?%)—
of course, M can be easily determined once (M) is known.

(16)
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In order to maintain the interpretation of the spin-
dependent fragmentation functions D,\/q(z, Pal-S1;0)
as probability densities, the positivity bound

PaL
ZAM 5

D17 07q (205 PALS Q)| < Dijg(za, PR130)  (17)

given in [22,44], must be satisfied. To enforce this
positivity bound, it is convenient to write the polarized
collinear function Dy , /q(ZA, Q) simply as a modulation
of the unpolarized collinear function D, ,,(z5. Q) by an
additional collinear function NV, (z,),

Di7.a/4(20: Q) = N y(2a) D jq(2a, Q) (18)

This parametrization has been used for the extraction of the
Sivers function in [31,45,46], as well as the transversity
distribution and Collins function in [32], where similar
positivity constraints enter. Following the work in these
references, we parametrize N, (z,) by the formula,

(a, + B, —1)% P!
(aq - 1)aq_1ﬂqﬁq

N y(za) = Nyzy! (1 = 2p)s (19)

The parameters o, and f3, characterize the transverse A spin
modification to the collinear function at small and large z,,
respectively. One can also see from this expression that

i-/\/’q<ZA)

max
9N

such that the magnitude of the collinear modulation is
controlled by the parameter N,. In order to satisfy the
positivity bound, we implement the fit constraints,

) =N, (20)

aq > lvﬂq > 07 <M%)> < <p%\1_>’ (21)
(Mp) M
Nyl < Vet 22

which are sufficient conditions for the enforcement of the
positivity bound.

Moreover, it is useful to define the p% | -moment of the
TMD PFFs,

2
(1) _ PaL .
DlT,A/q(ZA7 Q) = /dszJ_ 2Z3\M3\ D%T,A/q(zl\’ p%\L; Q)
(MD) 1
_ M) 0). 23
ZZ%M% lT,/\/q(ZA Q) ( )

Using our parametrization, all momenta can be inte-
grated out analytically, so that the cross sections take on the
forms,

d
d?TGSZ%H(Q) - €3Dnsq(2n. Q)Diyq(zn- Q). (24)
dAs(S ) VT (Mp)
_— = H
aps ~ H(Q5 Ma/73(M3) + z3(p7.)

X Ze%]Df_T,A/q(ZA’ 0)Dy/5(z4. Q). (25)
q

As such, we finally obtain the following expression for the
A polarization P’ (z,z;,) from Eq. (12):

v (M3)
2zp MA\/Z%:<M%)> i)
quq 17.8/q(2ns Q)Diya (21, Q)
Z DA/q(ZAv Q)Dh/q(zhv Q) .

Pj\_(ZAv Zh) =

(26)

To compute P’} (z,,z;), we use the AKKO8 parametri-
zation [47] of the collinear A fragmentation functions.
Currently, there are no available collinear fragmentation
functions which separate the A and A contributions. While
the work in [16] took D/ =Dnp;g=0 with ¢ = u, d, s,
this scheme does not adequately describe A + & produc-
tion. For example, in the e~ + e™ — A + zt + X process,
one of the dominant contributions to the cross section is
given by the D, /;(z5. Q). Since the work in [16] neglected
all sea quark contributions, this would lead to a very small
asymmetry, which conflicts with the BELLE data. For this
paper, we assume Dy, = Dg,, = DA/N_q for all quark
flavors.

For the fragmentation functions of pions, we choose the
DSS14 parametrization given in [48], which is an update of
the previous DSS07 fragmentation functions [49]. As such
an update is not available for kaons, we choose the DSS07
parametrizations for the fragmentation functions of kaons.

In order to fit the nonperturbative TMD PFFs
D7 y q(zA, px.;0), we use the typical flavor-dependent
parameters N ¢ Ags and ﬂq, similar to the parametrization used
in [31] for the Sivers functions. In this paper, for the
polarization of the A, we fit the 11 parameters N,, N,
Ns’ Nbed? Ay Ay Ay abed?ﬂv‘ﬂ /))sed’ and <M2 > The parameters
labeled sea apply to the remaining considered flavors, namely
ii, d, and 5. Furthermore, in order to fit the A polarization, we
take DlT,A/E](ZA’pAJ—’Q) DlT’A/q(z,\,pAl,Q), by invari-
ance under charge conjugation.

Following Ref. [50], we use a bootstrap method to
generate the uncertainty band for the PFF and polarization
alike. For this purpose, we generate 200 replicas; to
generate one replica, we shift the reported polarization
associated with each data point by Gaussian noise with
standard deviation equal to the experimental error. The fit is
performed on the noisy data, resulting in a set of param-
eters. We perform this 200 times to obtain 200 fits, from

096007-5



DANIEL CALLOS, ZHONG-BO KANG, and JOHN TERRY

PHYS. REV. D 102, 096007 (2020)

TABLE I. Listed are the parameter values with uncertainties.
The central values are taken from the fit with the actual BELLE
data [13] (no Gaussian noise), while the uncertainties are
calculated from the middle 68% of parameter values generated
from 200 replicas (see the discussion in Sec. III A).

2*/d.of. = 1.694

N, = 0.858+0108

Ny = —0.71675070

a, = 1.058+09%0

a, = 430615722

Boa = 0.8667 0718

(M%) = 0.118103 GeV?

Ny = —2.14470/2¢
Nsea = _0861:())(())%2
ag = 2.00410123
Ageq = 1641:??323

0.240
Psea = 6-325:).522

each of which we calculate P’I (or the PFF). The middle
68% of these values are selected point-by-point. At each
point, the minimum and maximum of this middle 68% are
considered to be the upper and lower errors.

B. Fit results

We use the MINUIT package [51] from CERNLIB to
perform the fit. The parameters as well as the y*/d.o.f. of
the fit are presented in Table 1. The y?/d.o.f. of 1.694
suggests that the fit is of reasonably good quality. One must
note that we have restricted ourselves to fit the experimental
data with z;, < 0.5, for a total of 96 data points. It is also
important to note that when these parameters are used to
describe the data globally, without removing the z;, > 0.5
data, we have y?/d.o.f. = 2.421. This could indicate a
sizable contribution of threshold logarithms [52] and target
mass corrections [53-55] in this region.

While the advertised y?/d.o.f. is 1.694, a large contri-
bution of the > comes from two “problematic” points, the
point at 7, = 0.243, z, = 0.35 for the A + K process and
the point at z, = 0.245, z, = 0.35 for the A + K~ process.
If the » contributions from these points are removed, the
x*/d.o.f. becomes 1.499. In fact removing these points
from the fitting procedure altogether leads to a y*/d.o.f. of
1.180. In the future, it would be interesting to investigate
these two points in more detail.

Figure 2 contains histograms of the distributions of fit
parameters, which are determined by the fits to the
replicated data sets. We find that the modes of the histo-
grams agree well with the determined values of the central
fit. This agreement indicates that the values of the param-
eters are well-constrained and not appreciably sensitive to
variations of the central point within the experimental
uncertainties.

In Figs. 3 and 4 we plot the experimental data, as well as
the result of our fit for the A polarization P/} in the back-to-
back production of A(A) + z* and A(A) + K*, respec-
tively. The gray uncertainty bands displayed are generated
by the replicas at 68% confidence. For Fig. 3, the left plots
correspond to A + 7z production, while the right plots
correspond to A + 7z production. Likewise, the left (right)
plots are for the A (A) production associated with K*. One
should note that the data points with z, > 0.5 are not
included in our fit, and thus we see that the global
comparison with our theoretical results is of slightly lower
quality. We further observe that our model seems to
describe the A(A) + zF data better than the A(A) + K*
data; indeed, we find y?/ndata = 1.223 for pions, and
1.802 for kaons.

0.0 -
0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 —2.8 2.4 2.0
Ny Ny N,

Density

-16 -12 -08 -04 -12 -0.9 1.05 120 1.35

1.6 20 24
Nsea Qy Qq

4.0 48
Qg Qlsea ﬁval

5612 15 18 21 06 1.2

1.8 24

45 6.0 7.5 0.08 012 0.16
/Bsca <M%> (Ge\/Q)

FIG. 2. Distributions of MINUIT parameters from 200 replicas. The black lines represent the parameter values which are determined
from the best fit of the actual experimental data. Each histogram is normalized such that the heights of its bars sum to unity.
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FIG. 3. The fit to the experimental data for 7 mesons is shown, with the gray uncertainty band displayed is generated by the replicas at

68% confidence. The left plots are for the production of A + 7=, while the right plots are for the production of A + z*.
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FIG. 4. Same as Fig. 3 but for the production of A + K* (left) and A + K* (right).
InFig. 5, we plot 24Dy, A (2. Q). defined in Eq. (23), as
afunction of z, foru, d, s and sea quarks, at 68% confidence. 0.015 .
We find that the PFF for the u quark is positive, while those 0.010 -
of the d and s quarks are negative. We also find a sizable o -
negative sea quark contribution. These signs are consistent S hoos sea
with the qualitative analysis in the BELLE experimental §
paper [13]. In terms of the magnitude of the PFFs, we find = 0.000 —
that the # and d quarks are comparable, while the PFF for the : é
s quark is smaller by almost an order of magnitude, and it Q —0.005
plays a more important role in the relatively large z, = 0.4. 5
The PFFs for sea quarks are sizable mostly in the relatively —0.010
small z, < 0.3 region.
One can understand these findings qualitatively. For —0.015
exam.ple,. the A t” processes are domlnateq by the AT Y R R EEY
contribution of Dy7 ,/,D,-/z in Eq. (26). As this subset ZA
of BELLE data has large positive A polarization (z, < 0.4),
we find that the sign of the u-quark PFF is positive.  FIG. 5. polarizing  fragmentation  functions

Likewise, the A + zt processes are dominated by the
contribution of DILT’ AsaPr+ja- Due to the large negative

ZAD#R /q(z,\, 0), defined in Eq. (23), are plotted as functions

of z, for different quark flavors, at 68% confidence.
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polarization, we find that the sign of the d-quark PFF is
negative. Finally the A + K™ process is dominated by the
contribution of DllT_ AssPre s We then determine the sign
of the s-quark PFF to be negative, although our best fit
gives a very small PFF for the s-quark. Finally the sea
quarks usually play more important roles in the relatively
small z, region. In this set of BELLE data, it starts to
become more important for z, < 0.3. We find negative
PFFs for sea quarks, which are smaller in size compared
with those for u and d quarks.

C. Predictions for the SIDIS process

We now present a phenomenological prediction for
the polarization of the A particle, produced in the
SIDIS process, e(£)+p(P)—e(£')+A(Py,S1)+X. As
emphasized in [26], the measurement of A polarization in
SIDIS furnishes an experimental verification of the uni-
versality of the TMD PFF Di:(zs, pA,; Q), which has
been predicted to be the same as those measured in e™e™
annihilation [20,23,25,26]. We define the standard SIDIS
variables,

where Q% = —¢?> = —(¢' — ¢)?. The differential cross sec-
tion is given by

do(S,) .
dPSdszT = GEIS{F[fQ/PDA/q] + |SJ_| Sln<¢S - ¢A)

X

FlPar - pasfospDlrassl + - }

(28)

ZAMy

where for SIDIS we have the phase-space element
dPS = dxpdydz,, the usual unpolarized TMD PDFs
fq/p(xp.k%:Q), and the leading-order scattering cross
section,

oIS = 2n0%, 1+ (1 - )’)2.
0’ y

(29)

In Eq. (28), there are additional terms, denoted ...,
contributing to the transverse spin-dependent cross section
[56], just like Eq. (10). However, these addition terms have
different azimuthal dependences. The SIDIS measurement
typically isolate these azimuthal dependences such that the
sin(¢ps — o) term can be unambiguously measured.
Collecting the results above, we find that the convolution
for SIDIS is

f[fq/pDA/q] = HDIS(Q)Zetzy/dsz_szAJ_
q

x 83 (zpky +pas — Par)
X fq/p(xB’ ki’ Q)DA/q<ZAv pjz\i; Q)’ (30)

where HPS(Q) is the hard function for SIDIS, with
HPSO)(Q) =1 at leading order. Meanwhile, P,; is the
transverse momentum of the final-state A, k, is the
transverse momentum of the quark relative to the initial-
state parent proton and p, | is the transverse momentum of
the final-state A with respect to the fragmenting quark.

For our calculations, we use the parametrizations of A
fragmentation functions in Egs. (14) and (15) from the
previous section. For the unpolarized TMD PDFs, we use
the parametrization,

farp(xp.k3:0) :fq/p(vaQ)W’ (31)

with (k%) =0.61 GeV?, as extracted in [42]. Using
Eq. (31) and integrating over P,;, we find that the A
polarization has the analytic form,

vz (M3)
P (xp.zn) = 25
L ) = S M M) £ )
« 2 g€t arp (5. Q)DllT,A/q(ZAa 0)
qugfq/p(xB’ Q)DA/q(ZAv Q) '

(32)

In Fig. 6, we plot the transverse polarization as a function
of 75, at Q = 10 GeV and xz = 0.1, which are consistent

20

SIDIS, Q = 10 GeV
15 zp=0.1

0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55 0.60 0.65
A

FIG. 6. Our prediction of the transverse A polarization
P} (xp,z,) in SIDIS is plotted as a function of z, for typical
values of the kinematic variables Q = 10 GeV and xz = 0.1 at
the EIC. The uncertainty band is generated at 68% confidence.

096007-8



EXTRACTING THE TRANSVERSE MOMENTUM DEPENDENT ...

PHYS. REV. D 102, 096007 (2020)
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—20.0
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rp = 0.1

0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55 0.60 0.65
ZA

FIG. 7. Same as Fig. 6 but for A production.

with the typical kinematics at the future Electron Ion
Collider (EIC) [57-60]. We have used the CT141lo
collinear PDFs given in [61]. To generate the uncertainty
band, we use the 200 sets of fitted parameters and plot the
band generated from the middle 68%. We predict an
asymmetry of roughly 10% for A production in this
kinematic region. As the size of the asymmetry is on par
with that of other single-spin asymmetries, this measure-
ment should be feasible at the EIC. We note that the sign of
the polarization is due to the interplay between the
contributions of u and d quarks. At small z, <04 the
magnitudes of the u-quark and d-quark PFFs are similar.
However the contribution from the u quark is weighted by
the much larger fractional electric charge e2 = 4/9 vs
€% =1/9, resulting in a positive asymmetry. At large
Za 2 0.4 the magnitude of the d-quark PFF is much larger
and wins over the enhancement from the electric charges,
leading to a negative asymmetry. In Fig. 7, we plot our
prediction for A production at xz = 0.1. The magnitude
and sign of the polarization can be interpreted by noting
that at xz = 0.1 the u# and d-quark PDFs are the dominant
contributions. However, since u# and d-quarks are sea
quarks of A and the sea quark PFFs are negative, we thus
have a negative polarization. The magnitude of the asym-
metry is roughly —10% at small z, and gradually decreases
in size to be around —5% as z, increases. This is consistent
with the behavior of sea quark PFFs, which decreases in
size as z, increases. Our analysis indicates that the

polarizations of A and A in SIDIS could serve as good
observables for the extraction of valence and sea
quark PFFs.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have demonstrated that transverse
momentum dependent polarizing fragmentation functions
(TMD PFFs) can be extracted from the polarization
measurement for both A and A at BELLE in [13]. In the
measurement, A(A) and a light hadron (pion or kaon) are
produced in the back-to-back configuration, and a TMD
factorization formalism can thus be applied to analyze the
experimental data. As all of the experimental data from this
single measurement were collected at the same scale, no
TMD evolution is needed. We thus perform an extraction of
the TMD PFFs using a simple Gaussian model. The
resulting PFFs are constrained by the BELLE data to be
positive for u quarks, and negative for d and s quarks.
These signs are consistent with the qualitative analysis in
the BELLE experimental paper and Ref. [62].

Earlier extractions of the TMD PFFs are mainly from the
A polarization in proton-proton collisions [63], where a
proper TMD factorization is not justified. It would be
interesting to look into the connections between the data in
these two different processes. We further make predictions
for the transverse polarization of the A and A baryons
produced in semi-inclusive deep inelastic scattering. The
size of the polarization is around 10% and thus should be
measurable at the Electron Ion Collider.

As we have mentioned, we look forward to future
experimental data with higher statistics and subsequently
hope to disentangle the transverse-spin dependent pieces
with differing azimuthal dependencies. Furthermore, we
note that the extracted TMD FFs have been made available
open source for Fortan with an MIT license at https://github
.com/UCLA-TMD/TMD-GRIDS.
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