arXiv:hep-ph/0006290 26 Jun 2000

Mass dependence of HBT correlations in e^+e� annihilation

A.Bialas, M.Kucharczyk, H.Palka and K.Zalewski M.Smoluchowski Institute of Physics

Jagellonian University, Cracow^� Institute of Nuclear Physics, Cracow^y

June 26, 2000

Abstract

Mass dependence of the effective source radii, observed in hadronic

Z^0 decays by several LEP I experiments, is analyzed in a model which

assumes proportionality between four-momentum of a produced particle and the four-vector describing its space-time position at the freeze-out. It is shown that this relation (commonly accepted in description of highenergy collisions) can explain the data, provided all particles are emitted from a ”tube” of ¸ 1 fm in diameter at a constant proper time ¸ 1:5 fm.

1 Introduction

Recently, two of us have pointed out [1] that the generalized Bjorken-Gottfried hypothesis [2], relating the space-time position of a hadron produced in a highenergy collision to its 4-momentum, can qualitatively explain the mass-dependence of the interaction radii observed in e^+e^− annihilation at LEP I [3, 4]. As discussed in detail in [1], this effect is a manifestation of the well-established observation [5] that a correlation between the momentum and the emission point of a particle can drastically affect the results of the HBT correlation experiment. In the present note we want to explore in more detail the idea formulated in [1] in order to verify, if it indeed provides a viable framework for the understanding of the mass dependence of the HBT parameters.

�Address: Reymonta 4, 30-059 Krakow, Poland; yAddress: Kawiory 26a, 30-055 Krakow, Poland

The generalized Bjorken-Gottfried hypothesis, as formulated in [1], postulates the linear relation between the 4-momentum of the produced particle and the space-time position at which it is produced^1:

q_μ = λx_μ. (1)

Relation (1) implies λ = M_⊥ τ (2) where M^2_⊥ = E^2 − q^2_‖ = m^2 + q^2_⊥, and τ = √ t^2 − z^2 (3)

is the longitudinal proper time after the collision (t and z are time and longitudinal position of the production point).

Since this picture is purely classical, it represents only a qualitative idea, whose application to the description of the actual data requires an adequate reformulation taking into account the effects of the quantum nature of the system considered. In [1] we have proposed to use (1) and (2) as a guide-line for construction of the source function^2 S(P, X) [7, 8] related to the density matrix in momentum space by a Fourier transform ρ(q = P + 1 2 Q, q^′ = P − 1 2 Q) = ∫ d^4Xe^{iQX}S(P, X). (4) All variables are four dimensional, so that both space and time integrations are involved. Thus specifying the source function fixes completely the single particle properties of the model.

Similarly as the standard Wigner function [9], S(P, X) gives approximately (as far as possible without contradicting quantum mechanics) the single-particle distribution in momentum and in space-time. Therefore it has an intuitive meaning^3. which can be exploited for implementation of the relations (1)-(2).

The construction of S(P, X) (described in the next section) requires specification of several details which can only be determined from a confrontation with data. We thus analyse the single- and two-pion distributions in the framework of the scheme proposed in [1] and compare them with the data from the DELPHI experiment at LEP I [10] in order (i) to pin down the parameters describing the system and (ii) to verify that their values are reasonable, i.e., that

1To our knowledge, the first application of relation (1) to a discussion of the quantum interference between identical particles was proposed (in a different context) by Csorgo and Zimanyi [6]

2It was called there a ”generalized Wigner function”.

3It should be realized that, in contrast to the standard Wigner function which relates the particle wave functions at different positions but at the same time, the source function relates the particle production amplitudes at different positions and at different times. (as is clearly seen from (4)). Consequently some care is needed in order to assess its physical interpretation.

the whole scheme is not unrealistic. Our conclusion is rather optimistic: the proposed scheme seems to describe adequately the LEP I data. As, in addition, it provides a reasonable intuitive picture of the hadronization, one may hope that it represents a useful framework for the description of the general properties of this process.

In the next two sections we describe the construction of the source function and calculate the single particle density matrix in momentum space. In Section 4 the formulae for two-particle correlation functions are derived. Comparison with the data is discussed in Section 5 and 6. The last section contains our conclusions and outlook.

2 The Source Function

To implement the conditions (1)-(2) we postulate the source function in the factorized form S(P, X) = F (τ )S_‖S_⊥ (5)

where

S_‖ = exp 1 2δ^2_‖ ( P_+ − M_⊥ τ X_+) ) ( P_− − M_⊥ τ X_−) ) (6) and S_⊥ = exp [ − X^2_⊥ 2r^2_⊥ ] exp − ( ⃗P_⊥ −^M?_τ ⃗X_⊥ )_2

2δ^2_⊥ . (7)

Here X_± = t ± z; P_± = P_0 ± P_z. (8)

so that M^2_⊥ = P_+P_−; τ^2 = X_+X_−. (9)

We have used Gaussian forms in order to simplify the evaluation of the Fourier transform (4). As shown below, this admittedly crude assumption seems sufficient at the present level of analysis and accuracy of the data.

The first exponential factor in S_⊥ represents a standard^4 cylindrically symmetric ”tube” of radius r_⊥ in configuration space^5. The remaining exponential introduces a correlation between the momentum and the emission point of the particle, as required by the generalized Bjorken-Gottfried condition (1). Such correlations are known to influence strongly the HBT effect on particle spectra

4For related approaches see, e.g., [11].

5To simplify the argument, we ignore the rapidity and z dependence of the single particle spectrum. This seems a reasonable approximation in the central rapidity region at high energy and can be easily removed, if necessary.

[5] and were shown in [1] to induce the mass dependence of the HBT radii. The reason for the mass dependence is easily seen from (2): at fixed τ , the correlation between momentum and position depends on transverse mass.

The parameters δ_‖ and δ_⊥ parametrize the correlation lengths or - in other words - the size of the region (centered at X_μ) from which the observed particles emerge. They are arbitrary, apart from inequalities required for consistency with the quantum uncertainty principle, see, e.g., [14], which put on them some weak lower limits.

Finally, the function F (τ ) gives the distribution of the proper time τ at which the particles are created.

Using now the formula (4) and the formulae of this section one can evaluate the single-particle density matrix in momentum space, which is a necessary step in the evaluation of both the single-particle spectrum and the two-particle HBT correlations. This calculation is outlined in the next section.

3 Density matrix in momentum space

Substituting (5) into (4) we have ρ(q, q^′) = ∫ τ dτ F (τ )ρ_‖ρ_⊥ (10)

where ρ_⊥ = ∫ d^2X_⊥S_⊥e^{−i ⃗X}?^{⃗Q}? (11) and ρ_‖ = ∫ dηe^V . (12) Here η is the pseudorapidity:

η = log ( X_+ X_− ) (13) and V = 1 2δ^2_‖ ( P_+ − M_⊥ τ X_+) ) ( P_− − M_⊥ τ X_−) ) + i(Q_0t − Q_‖z). (14)

From (4) we also see that P = 1 2 (q + q^′); Q = q − q^′ (15)

The Gaussian integral (11) for ρ_⊥ can be explicitly performed with the result

ρ_⊥(⃗q_⊥, ⃗q^′_⊥) = 2πr^2_{eff} exp − ⃗P 2 2ω^2 − ⃗Q2_⊥r2_{eff} 2 exp [ −i M_⊥τ v^2 ω^2 ⃗P_⊥ ⃗Q_⊥ ] (16) where ω^2 = M^2_⊥v^2 + δ^2_⊥; v^2 = r^2_⊥/τ^2; r^2_{eff} = r^2_⊥δ^2_⊥ ω^2

(17)

The longitudinal integral is somewhat more complicated. We first express the energies and longitudinal momenta in terms of the respective rapidities

P_± = M_⊥e^{±Y} ; Q_0 = m_⊥ cosh y − m^′_⊥ cosh y^′; Q_‖ = m_⊥ sinh y − m^′_⊥ sinh y^′ (18) Substituting this into (14) we obtain after some algebra V = M^2_⊥ δ^2_‖

(1 − cosh(Y − η)) +i τ M_⊥ ( ⃗P_⊥ ⃗Q_⊥ cosh(Y − η) + m_⊥m^′_⊥ sinh(y − y^′) sinh(η − Y ) ) (19)

One sees from this formula that V depends only on Y −η and y−y^′. Consequently, after integration over η the result depends only on y − y^′.

The integral (12) can now be evaluated. We first change the variable η − Y → ξ. Then we express the hyperbolic functions of ξ by exponentials. Using the integral representation K_0(z) = ∫_∞ 0 e^{−z cosh y}dy (20)

we obtain ρ_‖ = 2 exp M^2_⊥ δ^2_‖

K_0(s) (21)

with

s^2 =

M^4_⊥ δ^4_‖ − τ^2 M^2_⊥

( ⃗P_⊥ ⃗Q_⊥)^2 − 2i τ M_⊥ δ^2_‖

⃗P_⊥ ⃗Q_⊥ + τ^2 4M^2_⊥ m^2_⊥m^{′2}_⊥ sinh^2(y − y^′) (22)

Using the identities

m_⊥ cosh y + m^′_⊥ cosh y^′ = 2M_⊥ cosh Y m_⊥ sinh y + m^′_⊥ sinh y^′ = 2M_⊥ sinh Y (23)

we arrive, after some algebra, at our final formula

s^2 =

M^4_⊥ δ^4_‖

− τ^2Q^2_t − i τ M_⊥ δ^2_‖

(m^2_⊥ − m^{′2}_⊥) (24)

where Q^2_t = Q^2_0 − Q^2_‖ (25) This completes the evaluation of the single-particle density matrix.

4 Single-particle distribution and two-particle correlation function

The single particle distribution is given by the diagonal elements of the density matrix. From the formulae of the previous section we thus obtain ρ(q) ≡ dn dyd^2q_⊥ = 2πr^2_⊥δ^2_⊥ exp m^2_⊥ δ^2_‖ K_0 m^2_⊥ δ^2_‖

I(q^2_⊥) (26)

where I(q^2_⊥) = ∫ τ dτ F (τ )ω̄^{−2} exp ( − q^2_⊥ 2ω̄^2 ) ) (27) and ω̄^2 = m^2_⊥v^2 + δ^2_⊥ (28) To obtain information on the two-particle correlation function, one has to make further assumptions. We follow the standard treatment [7, 8, 14], assuming that one can evaluate the two-particle correlation function as if there were no other correlations between particles except for those induced by quantum interference. Under this condition the normalized two-particle correlation function is given by C(q_1, q_2) =

|ρ(q_1, q_2)|^2 ρ(q_1)ρ(q_2)

(29)

The final point we want to discuss is the selection of the variables used for comparison with the data, and the corresponding Jacobians.

The system of two identical particles is fully described by the 6 components of the momenta. The phase-space volume is

dΩ = dydy^′d^2q_⊥d^2q^′_⊥ = 2πdydy^′dP^2_⊥ dQ^2_⊥dϕ (30)

where ϕ is the angle between ⃗P_⊥ and ⃗Q_⊥.

As seen from the formulae of Section 3, it is convenient to replace the two rapidities by Q^2_t and Y . Using the identity

Q^2_t = (m_{1⊥} − m_{2⊥})^2 − 4m_{1⊥}m_{2⊥} sinh^2

(y_1 − y_2 2 ) (31)

one obtains

dy_1dy_2 = dY dQ^2_t √ Q^4_t − 2(m^2_{1⊥} + m^2_⊥)Q^2_t + (m^2_{1⊥} − m^2_⊥)^2

. (32)

Thus everything can be expressed in terms of Y, Q^2_t , Q^2_⊥, P^2_⊥ and ϕ. It is sometimes convenient, however, to consider other variables. For completeness we give below some kinematic relations which can be useful in data analysis.

μ^2 ≡ 2(m^2_{1⊥} + m^2_⊥) = 4m^2 + 4P^2_⊥ + Q^2_⊥ (33)

Q_{out} = |Q_⊥| cos ϕ; M^2_⊥ = μ^2 − Q^2_t (34)

m^2_{1⊥} − m^2_⊥ = 2|P_⊥ ||Q_⊥| cos ϕ = 2|P_⊥|Q_{out} (35)

5 Data: Single-particle distribution

Eq.(10) represents the density matrix as an integral over the proper time τ at which the particles are produced. In the present paper, following [1], we shall accept the approximation that the production happens in a very narrow interval of τ , so that the integration over τ simply amounts to introduce a fixed value τ = τ_0 in the formulae of the previous section. In this way the unknown function F (τ ) is replaced by one parameter, τ_0. The other three parameters are: v, δ_⊥ and δ_‖, each with a very clear physical meaning.

The first step in the data analysis should be the correct description of the single particle spectrum using the Eq.(26). This also allows to restrict somewhat the values of the four parameters we have to our disposal.

For this purpose the data sample of ≈ 3 ∗ 10^5 Z^0 hadronic decays from the DELPHI experiment was used [10]. Hadronic events have been selected using standard DELPHI cuts [12] which limit the contamination of beam-gas,γγ,μμ and ee events to less than 0.1% and τ τ contamination to below 0.2%. In this study only two-jet like events were considered (Thrust ≥ 0.95). The distribution of transverse momentum with respect to the event thrust axis was constructed for tracks which are not obvious decay products of V^0’s and are not positively identified as K’s or p’s.

The formula (26) has been fitted to the distribution in the q^2_⊥ region up to 2.0 GeV^2 which contains 99% of the data. The small q^2_⊥ < 0.020GeV^2 interval was excluded from fits because it is particularly uncertain experimentally due to the contribution of low momentum pions from the D^∗ decays and to a possible distortion of the distribution by imperfect approximation of the primary quark direction by the measured thrust axis.

The unknown parameters (v, δ_⊥ and δ_‖ plus normalization) were determined by minimizing a χ^2 function with the MINUIT program [13]. The parameter τ_0 was kept fixed in fits at the value of 1.5 fm. Since correlations between some fit parameters are high, we used a 3 standard deviation correlation ellipse for each parameter pair to estimate their statistical errors. In addition, the stability of the results of the fit has been checked by varying the range of fitted q^2_⊥. The extreme values of a parameter resulting from these fits were used as a measure of the range of a parameter allowed by the data.

Although the fits converged easily to a deep minimum, their χ^2 value was not always statistically acceptable. Nevertheless, we accept these fits as long as the shape of the experimental distribution is correctly reproduced over a wide range of q^2_⊥. The too high χ^2_{min}/dof value is attributed to underestimated errors (imperfect treatment of systematics, no background subtraction etc) rather, than to failure of the fitted hypothesis. An example fit is shown in Fig.1. The fit results are summarized in Table 1.

Figure 1: The fit of the formula (26) to q^2_⊥ distribution of pions, (v = 0.286 , δ_⊥ = 0.303 , δ_‖ = 0.172)

6 Two-particle correlation function

The two-particle correlation function is calculated according to formula (29) using the values of the parameters from Table 1. Correlations between parameters determined by the fit are taken into account by sampling the area of the 3σ correlation ellipse for each parameter pair with a Gaussian distribution. At the presence of correlations between the parameters this procedure results in a much

Table 1: Model parameters determined in the fit.

v δ_⊥( GeV ) δ_‖( GeV ) χ^2/dof

0.286^{+0.014}_{−0.010} 0.303^{+0.010}_{−0.021} 0.172^{+0.178}_{−0.015} 397/193

more reliable estimate of the statistical error on the calculated correlation function value than the 1-dim. errors given by MINUIT. Systematic effects of the fit are accounted for by repeating calculations for extreme values of the parameters allowed by the q^2_⊥ distribution. This procedure was needed especially for the parameter δ^2_‖ which is the least constrained by the one-particle distribution. In this way the value of the correlation function for each particle was determined together with its error, where both error contributions described above have been added linearly. The result of the calculation for pions is shown in Figs.2a,b for the perpendicular and parallel components, respectively.

(a) (b)

Figure 2: Correlation function vs Q^2_⊥ (a) and Q^2_‖ (b) for π

One sees that these functions are not gaussian. Nevertheless, to compare with the existing data, we have approximated the results by Gaussians in the region 0.100GeV < Q < 0.250GeV (Fig. 2). The exclusion of the small Q^2 region may be justified by the well-know fact that the measurements of the correlation function at very small Q^2 are very uncertain (and often this region is omitted in the data analyses at LEP). The results of this procedure for pions are shown in Fig. 3(a) together with measurements of the three LEP experiments [3] done in correlation studies in two- and three dimensions.

(a) (b)

Figure 3: R_‖ and R_⊥ calculated from the model (shaded bands) : (a) for π, (b) for π,K,p,Λ. Data points in (a) represent results of 2- and 3-dimensional analyses of LEP data [3]. Data points in (b) represent 1-dim source radius R_0 [4]

In the experimental studies Q^2 is decomposed into three components in the longitudinal center-of-mass (LCMS) frame, where the sum of the three-vector momenta is perpendicular to the thrust axis. Choosing Q_L parallel to the thrust axis, Q_{out} parallel to the sum of the momenta (in the LCMS frame) and Q_{side} orthogonal to both, the decomposition reads:

Q^2 = Q^2_L + Q^2_{side} + Q^2_{out}(1 − β^2); β = p^1_{out} + p^2_{out} E_1 + E_2

(36)

DELPHI performed the analysis in two dimensions, determining correlation radii corresponding to Q^2_T = Q^2_{side} + Q^2_{out} ( R_⊥ ) and to Q^2_L (R_‖). The L3 and OPAL analyses where done in three components, therefore, as the measure of R_⊥ we have

chosen R_⊥ = √ R2_{out}+R2_{side} 2 . The spread of the experimental results is considerable, which might be due to different methodology (eg. different reference sample, corrections for Coulomb repulsion etc) and differing phase space regions selected. However the clustering of the data points for R_‖ at larger values than those for R_⊥ is clearly visible. Shaded bands in the plot represent the errors on the calculated R_⊥ and R_‖.

The most remarkable feature seen in this figure is that the model predicts, in agreement with experiment, a longitudinal radius much larger than the transverse one. One also sees that both radii fall in the ballpark of about 1 fm which is hardly surprising. It is also clear that -within the rather large theoretical and experimental errors- the model seems to account for the gross features of the data.

The calculations were also done for kaons, protons and Λ’s. Since the available data samples for these particles are much smaller than those for pions, their q^2_⊥ distributions are not discriminative enough to pin-point reliably the model parameters. Therefore the parameters were taken the same as for pions (given in Table 1). This assumption is to be verified once better data are available but we have checked that it reproduces reasonably well the main characteristics of the transverse momentum distributions of kaons, protons and Λ’s. The resulting correlation functions for all these particles are of Gaussian form over a wide range of Q^2_⊥ and Q^2_‖ (up to several hundred MeV) and thus the source radii are well defined.

The mass dependence of the calculated R_‖ and R_⊥ is plotted in in Fig. 3(b) where also the available results of the LEP experiments [4] are shown.

One sees that the inequality R_‖ > R_⊥ is still satisfied in the model, although the difference between the two radii at higher masses is not as large as in the case of pions. The data points in this figure correspond to the correlation radius R_0 determined in 1-dimensional analyses (the only available data for heavy particles)[4]. Multiple entries of the result from the same experiment for pions correspond to different measurements made with different reference samples. The points at kaon mass represent measurements for both K^0_s and K^± pairs. The measurements for Λ pairs come from spin analysis (except for the second ALEPH point with small error) where there is no need for a reference sample.

The correspondence between R_0 and the two radii R_‖ and R_⊥ is not obvious (at least experimentally), but the trend of the data is reasonably well reproduced by the model. More accurate data on kaons would be of great help to further elucidate this point.

7 Conclusions and Comments

In conclusion, we have found that the correlation between the momentum and the production point of a produced hadron, suggested by the Gottfried-Bjorken hypothesis of in-out cascade, seems to account (at least approximately) for the observed correlation between identical particles observed in e^+e^− annihilation. Together with data on the single particle transverse momentum distribution, it predicts strong anisotropy of the two-pion correlation function, in agreement with the observations. The mass dependence of the ”effective source radius” is also adequately described. Large uncertainties, both in the theoretical determination of the model parameters, and in the experimental data do not allow, however, to obtain more quantitative conclusions.

Several comments are in order.

(i) One sees from the Table 1 that out of the three parameters determined from transverse momentum distribution, only two (v and δ_⊥) are relatively well constrained, whereas δ_‖ is only weakly restricted. It is interesting to note that - within the wide range allowed - the value of δ_‖ is consistent with the relation δ_‖ = δ_⊥ corresponding to the quasi-isotropic case. Accepting this isotropy, we see that the effective width of the momentum distribution around the average given by the Bjorken-Gottfried condition (1) is close to 300 MeV, a rather reasonable value.

The small value of v is also recomforting, as it guarantees that the transverse expansion of the ”tube” from which the particles are emitted is not unreasonably fast.

(ii) The mass dependence of the effective HBT correlation radii calculated from the model and shown in Fig.6 was obtained under the assumption that the parameters of the model do not depend on particle masses. This assumption was verified (within large experimental uncertainties) for v, δ_⊥ and δ_‖. No such direct check is available for τ_0. However, since the observed mass dependence of the HBT correlation radii does agree -at least approximately - with the experimental observations, we may take it as an argument that also τ_0 does not depend on particle masses: τ_0 ∼ const(M_⊥). (37) This seems a rather non-trivial conclusion, as it indicates that -within the Bjorken- Gottfried hypothesis (1)- all particles are emitted at, roughly, the same proper time τ_0.

This result may be contrasted with a simple expectation (sometimes justified by uncertainty principle) suggesting

τ_0 ∼ 1 M_⊥ (38)

which would give a stronger drop of R with increasing mass, particularly for transverse radius.

It seems that also the models based on the picture of string decay [15] would not fulfill the condition (37) but rather obey

τ_0 ∼ M_⊥. (39)

Such a relation corresponds, in our model, to a much weaker dependence of the correlation radii on the particle masses and thus an other mechanism would have to be invented to describe the data [16].

(iii) In the present paper, studying the two-particle distribution, we considered -following the approach employed in experimental analyses [3]- the boost invariant variable Q^2_⊥ and the variable Q^2_‖ evaluated in the longitudinal center-of-mass system. Assuming boost invariance and azimuthal symmetry of the distributions, one finds that a complete analysis would involve 4 variables. As it is convenient to choose them boost invariant, one could use for instance the two transverse momenta |p_{1⊥}| and |p_{2⊥}| the relative azimuthal angle ϕ_1 − ϕ_2 and the relative rapidity y_1 − y_2. It would be interesting to see the data analysed in this way.

(iv) Another interpretation of the experimentally observed HBT parameters was given in [17]. The authors take the point of view that the observed HBT radii do indeed correspond to the actual size of the particle emission region which is thus strongly dependent on the particle mass. They argue that this dependence may be understood from the uncertainty principle. It may be worth to point out that this approach is rather different from ours. In our description the parameters characterizing the particle emission region are mass independent and the observed change in the HBT radii comes solely from the momentum-position correlation as expressed in the assumed Bjorken-Gottfried condition (1).

(v) Our prescription for construction of the two-particle correlation function out of the single-particle source function is similar to -but not identical with- that advocated recently by Heinz and collaborators [7, 18]. The difference is in the treatment of the fourth component of the average momentum vector of the two particles [ ⃗P ≡ (⃗q_1 + ⃗q_2)/2]. As seen from (15), we use

P_0 ≡ 1 2 (E_1 + E_2) (40)

which guarantees the four-vector character of P_μ but brings it off mass-shell. Heinz et al. propose to take

P_0 = √ m^2 + ( ⃗P )^2 (41) which insures P_μP^μ = m^2 but induces complicated transformation properties. In practice, however, one is only interested in the region ⃗q_1 ≈ ⃗q_2 where these two prescriptions are not substantially different (the source functions themselves, however, are not the same).

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank C.I.Tan, A.Krzywicki, W.Ochs and L.Stodolsky for interesting discussions. This investigation was supported in part by the Subsydium FNP 1/99 and by the KBN Grants: No 2 P03B 086 14, No 620/E- 77/SPUB/CERN/P-03/DZ 3/99.

References

[1] A.Bialas and K.Zalewski, Acta Phys. Pol. B 30 (1999) 359.

[2] K. Gottfried, Phys.Rev.Letters 32 (1974) 957; Acta Physica Polonica B3 (1972) 769; F.E.Low and K.Gottfried, Phys.Rev D17 (1978) 2487. J.D.Bjorken, Proc. SLAC Summer Inst. on Particle Physica, SLAC-167 (1973) Vol.I, 1; Phys.Rev D7 (1973) 282; Phys.Rev. D27 (1983) 140; Proc. of the XXIV Int. Symp. on Multiparticle Dynamics, Vietri (1994), ed. by A. Giovannini et al, World Scientific 1995 ,p.579.

[3] DELPHI Collaboration, P.Abreu et al., Phys.Lett. B471 (2000) 460.

L3 Collaboration, M.Acciarri et al., Phys.Lett. B458 (1999) 517. OPAL Collaboration, G.Abbiendi et al., CERN-EP/2000-004, submitted to E.Phys.J. C

[4] ALEPH Collaboration, D.Decamp et al., Z.Phys. C54 (1992) 75.

ALEPH Collaboration, D.Buskulic et al., Z.Phys. C64 (1994) 361. ALEPH Collaboration, R.Barate et al., Phys.Lett. B475 (2000) 395. DELPHI Collaboration, P.Abreu et al., Phys.Lett. B286 (1992) 201. DELPHI Collaboration, P.Abreu et al., Phys.Lett. B379 (1996) 330. DELPHI Collaboration, submitted to the XXIX Int. HEP Conf., Vancouver (1998), Ref.154 OPAL Collaboration, R.Akers et al., Z.Phys. C67 (1995) 389. OPAL Collaboration, G.Alexander et al., Z.Phys. C72 (1996) 389. OPAL Collaboration, G.Alexander et al., Phys.Lett. B384 (1996) 377.

[5] M.G.Bowler, Z.Phys. C29 (1985) 617. Y.M.Sinyukov, in Hot Hadronic Matter: Theory and Experiment, eds. J.Lettesier et al., Plenum , NY, 1995 p. 309. W.A. Zajc, in Particle Production in Highly Excited Matter, eds. H.H.Gutbrod and J.Rafelski, NATO ASI Series B 303 (1993) 435.

[6] T. Csorgo and J. Zimanyi, Proc. CAMP Workshop, Marburg 1990, p.156;

Nucl.Phys. A517 (1990) 588.

[7] For recent reviews, see G.Baym, Acta Phys.Pol. B29 (1998) 1839;

U.A.Wiedemann and U.Heinz, Phys.Rep. 319 (1999) 145; R.Weiner, Phys.Rep. 327 (2000) 249.

[8] E.Shuryak, Phys. Lett. 44B (1973) 387; S.Pratt, Phys.Rev. Lett. 53 (1984) 1219. A.Bialas and A.Krzywicki, Phys.Letters B354 (1995) 134. S.Chapman, P.Scotto and U.Heinz, Heavy Ion Physics 1 (1995) 1 and references quoted there; K.Geiger et al., Phys. Rev. D61 (2000) 054002; R.Lednicky et al., Phys.Rev. D61 (2000) 034901.

[9] E.P.Wigner, Phys.Rev. 40 (1932) 749. Also: P.Carruthers and F.Zachariasen, Rev. Mod. Phys. 55 (1983) 245; M.Hillery,R.F.O’Connel, M.O.Scully and E.P.Wigner, Phys. Rep. 106 (1984) 121.

[10] M.Kucharczyk, H.Palka, DELPHI Internal Note 2000-0xx PHYS xxx (in preparation)

[11] S.Pratt, Phys.Rev.Lett. 53 (1984) 1219; A.Makhlin and Y.Sinyukov, Z.Phys.

C39 (1988) 69; T.Csorgo, Phys.Lett. B347 (1995) 354; T.Csorgo and B.Lorstad, Phys.Rev. C54 (1996) 1390.

[12] P.Abreu et al., Zeit. Phys. C73 (1996) 11.

[13] F.James, M.Goosens, MINUIT, Function Minimization and Error Analysis, Reference Manual, CERN Program Library Long Writeup D506 (1992).

[14] A.Bialas and K.Zalewski, Eur.Phys.J. C6 (1999) 349; Phys. Letters B436 (1998) 153.

[15] X.Artru and G.Menessier Nucl.Phys. B70 (1974) 93; B.Andersson et al.,Phys.Reports 97 (1983) 31.

[16] B.Andersson, Contribution to Moriond meeting (March 2000), to be published; B.Andersson, Acta Phys.Pol. B29 (1998) 1885; B.Andersson and M.Ringner, Phys.Lett. B421 (1998) 283.

[17] G.Alexander, I.Cohen and E.Levin, Phys. Lett. B452 (1999) 159;

G.Alexander and I.Cohen, Contribution to 19th ISMP, Providence (August 1999), hep-ph/9909288.

[18] U.Heinz and P.Scotto, Contribution to Moriond meeting (March 2000), nuclth/0005057.