arXiv:hep-ph/9804257v1 8 Apr 1998

17M arch, 1998

Evidence for { and tdependent dam ping
of the Pom eron ux in the proton

Sam in Erhan and Peter E . Schlein

University of Califomia , Los Angeles, C alifomia 90095, U SA .

A bstract

W e show that a tripleR egge param etrization of nclisive single di raction agrees
w ith the data in the ollow ng two dom ains: @) > 0:03 atallt, o) £j> 1 G ev?
at all . Since the tripleRegge param etrization fails when applied to the ull {t
range of the total single-di ractive cross section, we conclide that dam ping occurs
only atlow { and low {}J W egive a (\toy") param etrization ofthe dam ping factor,
D ( ), valid at Jow—j which describes the d 5®!=dt data at the ISR and roughly
acoounts for the observed s{dependence of 2! up to Tevatron energies. H ow ever,
an e ective dam ping factor calculated forthe CDF  tted fiinction for d? g‘ébaj:d dt
atp s= 1800 GeV and 1j= 005G eV?, suggests that, at xed- , dam ping increases
as s Increases.

W e con ecture that, in the regionsw here the tripleR egge form alisn describesthe
data and there is no evidence of dam ping, factorization is valid and the P om eron—

ux-factorm ay beuniversal. W ith the assum ption that the cbserved dam ping isdue

to m uliP om eron exchange, our results in ply that the recent UA 8 dem onstration
that the e ective P om eron trafctory attens for 1j> 1 GeV? is evidence for the
onset of the perturbative 2-gluon pom eron. Our dam ping results m ay also shed
som e light on the selfoonsistency of recent m easurem ents of hard-di ractive gt
production cross sections n the UA 8, CDF and ZEU S experim ents.
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1 Introduction

T he inclusive (nelastic) production ofbeam {lke particles, known as singlke di raction,
asin:
Pt p ! X + pr + cx: @)

and is analogous pp and ep Interactions, presents one of the m ost interesting phenom ena
In strong interaction physics. An observed \rapidity gap" (@bsence of particles in a range
of rapidiy) between X and pr In the nal state signi es that the entire (color singlet)
residualm om entum ofthe proton, w ith beam m om entum fraction, = 1 x,,participates
iIn the Interaction between it and the second beam particle. This e ect is described in
temm s of the exchange of the P om eron R egge trafctory fIi], which embodies the idea of
\factorization". Them om entum transfer, t, and thebeam m om entum fraction, x,, ofthe
nal state proton, pr, \tag" the corresponding param eters of the exchanged P om eron.

Since X, 1 isobserved to be them ost Iikely beam m om entum fraction ofthe nal{
state pr, correspondingly the m ost likely value of the P om eron’s m om entum fraction in
theproton, ,isnearzero. N onetheless, at current collider energies the squared { nvariant{
m ass of the system X i Eqg.i, s’= s to good approxin ation, can be quite large. This
fact led to a proposalP] to study hard scattering In such Interactions, as a means of
detem ining if the P om eron possesses an cbservable partonic structure. T he cbservation
of the predicted hard scattering B, 4, 5] supported the notion that the P om eron behaves
like a quasi{real ob Ect inside the proton w ith an e ective P om eron ux factor. An open
question is to what extent such a ux factor is universal; for exam ple, is it lndependent
of beam particke or centerofm ass energy, or are there regions of phase space where
factorization breaks down, due to Interference w ith other m ore com plex phenom ena (9.
mulipleP om eron-exchange) ?

O ne of the long{standing theoretical problem s In high energy hadronic interactions
hasbeen the understanding of s{channel uniarization in P om eron {exchange (di ractive)
interactions. Em pirically, one nds that the totaldi ractive cross section, 22!, n Reac-
tion 1 and in the corresponding pp Interaction, initially rises from threshold and tends to
levelo or\ atten" at high energy [6]], whereas the dom inant triple{P cm eron [7] descrip—
tion of these processes (see below ) continues to rise and soon exceeds the totalpp cross
section. There is no built{in m echanisn in the pure triple{P om eron process to acocount
for the cbserved  attening of %!, and hence avoid the violation of unitarity.

Figure 1 displays the problem [B{17]. T he s-dependence of the total cross section for
React.D, 5@ isshown! orFeynman{x, > 0:95 (or < 0:05) ofthe nalstate proton or
antiproton (the dom ain where P om eron {exchange is dom fnant). %% rises sharply from
itsthreshold at 11.3 GeV beam m om entum and gently levelso to 9 mb at the highest
Fem ilab energy. T he solid curve in Fig. 1, is the tripleR egge prediction discussed below .
At high energies, it is in com plete disagreem ent w ith the m easured cross section.

' is conventionalto quote 92! Por , i, < < 005, because the experin ental acceptance usually

dependsweakly on X, in this region and because the integrated background from non-P om eron exchange
and other sources in this region is am all enough to be neglected.



In the continuing theoretical e orts to satisfy s{channel uniariy [18{22], the words,
screening, shadow ing, absorption and dam ping are all used P3] to describe e ects due
to multiple P om eron exchange (wo-P om eron-exchange is also an in portant com ponent
in understanding pp elastic scattering 4] at low—1J) . These calulations have had vary—
ing degrees of success. G oulianos has taken a m ore pragm atic approach [§] to satisfying
uniarty and suggested that the ntegral of the P om eron ux factor in a proton should
saturate at unity above~ s 22 GeV.

In the present Letter, we nd that dam ping is con ned to the low { , low { 1jregion.
W e continue the analysis of the UA 8 C ollaboration 3] and dem onstrate that there are
regions either at larger or at lJarger t, w here the available data are well described by the
tripleR egge form ula and therefore require no dam ping.

Tt is thus clear that the dam ping function depends on both and t. W e attempt
to determm ine the {dependence at low { fjofan \e ective" m ultiplicative dam ping factor
which could account forthe discrepancies betw een data and solid curve in F ig.7,. H owever,
we call it a \toy dam ping factor" for several reasons. F irst, there are large gaps in the
available data in Fig. 7 and som e inconsistencies, therefore m aking i inpossbl to nd
a unique function. Secondly, the processes which give rise to the cbserved dam ping m ay
In ply a breakdown of factorization, n which case a sin ple universal dam ping factorm ay
not exist at Iow { and low {tj. Finally, there is som e evidence that the nature of the

{dependence m ay itself depend on s at our highest energies.

2 Triple{R egge phenom enology

W e brie y summ arize the relevant formula. T he M ueller{R egge expansion {}] for the
di erential cross section of React. 1} is:
d2 sd X 1
- G i (€ i® 50 x0) 1 2
Tat 5 (©) & @)

ijk

where () is the Regge tra pctory for Reggeon i. The sum is taken over all possble
exchanged R eggeons. The G ;5 () are products of the various R eggeon {proton and triple{
R eggeon couplings and the signature factors.

There are two dom nant term s in Eq. 2 at snall , namely ik = PPP and PPR,
where the rst tem corresoonds to the triple{P om eron process, and the second corre-
soonds to other non{lading, C=+ trafctores (eg. f;) In the P om eron {proton Interac-
tion, The PP P tem increasesw ith increasing s’, whereasthe PP R tem decreases w ith
increasing s°.

Because the P om eron is the highest{lying traectory, when i= j= Pomeron, 1 2
is negative and the di erential cross section increases sharply as ! 0. This corresoonds
to the em pirical observation that the m ost lkely m om entum fraction of the P om eron In
the proton, , isnear zero. Thus, the shar rise in the triple{R egge prediction of 2’5"‘31 in
Fig.1d is due to the kinem atic fact that them ninum value of decreases w ith increasing

Sas pm = S0 ,=S



For ttihg to data, Eq.2 hasbeen rew ritten P§] as:

2
dsd

T~ K Fo?e™ 1291 &+ R YN 3)

where,

the left{hand bracket is taken asthe P om eron ux factor, Fr -, (¢; ), and the right{
hand bracket (together wih the constant, o) is the P om eron{proton total cross

section, 7.
The two tem s in  {%*! correspond to the (°) *©@ * factor’ .n the PPP and PPR
tem s n Eq. 2. Thus, Eogal has a form sin ilar to that of real particle cross

sectionsPgl.

TheproductsK ¢ and K (R are, respectively, the values of Gppp (£) and Gppyr (©)
att= 0.

The P omeron tragctory, (t), has been shown'-_12:5] to becom e rehtively at for
+j> 1 GeV? (see next section); therefore a quadratic tem is added to the stan-—
dard linear trafctoryP4], ) = 110+ 025t+ %. The non{zero value ofb
in € compensates or the presence of the quadratic com ponent in the P om eron

tra fectorys.

F1 (t)f is the standard D onnachie{Landsho [27_]:] form {ﬁctor.ﬁ Since it has never
been shown to describe React. 1) at large t, the " factor also serves as a possi-
ble correction. Thus, the product, ¥ (t) €™, carries the t{dependence of the G iy
in Eq.2 and is assumed to be the same for both Gppp and Gppgr . Physically,
this m eans that the P om eron has the same ux factor in the proton, indepen—
dent of whether the P om eron {proton interaction proceeds via P om eron {exchange
or R eggeon {exchange.

3 W here is triple{R egge applicable ?

W e already know from the nfom ation in Fig. 1 that the dom fnant contrbution to
the total cross section, nam ely the data with an all{ and an all{ }j are not described by
the triple{R egge fom alian ; a dam ping ofthe P om eron ux w ith Increasing s is certainly
required In this region. However, we see no reason to suppose that the sam e dam ping
must apply to the entire  {t dom ajl'i'fi, as proposed by G oulianosfg]. However, this issue

2At very large s°, rescattering e ectsm ay Jead to a logarithm ic dependence on s® as well as to other
com p]jcau'ons[_Zg].
3If, as Donnachie and Landsho [27_:] have suggested, ©%! depends on momentum transfer, that

Pp
dependence would also be absorbed into the e factor.

4m? 28t
4 — D 1
Fi am?Z t (1 t=0:71)2

5P om eron {exchange dom inates out to 005 and contrbutes signi cantly to 0ad:




can be resolved by using available data to determm ine if there are regions in the {tplane
w here the form alisn does apply; that is, where dam ping is not required.

The UA 8 collaboration has recently reported P3]a (successful) sin ultanecus tofEqQ.3
to their data on React.l at = s= 630 GeV and the extensive data sam ple of the CHLM
collaboration at the CERN {ISR with =~ s = 235 and 305 GeV . They use the values,

x(0) 1= 010and -0.32, cbtained forthe P om eron and £=A 2 tra gctories, respectively,
in tsto real{partick total cross sectionspé, 28, 29].

The four free param eters, K o, % band R, are determ ined by tting Eq.3, plus an
em pirical background fiinction of the om , Ae™ !, to the combined ISR {UA 8 data set in
the range’, = 0:03{010. The tted param eters are:

K , = 072 010 mbGev ?
© = 0079 0012 Gev ¢

b = 108 020 Gev ?

R = 40 0%

Thisvalue of ®was independently con medP5]in tstothe {dependence in the peak
region with < 0:03.
These triple{R egge results can be used to predict the total cross section ofReact. i,
©r=l, be ntegrating Eq. 3 over the entire t{range, aswellas or , i, < < 0:05. This
yi¥lds the solid curve in Fig.'], and illustrates the discrepancy [§] w ith the experin ental

total
sd °

Fig.? from Ref. 2§]show sthe ISR B(]and UA 8 data P§] data in the restricted region,
003 < < 004, where the amall ( 15% ) non{P om eron {exchange background can be
ignored (the background is am aller than the size of the dots in the gure and about the
sam e m agnitude as the system atic uncertainty in absolute cross sections). T he sin ilarity

of gz—dt at = 0:035 at both ISR and SppS energies re ects the fact that %*'(s) has

nearly the sam e value at both pg): 5and 118 GeV /i Thetem , (s9) °*? , in Eq.3 m akes
this possble. The solid curves in Fig. 7 are ts to these data w ithout a background term
and yield values of the 4 param eters which are in excellent agreem ent) w ith those given
above from the = 003 0140 ¢t, thus lending credence to the rellbility and stability of
the ts.

W e have found a ssoond region in the {tplane, at anall{ but lhrge{}j where the
triple{Regge fom alisn also describes the ISR and UA 8 data | w ith no additional free
param eters. F ig.3 show s the high m om entum {transfer part of ggbal for p,m < < 0:05
and the lim ited }j{range, 1.0{2.0 Ge&V?, plotted vs. s or the ISR and UA 8 data. The
solid curve is the prediction of Eq. 3 using the above param eters. The dashed curve is

®For > 0:03, there are no concems about experin ental resolition causing \spill{over" from the large
peak at 0.

"This arises because, at xed and t in Eq.i3, Sz—dt is proportionalto %2 ( s).

8The sam e four param eters from this tare (067 0:208), (0078 0:013), (088 0:19)and G0 0:6),

respectively.



obtained by decreasing the b{parameter by 1 from its central value. W e see that, In
contrast with the siuation for 2®!, the triplk{Regge omula, Eq. 3, accounts for the
observed s{dependence of the total single di ractive cross section in the high{jrange,
1.0{2.0 GeV?. The di erent shapes of the curves in Figs. I, and the solid curve in Fig. 3
are due to the t{dependence of the P om eron tra gctory.

W e have thus dem onstrated that dam ping depends on both  and t; it only exists In
the an all{ , sm all{ Xjregion, and is not required by data away from that region | either
at larger or at larger 3. This could explain why CDF [l'7] reports abnom ally large
backgrounds in triple{P om eron tsto their (low { , Jow {}) dataat™ s= 1800 Ge&V .For
example,at = 0035 (and }j= 0.05G eV?) where nom ally 15{20% background is found,
their tted form ula corresponds to non {P om eron {exchange backgrounds of 51% . Such a
result can be expected ifa {dependent D am ping factor is required, but is keft out of the

t; the tted (large) background temm com pensates for the wrong {dependence in the
tripleR egge equation w ithout dam ping. SInce CDF only reports the tted functions, we
com pare our prediction of & _ with the sum of their \signal" and \background" term s.

d dat

This sum corresponds to the solid bands in F ig.4; the curves are the sz—dt vs. tpredictions
ofEq.3at = 0:035.W e see that, at 1800 G €V, the prediction agreesto within 1 ofthe
CDF resul; at 546 G &V, there is also good agreem ent at the lowest Tjvalue, although

their tted tdependences at the two energies are not sslfconsistent.

4 Em pirical determ ination of dam ping at sm all ( ,t)

T he t{dependence of the disagreem ent between triple{R egge and the m easured cross
section isbest seen by com paring the predictionsw ith the experim entalvaluesofd gg"‘al=dt
plotted vs. t. This is done in Figs. § for eight ISR energies) and in Fig.§ at the SppS{
C ollider'd.

The dashed and dotted curves In Figs. § and § are the (undam ped) triple{Regge
predictions ford =dt, calculated by integrating Eq.3 overthe range, i, < < 005 (for
the dotted curve, b isdecreased by 1  from is centralvalue).

At the ISR energies, where the triple{Regge prediction only exceeds the data by
about 10{15% (see Fig. 1), the di erences between dashed curves and data ; Fig. b
are hardly noticable, because the dot sizes are roughly sin ilar to the discrepancies. At

s= 630 G&V, however, the sam e e ect is Jarger and highly visbl. At that energy, we
see that there is a gradual transition from the low { 1 region which dom inates ©2!, and
where the experim ental ;gtal is an aller than the (undam ped) triple{Regge prediction,
to the higher{ 1]j region where the predictions agree w ith the data. This seem s to be a
an ooth transition over the fj{range, 0.5{1.0 GeV?2. The situation at the Jower ISR ener-
gies In F igs. [ is sin flar but less pronounced. W e conclude that the discrepancies between
predictions and data are con ned to the low { tjregion.

°Som e of these data were cbtained w ith unequal energies ©r the two beam s
1°The UA 4 ponnts com e from two independent runs, one at high{ and one at Jow{ which allowed
them to span m ost of the availabl t{range.



Sinoe, as noted above, the calculated rise in ;gfﬁl w ith Increasing s is due to the fact
that, kinem atically, . i, decreases with increasing s, i seem s natural to introduce an
em pirical dam ping factor, D ( ), n Eq.13 which suppresses snall {values; ie., we strike
at the \heart" of the probkm . D ( ) willbe unity everyw here except at an allf

ForD ( ), we have tred a \toy" dam ping function which decreases from uniy for

< 0008, ©llow ing a quadratic fiinction as shown in Fig.'7. The param eters of the
quadratic function are choosen to reproduce the kveling{o of %! at ISR energies in
Fig.l. To account for the Tevatron and SppS points, an additional (steep) fall{io is
needed or < 0:0002. W e artbitrarily use a cubic form™S. The dashed curves on Fi. i,
showshow such a function acoounts reasonably well'd for %! at high energies.

The solid curves in Figs.§ and § are calulated from Eq.:3 muliplied by the above
dam ping factor. As expected from Fig.d, the e ect of damping is very small at ISR
energies, but increases w ith s. At the energy of the SppS, however, the dam ping is about
a factor of 3 in the low t region, which dom inates ®'. There is good agreem ent w ith
the dam ping predictions at low { 1jin both Figs.§ and 4.

W hilk, as explained above, the param eters of the quadratic temm are chosen to agree
w ith the departure of the ISR cross sections from the tripleR egge prediction i Fig. i,
there seam s to be no reason a-priordi why this form ulation should be valid at higher en-
ergies. To clarify this point, we assum e that the ormula CDF tted 7] to their data

is a su cient description of gz—dt and com pare its -dependence at ¥j= 0.05 GeV? with

that ofEg.3. The band In Fi."] shows the ratio of the CDF éiz—dt at 1800 GeV to the
tripleR egge prescription, which can be interpreted as an em pirical dam ping factor. This
decreases from near uniy at = 0:03 to about 05 at = 0:01, but is Insu cient to
acoount for the factor of 5 required by the 1800 G &V cross section In F i.1; therefore
an additional (rapid) decrease In the dam ping factor m ust occur at sm aller , analogous
to our toy dam ping factor discussed above.

The CDF function thus indicates that, at lJarger s, the onset of dam ping occurs at
Increasingly larger {values. However, this does not nvalidate the solid (dam ped) curve
calculated w ith the above D ( ) and shown in Fjg.:jei, because the overall dam ping calcu—

lation is not sensitive to the details ofD ( ) in the larger -region.

5 Conclusions

W e rst summ arize the key points of this Letter:

W e have a tripleR egge param etrization of nclusive single di raction which agrees
w ith the data in two dom ainsofthe {tplne: @) > 003 atallt, ) £j> 1G ev?
atall (Figs.2,3and4). Since the tripleR egge param etrization failswhen applied

Mp () = 7000 86 102+ @362 1) 3. D () has a total of 3 free param eters, since the
quadratic and cubic have identical slopes and m agnitudes at = 0:0002. These were chosen to be the
param eters of the quadratic fiinction and the slope of the cubic function at = 0.

T he bum p betw een the ISR and SppS energies is due to the interplay betw een the 2{com ponent 75+
and the dam ping function at i, -



to the full {t range ofthe total single di ractive cross section (L1, < < 005and
allt), we can conclude that dam ping occurs only at low { and low { 1.

W ehave given a param etrization ofthe dam ping factor, D ( ), valid fort< 035G &V,
which describes all the low {1jd 5'=dt data at the ISR and roughly accounts for
the cbserved s{dependence of ™! up to Tevatron energies  igs.d,T,'§ and ).

An e ective dam ping factor calculated forthe CDF  tted function Ersz—dt atp s=
1800 GeV and ¥j= 005 Ge&V?, suggests that, at xed- , dam ping increases as s

Increases Fig.7h).

These resuls raise a num ber of issues: W e can conecture that, in the regions where the
tripleR egge form alisn describes the data and there is no evidence of dam ping, factor-
ization is valid and the P om eron— ux-factor m ay be universal. A system atic program of
testing universality ofthe ux factor In these regions should be carried out in pp, pe and
ep Interactions.

O ur dam ping results m ay shed som e light on the m easurem ents of the fK quantity
from the cross sections for di ractive Ft production in React. l, and its analogue ep reac—
tion (K isthe nom alization constant in Eq.3 and f m easures violation of them om entum
sum rule, when £ 6 1). A ssum ing that the P om eron has dom inant gluonic structure31],
there are three m easuram ents of £K :

UAS fA] fK = 030 0110
CDF B2] fK = 041 002
ZEUS B3] fK = 037 0:15

T he fact that the UA 8 data is at large—fjwhere there is no dam ping, whereas the CDF
data is at an all-fjwhere the dam ping factor in the region of the ¥ts is of order 0.50,
could account for the di erence between the UA8 and CDF fK values.

In addition, despite the large errors, it is nteresting that the UA 8 and ZEU S values for
fK are consistent. Thism ight be expected, ifthere isno dam ping in ep collisions at high—
Q2.0 foourse, at Iow - 2, where the photon exhiits hadronic properties, m ultiP om eron
exchange, and hence dam ping, m ay resul in sn aller values of fK .

In order to further study the possibl s-dependence of the e ective dam ping factor, it
would be very ussefiltom ake detailed m easuram ents of single di raction in pp interactions
atRH IC energies. Thiswould 1lin the large gap getween ISR and SppS {collider energies
sen m Fig. 7.

W e note that UA8[Y] o ers as possble explanations of their dbserved attening of
the P om eron trafctory for 3> 1 GeV?, etther that it is an e ect of m ultipleP om eron
exchange, or that it is evidence for the onset of the perturbative 2-glion pom eron 34, 35].
In view of our observation that dam ping is not required In this txegion, i seem s that
the perturbative P om eron, explanation ism ore lkely. Tt m ay therefore be interesting to
study the {P om eron cross section from t, i, up through the £j> 1 GeV? region.
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Figure 1: Al of pp or pp interactions wih < 005) vs. pE dem onstrating the

attening of the cross section w ith energy (a factor oftwo is lncluded to acoount forboth
hem ispheres). The nsert is a blow {up of the ISR energy range. T he upper curve is the
T riple{R egge prediction described in the text; the dashed curve show s the consequence
of multiplying it by the \toy" dam ping factor discussed In the text. The lowest energy
points (open circles) are from bubble cham ber experin ents B{12]; followed by those from
the ISR (s0lid circlesl3] and triangks{l4]), the SppS{C ollider (solid square {L§,14]) and
the Tevatron (nverted triangles {17]).
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Figure 2: D i erential cross section, gz—dt, vst, for 3 ISR m easurem ents{3d] and UA 8 5]
(single{am cross sections). The curves corregpond to the t described in the text RHI.
The points are averages of data In the {range 0.03{0.04 (the non{P om eron {exchange
background in the data points is about the sam e m agnitude as the diam eter of the dots).
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Figure 3: 52 for < 005 and ¥j= 1.0{2.0 GeV? vs. Ps (@ factor of two is included
to account for both hem isgpheres). The solid curve is the sam e Triple{R egge prediction
used In Fig.d, where it is ntegrated over allt); the dashed curve is the sam e, but w ith
the \b"{param eter decreased by 1 from its central value. The lowest energy points
(closed circles) are from the ISR [13]; the highest energy point (solid square) is from the
SppS {C ollider R3]
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Figure 4: Bands are the CDF di erential cross sections at = 0035, calculated from
their tted functionsfl}] (single{am cross sections); the band widthsare 1 errorson
their am plitudes (@s explained in the text, their \signal" and \background" are added
together) . The curves are from the sam e calculations used for the curves n Fig. 2.
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Figure 5: d =dtvs. }Jj (sihgle{am cross sections) with < 0:05 at eight ISR {13,114]
energies. The numbers shown in each plot are their s values G eV?). The solid curves
are the integrals of Eq. 3 w ith dam ping included, using the param eters given in the text.
T he dashed and dotted curves are calculated w ithout dam ping; the dashed curve uses the
central value ofb, whik for the dotted curve, b isdecreased by 1 from its centralvalue.
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Inclusive di erential cross section for protons In React. I} for x, > 095,
m easured In experinent UA8 with =~ s = 630 GeV . and in experiment UA 4[5, 1§] w ith

s= 546 GeV (single{am cross sections; the ntegralis4:7 035mb,or94 07 mb
for 2‘;"‘31) . The s0lid curve is the integral of Eq. 3 w ith dam ping included, as explained
In the text. The dashed and dotted curves are calculated w ithout dam ping; the dashed
curve uses the central value ofb, while for the dotted curve, b isdecreased by 1 from its
central value.

Figure 6:
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Figure 7: The dam ping function referred to in the text. In the {range, 0.0002{0.008,
the function shown is a quadratic, D ( ) = 1 7500 (0008 ¥. For < 0:0002, the
finction ism ade to drop quickly to zero follow ing a cubic fiinction, as described in the
text. The band is the ratio ofthe CDF jz—dt at £j= 005Gev? and~ s= 1800 G&V to
the triple{R egge prediction described in the text.
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