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Abstract

Correlations induced by quantum statistics are sensibitke spatio-temporal extent as well as dy-
namics of particle emitting sources in heavy-ion collisiolm addition, such correlations can be used
to search for the presence of a coherent component of piauption. Two- and three-pion corre-
lations of same and mixed-charge are measured at low reladmentum to estimate the coherent
fraction of charged pions in Pb-Pb collisions & = 2.76 TeV at the CERN Large Hadron Collider
with ALICE. The genuine three-pion quantum statistics etation is found to be suppressed relative
to the two-pion correlation based on the assumption of fthigotic pion emission. The suppression
is observed to decrease with triplet momentum. The obseswppression at low triplet momentum
may correspond to a coherent fraction in charged pion eamissi 23%+ 8%.
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1 Introduction

The techniques of intensity interferometry are often usegktract information of the space-time struc-
ture of particle-emitting sourcesl[1]. For identical bosmmrelations, quantum statistics (QS) or Bose-
Einstein correlations contribute significantly at low t&la momentum. The strength of QS correlations
is known to depend on the degree of chaoticity of particléiterg sources[[2, 3]. Identical boson QS
correlations reach their maximum value for fully chaotias®s (no coherence) and their minimum
value for fully coherent sources. The possibility of coméngion production in high-energy heavy-ion
collisions has been considered several times before. licpkr, it was proposed that the interior of
the high-energy hadron collisions might form a Bose-Einstendensate [4] with an anomalous chiral
order parameter (DCC)|[5]. Such a condensate produced imt&eor may survive until some time
after the relatively hot and chaotic expanding shell detasipnd hadronizes. The pion radiation from
a condensate is expected to be coherent and thus suppraesse&iBstein correlations. Furthermore,
initial conditions such as the color glass condensate (CfgJO)hich invoke the coherent production
of partons, might also lead to condensate formation [7].hia article we present two- and three-pion
correlations of same- and mixed-charge at low relative nmioma to estimate the coherent fraction of
charged-pion emission in Pb-Pb collisions &, = 2.76 TeV at the LHC with ALICE.

A number of past experimental efforts have been made to me#sedegree of coherence in high-energy
heavy-ion collisions using three-pion Bose-Einstein elations: NA44, WA98, and STAR[8] 9, 10].
The methodology used here represents an improvement awqratt efforts which we summarize in
Sec. 3.

The remainder of this article is organized into 6 sections.Skc. 2 we describe the data selection
procedure. In Sec. 3 we introduce the methodology used $nathalysis. In Sec. 4 we describe the
treatment of final-state interactions (FSIs). In Sec. 5 weedee the treatment of momentum resolution
corrections. In Sec. 6 we explain the estimation of systematcertainties. In Sec. 7 we present the
results of this analysis. We conclude with a possible imt#gtion of the analysis results in Sec. 8.

2 Experiment and data analysis

Data were taken from the 2011 Pb-Pb run & = 2.76 TeV at the CERN Large Hadron Collider
(LHC) with ALICE [11]. The VZERO detectors [12], located ihd forward and backward regions
of the detector, were used to form a minimum-bias triggerdnuiring a simultaneous signal in both
[13]. The charged-particle multiplicity in the VZERO detexs is used to determine the collision cen-
trality. Approximately 34x 10° minimum-bias collisions were used in this analysis. Plrticacking
was performed with two azimuthally complete detectors: itimer tracking system (ITS) and the time
projection chamber (TPC) [14]. The ITS consists of six layef silicon detectors: silicon pixel (layers
1-2), silicon strip (layers 3—4), and silicon drift (layérs6) detectors. The combined number of readout
channels for all six layers is.257x 10’. The ITS provides high spatial resolution to the distance of
closest approach (DCA) of a particle to the primary verteawidver, it was not used for the momentum
determination of particles in this analysis. Cluster st@mnvithin the ITS was found to cause a slight
increase in track merging, to which this analysis is esfiggansitive. The TPC was used to determine
the particle’s momenta and charge via its radius of cureatarthe 0.5-T longitudinal magnetic field.
The TPC is composed of 159 radially aligned pad rows for eddheo18 azimuthal sectors, totaling
557,568 readout channels.

In addition to the tracking capabilities, the ITS and TPCwvate particle identification capabilities
through the specific ionization energy lost#E(/dx) in the silicon layers and TPC gas, respectively.
We select charged pions within 2 standard deviatiansaof the expected piodE /dx value. For mo-
menta greater than 0.6 Gey//high pion purity is maintained with the time-of-flight (TQBetector.
The TOF covers the full azimuthal range and the pseudo tgpiginge|n| < 0.9, except for the region
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260° < ¢ < 320¢° where no TOF modules were installed to reduce the mater@gdiuin front of the
photon spectrometer. With TOF we select tracks withio 8f the expected pion TOF values. Tracks
which are within 20 of the expected kaon or protalE /dx or TOF values are rejected. Below 0.45
GeVic we further reject pion candidates if thelE /dx is within 2 o of the expected electrodE /dx
value. The pion-pair purity in this analysis is estimatedaige from 90% to 94% for the highest and
lowest pair momentum, respectively.

To ensure uniform tracking in the ITS, TPC, and TOF we reqthiez coordinate of the primary vertex
to be within a distance of 10 cm from the detector center. Védyar tracks with transverse momenta in
the interval 016 < pr < 1.0 GeVk and pseudorapidityn | < 0.8. To ensure good momentum resolution,
we require a minimum of 70 tracking points in the TPC.

Track merging and splitting are known issues for same-eh&macks at very low relative momentum
[15]. We minimize the contribution from merged and splitrpahrough three types of pair cuts. First, we
simply reject all pairs whose Lorentz invariant relativementum,g, is less than 5 Me\¢. Second, we
reject all pairs whose angular separation is less than G@® £45 rad in the longitudinal and azimuthal
direction, respectively. The pair angular separation awated at a radial distance of 1.0 and 1.6 m,
where the most pronounced track-merging and -splittingotdfwere observed, respectively. Third, we
reject pairs that share more than 5% of pad-row trackingtpditf]. These three cuts are applied to
all terms of the correlation functions (same-event and dyeent) introduced in the next section. For
three-pion correlations we apply these three cuts to eatttedhree pairs in the triplet. The cuts are only
applied to same-charge pairs. Mixed-charge pairs areyatistinguished in the central barrel magnetic
field as their trajectories are bent away from each other.

3 Methodology

Two-patrticle correlation functions are binned in narroteimals of the mean pair transverse momentum,
kt = |pT.1+ P12//2, and Lorentz invariant relative momentp= \/—(pl — p2)H(pL— P2)yu- They are
defined as the ratio of the inclusive two-particle spectipip1, p2) over the product of inclusive single-
particle spectralN; (p1)N1(p2):

~ No(pg, p2)
Co(p1, p2) = No (PN (p2)” (1)

The numerator of the correlation function is formed by alkpaf particles from the same event. The
denominator is formed by taking one particle from one evedtthe second particle from another event.
The same- and mixed-event two-patrticle distributions arenalized to each other in the intervall8 <

g < 0.175 GeVt, sufficiently above the dominant region of low relative martuen correlations and
sufficiently narrow to avoid the small influence of backgrdworrelations. Only events within the same
centrality class are mixed. The centrality classes coomspo the top 6- 5% through 45- 50% of the
particle multiplicity distribution estimated with the VA® detector. Each class has a width of 5%.

The isolation of genuine two-pion correlations is compkchby several additional factors. Namely,
the resolvable threshold of low relative momentum pairsnstéd by track merging and splitting in
the ALICE detector. The QS correlation of long-lived resacedecays is largely localized below this
threshold and is therefore unobservable. This leads to parapt decrease of QS correlations and is
described by th& or “dilution” parameter in this analysis. Giveh, two-particle correlations can be
written as

N2(p1,p2) = A [(1—A)N2(p1)Ni(p2)
+ AK2(q)NS(p1, p2)], )
H[(L=A) + AKa(q)C2(q)], 3)

Cz(q)
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where 4" is aresidual normalization taking into account the smatifamtoscopic contributions [17,18].
We allow a different#” for same and mixed-charge correlations as the nonfemtascoptributions can
be different.K(q) is the FSI correlationNg® andC2>(q) are the genuine two-pion QS distribution and
correlation, respectively. Here, unlike in most experitaépublications on this subject, theparameter
does not include effects of partial coherence. Its devialielow unity can also be attributable to sec-
ondary contamination, pion misidentification, and firgteinning. Same-charge pion QS correlations
excluding coherence can be parametrized by

CBH(q) = 1+Ey(Ryq)?e o, (4)
00 Kn
Ew(Rend) = l+n:3n! ( \/E)an(RchQ)a (5)

whereRy, are the characteristic radii of the chaotic componéi(R:nq) is the Edgeworth expansion
characterizing deviations from Gaussian behavior [18].are the Hermite polynomials ang, are the
Edgeworth coefficients. The first two relevant Edgeworthffa@ents (k3, k4) are found to be sufficient
to describe the non-Gaussian features in this analysishétwo-pion level we do not include an ex-
plicit parametrization of a possible coherent componerihgwo the large uncertainty of non-Gaussian
Bose-Einstein correlations. In this analysis we assinué mixed-charge pions is identical to that of
same-charge pionst T~ = A**. This is a valid assumption at high energies where the secgrubn-
tamination from particles and antiparticles are expeateuetequall[20].

Three-particle correlation functions are binned in terrhthe three invariant relative momenta in the
triplet: gi2, 031, andps. The three-particle correlation function is similarly thegio of the inclusive
three-particle spectrum to the product of the inclusivelsiparticle spectra binned in the pair relative
momenta:

N3(p1, P2, P3)
Ca(p1, P2, P3) Ne(P1)Ns (p2)Na (Pa) (6)

Qs = /B, + 05+ 0. (7)

The numerator oF; is formed by all triplets of particles from the same evente ienominator is formed
by taking each of the three particles from different eve¥ife. project three-particle correlations against
the Lorentz invarianQs.

For three-particle correlationg, # 1 similarly causes “feed-up” from pure combinatorial dmitions
and two-particle correlations as described in Eg. (8) bel®We derivation of Eq.[{8) is shown in the
Appendix. In Eq.[(B)N2(pi, pj)N1(p«) terms represent the case where particlasd j are taken from
the same event while patrticleis taken from a different event ari; is the three-pion FSI correlation.
Isolation of the three-pion QS correlation is done by sajvity. [8) forNS®. UsingNZ® andN$® one
can construct a cumulant correlation functiog,in Eq. [9):

N3(p1, P2, P3) = fiN1(p1)N1(p2)Ni(ps3)
f2[N2(P1, P2)N1(Ps) -+ Na(ps, p1)N1(p2) + No(p2, p3)N1(p1)]
f3K3(012, a1, G23)Ng (1, P2, Ps) (8)
Ca(P1, P2, P3) = 1+ [2Ny(p1)Ni(p2)N1(p3)
— NZ(p1, p2)Na((ps) — NF(ps, p1)Na(p2) — NS(p2, Pa)Na (pa)
+ N$3(p1, P2, Ps)] /Na(P1)N1(P2)Na(ps). ©

In Eq. (8), f1, fo, and f3 are derived in the Appendix and are given(ty- A1/2)3 + 3A1/2(1— A 1/2)2 —
3(1-AY2)(1—-A), (1—AY2), A%/2, respectively.

+ o+
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The quantity in square brackets in Elg. (9) represents a-fhiczecumulant which has all two-pion cor-
relations removed. Therefore, the three-pion cumularesgmts the isolation of genuine three-pion QS
correlations. All same and mixed-event three-particlérithistions are normalized to each other in the
range where all three pairs satisfylb < q;; < 0.175 GeV¢, sufficiently above the dominant region of
low relative momentum correlations and sufficiently nartovavoid the small influence of background
correlations.

The novel effects measured with three-particle corretatiare isolated with this function [21)22]:
C3(p17 p27 p3) -1
V(€SP p2) — 1) (CF(ps. p1) — 1)(CT(p2. Ps) — 1)

The rz function isolates the phase of three-pion correlations= | co§®) ~ 1 (1— ®?/2) [21]. The
intercept ofrz, |, is expected to be 2 in the case of fully chaotic particleténgj sources and less than
2 in the case of partially coherent sources. The leadingrocdntribution to the phase was shown to
be quadratic in relative momentd, ~ auvquqgg, which leads to quartic behavior m [21]. The anti-
symmetric tensoay,, characterizes space and momentum source asymmetriesiredtow the spatial
position of maximum pion emission changes with momentuneré&lare six nonvanishing independent
components iy, However, owing to limited statistical precision we prdajegfrom three-dimensional
invariant relative momenta to one-dimensioQal A fit quartic and quadratic iQs is performed,

r3(Qs) = I (1-aQf), (11)
r3(Qs) = I (1-aQj), (12)
wherel is the intercept of3 (I = r3(0)), anda is the quartic or quadratic coefficient. The quadratic fit

is motivated by previous fit attempts by the STAR collaboratil0]. The coherent fractiorG) can be
extracted from the intercept ds[21]

r3(p17 p27 p3) = (10)

1+2G
| =21 G(1+G)3/2. (13)
Equation [[(IB) neglects the effect of the charge constraintharged coherent statés[23] 24, 20]. In
the quantum optics approach to coherent states [25], athaiigas can only be in coherent states when
positive and negative pions pair together to form a charggralestate. However, because the charge
constraint affects both numerator and denominatog of the same direction, its effect ogfor G < 30%
is expected to increase its intercept by less than 17% [24].

The denominator of3 is measured using the three-particle combinatorial @igtion and two-particle
correlation strengths. The two-particle correlation regtbs are tabulated from a previous run over the
data. They are tabulated in sufficiently narrow interval®ios of centralityky, and three-dimensional
relative momentum to allow reliable interpolation betwdéms. We bin the two-particle correlations in
nine centrality bins (5% wide) and folr bins in the longitudinally comoving system (LCMS). Forty
Qout» Oside; andQong bins (5 MeVE wide) are chosengy is the projection of the relative momentum
along the pair momentum directiogong is the projection along the beamlingqe is then perpendicular
to the other two (azimuthal projection). The fokir bins are chosen such that they divide the pair
distribution into four equally populated intervals.

3.1 Methodology Improvement

The methodology used here to measure three-pion QS carredaepresents an improvement over the
past efforts[[8, 9, 10], which we highlight here.

1. In addition to QS correlations, charged pions also egpeg a Coulomb repulsion which reduces
the apparent strength of QS correlations. CorrectionsHertiree-body Coulomb interactions

5
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are damped in this analysis according to the obsewamhrameter. Previously, the Coulomb
corrections were undamped and thus overestimated.

2. The Coulomb corrections are estimated by integrating ameassumed freeze-out distribution of
pions. We take into account the effect of resonance decayiseofieeze-out distribution. Previ-
ously, a Gaussian distribution was assumed.

3. For the case wheh < 1, the measured three-pion correlations contain a feedeup fbwer-order
correlations, which is now removed.

4. We apply momentum resolution corrections, which was notarsally done in the past efforts.
5. We apply corrections for muon contamination which wasdwote in the past efforts.

6. The isolation of the cumulants is done at the pair/trigistribution level instead of at the correla-
tion function level.

7. Mixed-charge two- and three-pion correlations are usdtetp determine th@ parameter and to
monitor the performance of FSI corrections.

4 Final-State-Interactions

The treatment of FSls is crucial for this analysis. In additto QS correlations, identical charged
pions also experience FSls which reduce the apparent treh@S correlations. The FSls of charged
pions are dominated by the Coulomb interaction. The strateyactions, while small for same-charge
pions, are important for mixed-charge pions. Coulomb arshgt FSI corrections are included in this
analysis for both two- and three-particle same- and mixetge correlations. The wave functions for
two-pion Coulomb and strong FSls are known to high preci§&&). Two-pion FSls are calculated by
averaging the modulus square of the two-pion FSI wave fanstover an assumed freeze-out particle-
emitting source distribution. This is then divided by theresponding average of plane-wave functions
to isolate the pure FSIs. For same-charge pions, the wawtidus are symmetrized. Typically the
source distribution is taken to be a spherical Gaussianavitidius matching what is found in the data.
Here, we use a more sophisticated approach. All FSls arelatdd directly withinTHERMINATOR

2 events[[2l7/_28]. The pair relative separation at freezeiothe pair-rest framer*, as well as the
space-momentum correlations included in the model are as#ERMINATOR includes all of the known
resonance decays. Pions from resonance decays add nosidddestures to the freeze-out distribution.
Furthermore, they increase the mean value‘pfvhich in turn reduces the strength of FSI correlations.
The same centrality class ahkg range from the data are used to calculate the FSls. The fmdze
hyper-surfaces iITHERMINATOR were calculated within 3D viscous hydrodynamics with atiaghend
final temperature of 512 and 140 MeV, respectively. Theistime for hydrodynamics was 0.6 fo/

Three-body FSI wave functions are not known for all regiohpt@ase-space. However, all asymptotic
wave functions are knowh [29]. In particular, the wave-fimt corresponding to the phase-space region
where all three inter particle spacings are la@g, is given by the product of the three two-body wave
functions. It has been shown that thg wave function is a justified approximation also in the case
where the triplet kinetic energy in the triplet rest framesigficiently large [[30]. It is estimated that
triplet energies exceeding about 7 MeV for 6-fm sourcedfjuite use of theQy wave function. The
minimum triplet energy considered in this analysis/8 x 5~ 8.7 MeV when all three paig's are at
their minimum allowed value of 5 Me¢/

For the case of same-charge pion FSIs with @ewave function, the modulus square of the fully
symmetrized FSI wave-function is averagedriERMINATOR events. This is then divided by the cor-
responding average of fully symmetrized plane waves. THesyinmetrization assumes fully chaotic
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Fig. 1: Comparison of same and mixed-charge three-pion FSI ctioeta Qg wave-function and generalized
Riverside (GRS) method are shown. The calculation was padd in THERMINATOR (0 — 5%). The bottom
panel shows the difference between the two methbids = K3(Qo) — K3(GRS), divided byK3(Qop) — 1.

emission. For the case of mixed-charge FSls, only the sdragte pairs are symmetrized. Allfactors
in this analysis are averaged over tleERMINATOR freeze-out distribution for pairs satisfyimg < 80
fm. For theK3 calculation, all three pairs must satisfy this requirement

All three-pion correlations in this analysis are binned [ Gorresponding to the three pair invariant
relative momentag;,, gps, gz1. The three-pion FSI correlations are likewise calculate@D for the
integrateck range.

Another more commonly used approach to treat three-body iE #ie Riverside approach |31] for which
the three-body FSI correlatioiz, is given by the triple product of Gamov factoiés(= G2G?3G3D).

In the generalized version of this approach, “generalizaégmRide” (GRS), each two-body factor is
averaged over the assumed source distribution={ K32K23«31) [0} [10]. In Fig.[1 we compare our
calculations of three-body FSI correlations using@hewave function and GRS approach witliRER-
MINATOR events. We observe similar FSI correlations with both megho

5 Momentum Resolution

Finite momentum resolution in the ALICE detector generaliyises a smearing of the correlation func-
tion. We estimate its effect on the correlation functionsalsgigning a weight to each pair or triplet in
HIJING [32] based on the measured correlation strength in real @& same weight is applied to two
versions of eaciN, (n= 1,2, 3) histogram. The first is filled with the nonsmeared idgdom HIJING.
The second is filled with the smeargdfter the tracks have been propagated through the simulatio
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the ALICE detector response. The ratio of the first to the sédustogram forms the correction factor
for the N, distributions.

The momentum resolution corrections are found to be la@dstv g (Qs), where they increase the raw
correlation function by less than 5% (8%) for two-pion (&Hg@on) correlations. We also observe that
the correction factors do not change significantly vith After the momentum resolution corrections
are applied, we verified that the observed correlation gtreand shape matches the assumed values
used as a weight iAIJING.

6 Muon Contamination

The pion-pair purity is estimated to be about 93%HinING with the simulated ALICE detector re-
sponse. The leading order misidentified pair is the muon paonbination. The rest of the misidentified
combinations taken together contribute less than 1% todtaé pairs. We estimate that about 93% of
the muons contaminating our sample originate from prinmoyr decays. The primary parent pion is
expected to interact with the other primary pions via QS+NW& therefore expect that the muon pion
pairs contaminating our sample will contain a residual giam correlation. For the three-pion case the
muon pion pion combination dominants the misidentifiedlétga We form a correction factor for all
two-pion (three-pion) terms by assigning a QS+FSI weighhéoparent pions in the pair (triplet) which
subsequently decayed into muons. A smeared correlatiobténed when the assigned correlation is
binned in relative momentum using the muon momentum. The cditthe assigned correlation to the
smeared correlation forms our correction factor. The @tioa is applied to same and mixed-charge
correlations and is found to increasdeby about 5% while having a negligible effect on the extracted
radii. The correction increases the two-pion correlatipmbout 15% at lowq and rapidly decreases for
largerg. The correction increases the three-pion correlation loyaB% at lowQz and by about 1% for

high Qs.

7 Systematic Uncertainties

The dominant systematic uncertainty in this analysis pesti the unknown spatio temporal pion dis-

tribution at freeze-out on which the fitting of the corretatifunctions and FSI calculations depends.
Typically, a Gaussian profile is assumed in most femtoscapadyses. However, the known resonances
taken all together will generally give rise to non-Gausdeatures in the freeze-out distribution.

The systematic uncertainty of the freeze-out distributiotwo fold in this analysis. First, it creates an
uncertainty in the wave-function integration for the FStca&ation. However, the dependence of FSI
correlations is largely invariant to reasonable variagiofithe assumed freeze-out distribution and radius.
A possible mismatch of the freeze-out distribution anduadn THERMINATOR as compared to the data
is largely absorbed by the parameter of the global fits to same- and mixed-charge two-gdrrelations
presented in the Results section. We assign a 2% uncertairttye two-pion FSI correlations based on
the maximum observed difference between FSls calculatathBRMINATOR and Gaussian particle-
emitting source profiles after rescaling by an effectiv@arameter. We also assign a 2% uncertainty
on ther*-dependent part of the FSI wave functiohs![26]. Second,riez&-out distribution uncertainty
creates an uncertainty in the fitting of the same-chargeslation functions. A convenient account of
sufficiently small deviations from Gaussian behavior in @® correlation functions can be obtained
through an Edgeworth expansidn [19]. Deviations from Giamsbehavior are also expected from a
finite coherent componerit [20].

Non-Gaussian features in the QS correlation functions ¢smaccur in more trivial ways. Spherical
Gaussian freeze-out distributions create Gaussian Q&laton functions as a function @f. Non-
Gaussian features in 1D correlation functions can ariselgifinom nonequal 3D radii in the LCMS
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frame. However, we note th& ~ Rsde andRyong is only 20% larger thaRy andRgge [15]. Also,
kr and centrality bins whose widths are not sufficiently narwoil create a mix of different radii and
therefore will not be described by a single Gaussian functidowever, our chosen centrality bin width
(5%) andky bin width (100 MeV¢ for two-particle correlations) are sufficiently narrow t@stly avoid
this feature given the knowky dependencies of the radii [15]. More non-Gaussian feamn@sxpected
for our three-particle correlations as tkebin is much wider (1 Ge\d).

The momentum resolution of low-momentum particles € 1 GeVk) is dominated by multiple scat-
terings within the ALICE detector. The ALICE material budgecertainty is conservatively estimated
to be+£10%. Our studies suggest a near one-to-one correspondétite material budget uncertainty
with the momentum resolution uncertainty. We apply a 10%ettainty on all the momentum resolution
corrections. Forz the momentum resolution correction uncertainty is foundéol%. It is not the
dominant uncertainty since both numerator and denomirzaioaffected in the same direction.

We study the uncertainties associated with tracking in théCk detector in several ways. We study
the effect of different magnetic-field orientations in thed. The pion particle identification (PID) cuts
are tightened by 10%. The angular separation cuts for sénaere pairs are increased by 50%. Positive
pions are compared to negative pions. All the uncertainitigbis category except for PID were found
to be negligible. A B% and 1% systematic uncertainty owing to PID were assigonedhfee-pion
correlation functions ants, respectively.

Concerningrz, additional systematics are included. Imperfect isotatib the three-pion QS cumulant
(FSI corrected) is the dominant uncertainty fgrwhich mostly affects the larger values @ where

the cumulant is smallest. The choskrparameter X = 0.7) used in extracting the QS correlations in
both the numerator and the denominator, while largely damgén the ratio, is varied by Q. Mixed-
charge three-pion cumulant correlations™(*T) reveal a slight residual correlation of abou®@5 for

all centralities. The residual cumulant correlation in thixed-charge channel is used as a systematic
uncertainty in the same-charge channel. Also, small vanatof the powersn andn in Eq. (8) which
broughtcs™* T closer to unity resulted in similar systematic variatioosr. This procedure is valid if
the true FSI corrected mixed-charge cumulant correlaga@xpected to be near unity.

The GRS approach to Coulomb corrections is found to give tebdescription of the mixed-charge
correlations than th€ wave function. For this reason we choose the GRS approachraziacipal
method and use th@y wave function as a systematic variation for all three-piorrelations. Finally,
nonfemtoscopic background correlations associated wittijets [33], while negligible for the highest
multiplicity collisions, create a small uncertainty in thetraction of two-pion QS correlation strengths.
A linear fit to the background is made in the interva & g < 0.4 GeVk and extrapolated into the
femtoscopic regiong < 0.15 GeVE. The correction only has a non-negligible effectrarior large Qs
and above 40% centrality.

8 Results
8.1 Two Pions

We first present the two-pion correlation functions. FigliPéa) and 2(h) show the same- and mixed-
charge correlation functions versgis 6 k bins for 0— 5% and 45- 50% centrality, respectively. Global
fits for same and mixed-charge correlations are performeegdichkr bin separately. Two types of global
fits are shown. The dotted lines correspond to Gaussiarkfjts=(1), while the solid lines correspond
to non-Gaussian fits with Edgeworth coefficieritg, 64 1). Our strict pair cuts cause a lack of data for
same-charge correlations at lgnat highkt where a larger fraction of the pairs moves collinearly and
thus is more susceptible to track merging and splitting.

Concerning the purely Gaussian fits in F[gs. (a)[and 2(b)atlerage(? per degree of freedonNOF) is
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Fig. 2: C, for same-charge (solid red circles) and mixed-charge giopen blue squares) for-05% centrality (a)
and 45-5— % centrality (b). The global fits with dotted lines corresgao Gaussian same-charge fiig, (= 1).
The global fits with solid lines correspond to non-Gaussienviith Edgeworth coefficientE(, # 1). Shaded
boxes represent the momentum resolution correction waiogrt FSI uncertainties are smaller than the symbol

sizes.
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Fig. 3: Fit parameters versus for Gaussian and Edgeworth global fits in Figs. 2(a) [and| 2(B)p) A values.
(Bottom) Ry, values. Shaded bands represent systematic uncertainties.

39. Itis clear that a spherical Gaussian fully chaotic segen be ruled out. The global fits underestimate
mixed-charge correlations for eakh and centrality bin. The fits indicate the possibility of sfgrant
non-Gaussian features in the same-charge correlatioridascand/or the possibility of two separate
suppression parameters. An individual fit to mixed-chargeetations suggestd is about 0.7. An
individual fit to same-charge correlations with a Gaussiarcfion suggests a value of about 0.4.

Concerning the Edgeworth fits in Figs. 2(a) and R(b), theayex?/NDF is 1.5. Same- and mixed-
charge correlations are simultaneously well describetl arit Edgeworth fit. A commoA parameter is
now able to describe both same- and mixed-charge corne$atibhis may demonstrate the significance
of non-Gaussian same-charge correlations and/or thermesd a coherent component.

Fits including coherence with and without the charge castiwere also attempted. The charge con-
straint on coherent states in the quantum opfic$ [25] appré=ads to a slight modification of both
same-charge and mixed-charge correlations [20]. It lemdsstight decrease of the suppression of same-
charge correlation%@z) and also an enhancement of mixed-charge correlati@%)([lZ@]. Coherence
may also explain the observation of separate suppressiampégers as it only suppresses same-charge
correlations. However, given the uncertainty of non-Geussame-charge correlations, we find that
two-pion correlations alone are inconclusive in determgnihe presence of coherence.

TheA and radii fit parameters for both global fit types are shownign[B The Edgeworth coefficients
from ALICE data are shown in Tallé 1. The corresponding Edgtwcoefficients fronTHERMINATOR

are shown in Tablel2. The Edgeworth coefficients present@dbted 1 anfll2 quantify the non-Gaussian
structure of the same-charge correlation functions. Thay aiso be influenced by a coherent compo-
nent. The comparison of Tallé¢ 1 to Table 2 demonstrates eeginecy in the shape of QS correlations

11
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K3 kre | kra | krs | krg | krs | Kkre
0—-5% | 0.14| 0.13| 0.12]| 0.12| 0.1 | 0.094
45—-50% | 0.23| 0.22| 0.23| 0.25| 0.25| 0.24
Kq
0—-5% | 0.29| 0.33| 0.37| 0.38| 0.43| 0.46
45—-50% | 0.19] 0.22] 0.22| 0.24| 0.25| 0.31

Table 1: k3 andky Edgeworth coefficients from ALICE data corresponding tobgldits in Figs[2(d) and 2(b).
kr1 andkye represent our lowest and highéstintervals, respectively.

K3 kr1 kT2 kT3 kra | Krs | ke
0—-5% 0.18 | 0.22 | 0.27 | 0.31 | 0.35| 0.4
45-50% | 0.25 | 0.27 0.3 0.34 | 0.36| 0.42

Kq
0-5% | 0.076| 0.12 | 0.17 | 0.18 | 0.22| 0.23
45—-50% | 0.034| 0.061| 0.081| 0.085| 0.11| 0.084

Table 2: k3 andk4 Edgeworth coefficients fromHERMINATOR. ktq andkrg represent our lowest and highést
intervals, respectively.

betweenrTHERMINATOR and ALICE data.

The values for the overall normalization, are typically within 0.005 from unity. We observe thats
about 0.7 and is largelg independent for the Edgeworth fits. The pion-pair purity t@primary-pair
purity in this analysis are estimated to be about 93% and 84%pectively. The correction for muon
contamination accounts for pion misidentification. We é¢fiere expecA < 0.84. The Gaussian radii are
larger than what is typically reported [15] owing to the gibkit procedure which incorporates mixed-
charge correlations to better constrain thparameter. The Edgeworth radii for the chaotic component
are observed to be larger than the purely Gaussian radii bytd®%. We note that it has also been
shown that the presence of a finite coherent component caefmai the width[{ 1/Ry,) of same-charge
correlations|[2, 3, 20]. In particular, for the case whenrtdius of a coherent component is smaller than
the chaotic component same-charge correlations appeaddarthan expected by the chaotic component
alone. This can incorrectly give the impression of a smallexotic source. This may also arise from a
momentum dependence of a coherent component (not corgsicheoer fits). For all cases, we observe
Rah to decrease with increasirkg.

A comparison of thé evolution of same- and mixed-charge correlations in and 2(0) reveals
that same-charge correlations change rapidly with inangds while mixed-charge correlations change
very little. The widening of same-charge correlations vilittreasingkr is potentially caused by radial
flow [34,[35]. In an expanding source, pairs with lakgeare preferentially formed from particles within
the same space-time interval. Thus, larger valudg oheasure smaller lengths of homogeneity. In QS
correlations, this will demonstrate itself as a wideninghaf correlation function with increasirg-.

Similarly, mixed-charge pairs of largdsy may also measure smaller lengths of homogeneity owing
to radial flow. Mixed-charge correlation strengths may ¢fi@e increase with increasirlg because
FSI correlations are larger for smaller sources. In Eig. 4pnesent mixed-charge correlations in the
form of a ratio,CJ ~ (kre)/C; ~ (kr1), Wwherekrg andkr; represent our highest (sixth) and lowest (first)
krbins, respectively. Comparing the ALICE data to the dilutedERMINATOR calculation in Fig[%,

it is clear that the observed mixed-charge correlationdveviess rapidly in real data as compared to
the THERMINATOR expectation. This may be caused by a discrepancy of the freeze-out size in
THERMINATOR as compared to the data. To distinguish between them, wecalspare the ALICE
data to the undiluted HERMINATOR calculation in Fig[¥ where only “interacting” pairs with < 80

fm are used. Such a procedure can help remove the effect of fherameter from the comparison.
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Fig. 4: RatioC; ~ (krg)/C; ~ (k1), comparing mixed-charge correlations between the higlsegh) and lowest
(first) kT bins. Open circles represent theERMINATOR comparison using all pion pairs (diluted). Open squares
represent the HERMINATOR calculation only using pion pairs wittf < 80 fm (undiluted). Error bars include
statistical and systematic uncertainties.

The kr evolution of mixed-charge correlations is better desdribgdth the undilutedTHERMINATOR
expectation which indicates a discrepancy of kixevolution of theA parameter imMTHERMINATOR as
compared to the data.

8.2 Three Pions

We now present the three-pion same- and mixed-charge atorefunctions in twdr 3 = |pt1+pT2+
p,3//3 bins. TwoKr 3 intervals were chosen such that they divide the numberpiéts into two roughly
equal halves. The same-charge three-pion correlations aestrality bins and twdKy 3 bins are shown
in Figs.[5(@) an@ 5(b). Also shown are the cumulant cormtafunctions,cs, for which the two-pion
correlations and FSls are removed. The dilution of cori@iatcaused by < 1 is also removed when
we considercs. Extraction of the cumulant correlation functioty, requires an assumption on the
parameter. We use thleparameter obtained from two-pion global fits excluding eehee and incorpo-
rating an Edgeworth expansion to the fiiflrange (0< kr < 1.0). From central to peripheral collisions,
A ranges from 0.65 to 0.70. In Figs. 5(a) 4nd b(b) we observetiiearaw same-charge three-pion cor-
relations are suppressed far below the expected valuelfpichaotic emission@?ii(QS =0) < 6]as
was similarly seen fo€5*. The same-charge cumulant correlation also appears toppeessed below
its maximum £3(Qs = 0) < 3] although a reliable extrapolation s = 0 is needed to be sure.

The mixed-charge three-pion correlations and cumulanetations in six centrality bins and twr 3
bins are shown in Fig§. 6{a) afhd G(b). For mixed-charge latives, c3**F is expected to be equal
to unity in the presence of only QS and FSIs. The construatiothe cumulant correlation function
removes FSI effects and the dilution whén< 1. The mixed-charge cumulant correlation is largely
consistent with unity for botlt 3 bins although the positive residue for the high€sg bin is about 2
times larger than for the lowest bin. This demonstrates #hielity of asymptotic three-body FSI wave
functions for Pb-Pb collisions at the LHC f@3 > 10 MeV/c. We note that it may also be possible
for a residue to exist focz ™ T with charge-constrained coherent states [20]. The curhatamelation
functions in Figs] 6(a) ar[d 6(b) suggest a residual corogldéss than about.Q05. The removal of FSI
effects is crucial for the interpretation of the intercept£© The successful removal of FSI effects in the
mixed-charge three-pion system is demonstrated with thrutant correlation function in Figk. 6{a) and
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Fig. 7: r3 versusQgz in six centrality bins for QL6 < K13 < 0.3 GeVEk (a) and 03 < K13 < 1.0 GeVk (b). r3
was measured in 5% centrality widths and averaged over thelim width. The blue solid line is a quartic fit
[Eg. (I3)] and the dashed black line is a quadratic fit [EQ)](IPhe chaotic upper limitrs(Qs) = 2] is shown with
the dashed red line. The shaded gray band represents tamsyists owing to PID and momentum resolution. The
shaded red band represents the uncertainties owing to ¢ieeatfA and the residue of the mixed-charge cumulant
correlations. The dashed line represents uncertaintiéseoRS| corrections.

[6(b).

The three-pion QS cumulant is compared to the two-pion QSutamh withrs. Unlike fits at the two-
particle level alone, the intercept Bf is more robust to non-Gaussian QS correlations. By congtryc
r3(Qs = 0) = 2.0 in the absence of coherence regardless of the shape of @#atons[[21]. To leading
order, the relative momentum dependencesofvas shown to be quartic in the full 6D approathl![21].
However, owing to limited statistical precision we projegbnto 1DQ:s.

We now presents versusQs in Figs.[7(a) an@l 7(b) in six centrality bins and t 3 bins. The data are
fit with a quartic and quadratic fit as shown by E§sl] (11) andl. (TRBe systematic uncertainties at large
Qs are typically larger than 50%, while at lo@s they are much smaller. At lo®3, one notices thats

is further below the chaotic limit (2.0) in Fif. 7{a) than irgH7(D].

The largest systematic uncertainty in Figs. [7(a) and] 7(i@ttisbutable to the residual correlation of
c3EF. The systematic uncertainties are larger for the hidyes bin owing to a larger residual correla-
tion of c3**F. The dashed black lines in Figs. 7(a) &nd J7(b) representystersatic uncertainty owing
to FSI corrections. It is estimated by the differencelipand GRS FSI calculations as was illustrated
in Fig.[d. Figurd 8 compares the effect of both FSI correstionrs andcs™*F. From the top panel
of Fig.[8 we see that th@ FSI correction procedure yields an intercept closer to taotic limit than
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Fig. 8: In the top panelks versusQz is shown with GRS anfq FSI corrections. In the bottom panel;** ¥ versus
Qs is shown with both FSI corrections. The centrality &acs interval is 5- 10% centrality and A6 < Ky 3 < 0.3
GeVlc, respectively. Only statistical errors are shown for ¢tfari

17



Two and Three-Pion Quantum Statistics Correlations ALIGHaboration

= 2.4+ ALICE Pb-Pb |5 =2.76 TeV
i ® \=0.7
2.2~
5 0A=0.6
2
1.87 + *— o
i 0.16<K; ;<0.3 GeV/c
1.6~ '
r 5-10%
L \
0

0.05
Q3 (GeVic)

Fig. 9: r3 versusQjs is shown with two different assumptions on theparameter for 5- 10% centrality and for
0.16 < K73 < 0.3 GeVk. Only statistical errors are shown for clarity.

the GRS procedure. However, from the bottom panel of[Fig. 8eeethat a large unexplained residual
spike remains with th€q FSI correction procedure. For this reason the GRS procedasechosen as
our standard. We have also investigated other source prhafidgrations where one obtains larger FSI
correlations. Such variations, which bring the intercdptzdo the chaotic limit, simultaneously cause a
large overcorrection of the mixed-charge three-pion camiLit;**¥(Qz ~ 0) ~ 0.96.

In Fig.[@ we showrs with two different assumptions on the parameter. The default value of 0.7 is
compared to 0.6 in Fig.]9. The default value was motivated thyeorth fits at the two-pion level as
was shown in Fid.]3. The effect of the choseparameter only has non-negligible effect at la@eand

in central collisions where the cumulant correlation is kngg*** ~ 1.0.

We see that th€3; dependence af; is largely uncertain for the more central collisions. Thlisaused
by the uncertainty in isolating the three-pion QS cumulahéwthe cumulant correlation itself is small,
c3ttE ~ 1.0. A quartic [Eq. [(T1L)] and quadratic [Eq.(12)] fit are showrFigs[7(d) anf 7(b) and are
summarized in Tabldg 3 ahd 4, respectively.

Given the large uncertainties at lar@g, rz does not change significantly with centrality and is equally
well described by quartic and quadratic fits. The centraitgraged fit values are also given in Talbles 3
and4.

From the intercepts af; at Q3 = 0 presented in Tabldég 3 ahtl 4, the corresponding coherentipfra
(G) may be extracted using Eq._{13). For ld 3, the centrality averaged intercepts{®0%) ofrs
may correspond to coherent fractions of 28%% and 24%t 9% for quartic and quadratic intercepts,
respectively. For higKy 3, the corresponding coherent fractions are consistentzeith for both quartic
and quadratic fits. Given the systematic uncertaintiesrge @z, both quartic and quadratic fits provide
a good description of;. We estimate the average coherent fraction at kovg using both quartic
and quadratic fits as well as their uncertainties (@a"c 4 yGauartic ;. Gauadratic_ sGauadrati /5 - The
average coherent fraction at Id%¢ 3 is estimated to be 23% 8%.

As a sanity check, we also reconstructgdn HIJING including the simulated response of the ALICE
detector.HIJING does not contain QS nor FSls. We used a known symmetric alydcheaotic QS+FSI
correlation as a pair/triplet fill weight. The same code dgyed for this analysis was used in this
procedure. The reconstructegifor both Ky 3 bins was consistent with the chaotic limit for 4.
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LowKrs | | +stat=syst |ax10°(GeVic)*
0—-5% | 1.84+0.01£0.03| 3.0+06+164
5-10% | 1.85+0.01£0.05| 3.4+07+130
10— 20% | 1.844+0.024+0.03 244+09+8.1
20—30% | 1.86+0.03+0.01 46+1.0+37
30—40% | 1.824+0.04+0.03 27+13+28
40—-50% | 1.77+0.05+0.01 48+16+11
0—-50% | 1.83+0.01+0.03 35+£04+75
ngh KT’3

0—-5% | 1.95+£0.02£0.02 | 05+07+101
5-10% | 1.93+£0.02+0.01| —-18+0.8+84
10— 20% | 2.064+0.034+0.07 23+11+57
20—30% | 2.01+0.04+0.01 0.0+1.3+3.0
30—40% | 2.04+0.06+0.05| —0.2+1.8+3.0
40—-50% | 2.04+0.09+0.04 | —26+24+14
0—-50% | 2.00+0.02+0.03| —0.3+0.6+t5.3

Table 3: Quarticrs fit parameters from Fig$. 7{a) and 4(b). The centrality ayedavalues are also shown.
Statistical and systematic uncertainties are shown. Kewrefers to 016 < Kt 3 < 0.3 GeVEk. High K 3 refers

t0 0.3 < K3 < 1.0 GeVk.

LowKrs | | £stat=syst | ax10' (GeVik) ?
0—-5% | 1.85+0.02+0.11 0.9+0.3+6.7
5-10% | 1.87+£0.02+0.12 16+04+58
10— 20% | 1.864+0.034+0.09 12+05+4.1
20—30% | 1.91+0.04+0.04 254+06+19
30—40% | 1.86+0.05+0.07 1.7+£08+17
40—50% | 1.85+0.084+0.01 32+£10£0.7
0—-50% | 1.87+0.024+0.07 1.8+0.3+35
ngh KT’3

0—5% | 1.95+0.03+0.06 04+£05+48
5-10% | 1.92+0.03+0.07 | —-08+05+44
10— 20% | 2.114+0.054+0.12 20+0.7+£35
20—30% | 2.01+0.07+0.05 0.1+09+19
30—40% | 2.08+0.09+0.13 06+13+24
40—-50% | 1.97+0.15+0.07 | —22+19+1.1
0-50% | 2.01+0.03+0.08 0.0£05+30

Table 4: Quadraticrs fit parameters from Fig$. 7{a) ahd 7(b). The centrality ayedavalues are also shown.
Statistical and systematic uncertainties are shown. Kewrefers to 016 < Kt 3 < 0.3 GeVEk. High K 3 refers

t0 0.3 < K3 < 1.0 GeVk.
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9 Conclusions

Two- and three-pion quantum statistical correlations irPBlcollisions at/syy = 2.76 TeV have been
presented. Same-charge as well as mixed-charge cominisatiere shown for both two- and three-
pion correlations. While same-charge correlations urjgdisplay the effect of quantum interference,
mixed-charge correlations provide an important consti@irtheA parameter and FSI corrections in this
analysis.

At the two-pion level, we find that while same-charge cotietes change rapidly witkr, mixed-charge
correlations change very little. A comparison of mixed+geacorrelations taHERMINATOR suggests
that theA parameter changes very little with. Global fits to same- and mixed-charge correlations at the
two-pion level alone are inconclusive in determining thegence of coherence owing to the unknown
non-Gaussian features of the same-charge correlatiotidanc

Three-pion mixed-charge correlations are very well desctiby the combination of QS and FSI cor-
relations. While the mixed-charge three-pion cumulantedation is largely consistent with unity, the
same-charge three-pion cumulant shows a significant Q8lation.

The comparison of the three-pion cumulant to the two-pianuant is measured witty. Unlike fits at

the two-pion level alone, the intercept @fis more robust to non-Gaussian Bose-Einstein correlations
We find a clear suppression f below the chaotic limit for lovKr 3 while being much more consistent
with the chaotic limit for highKy 3. Incomplete FSI removal, momentum resolution correctaon pion
misidentification can also cause an apparent suppressian ldbwever, thels 3 dependencies of thg
intercepts go in the opposite direction than would be exquefibm such effects.

Given the large uncertainties at larQg, r3 does not change significantly with centrality. For low teipl
momentum, the centrality averaged interceptszafiay correspond to a coherent fraction of 23%%.
For high triplet momentum the interceptsrafyield a coherent fraction consistent with zero.

The suppression of three-pion as compared to two-pion Bas&tein correlations as measured iy
seems to suggest a finite coherent component to pion produatheavy-ion collisions. It is significant
at low triplet momentum while vanishing for high triplet menmtum. This observation is qualitatively
consistent with the formation of a Bose-Einstein condensgatich is expected to radiate coherently at
low momentum. More experimental and theoretical work isdeeeto rule out alternative explanations.
Other measurements such as the single-pion spectra shawidg additional information on this sub-
ject. We also note that the ALICE single-pion spectra ingica small excess of pion production as
compared to several hydrodynamic calculations ger< 0.4 GeVk [36]. The meanpr of pions for
low Qs in our lowest and highes(s 3 bin is about 0.24 and 0.38 Ged/fespectively. The excess in the
single-pion spectra may be related to the coherent fraxtatracted in this analysis.
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A Relation of N3 to Ngs

The measurement of the true three-pion correlation is m@\vied when the “dilution” parametei,,

is less than unity. In the core/halo picture[37], the effexctntercept parameter is given By which
represents the fraction of pairs interacting at low re@tivomentum via QS+FSls above the resolvable
thresholdgmin. Here, A includes the additional dilution caused by secondary comation and pion
mis-identification. The probability of choosirg particles from the interacting core A$V/2. In general,

A is less than unity. This means that despite measuring fhiozes- from the same event, there will be a
fraction of triplets which do not represent a true thrediplar interaction. These feed-up contributions
must be removed. In general, the measured three-partitiébdition will take on the form

No(Pr, o s) = i (Br P (o) ()
+  f5[NSU(p1, P2)N1(ps) + NZ“%(ps, p1)N1(p2) + N3“*(p2, p3)N1(p1)]
+  fNS“(p1, P2, Pa), (A1)

wheref;, f;, f5 represent the fraction of triplets for which none inter&et interact, and all three inter-
act, respectively. The probability that all three are frdma honinteracting halo is the — A%/2)3. The
probability that only one is from the interacting core B'&(1— A/2)2. Therefore,

fi = (1—-AY2)3 L3121 -21/2)2 (A.2)
The probability that two are from the interacting core id — AY/2). Therefore,
fs=A(1—AY?). (A.3)
Finally, the probability that all three are from the inteting core isA /2. Therefore,
fi=A%2 (A.4)

Now we can write the equation expressing the triplet digtidm in terms of the true distributions:

Na(p1,p2,ps) = [(1—AY2)3+3AY2(1— AY2)2)Ny(pg)Ne(p2)Na(ps)
+ A (1 AY2)[NSU*(py, p2)Ny(ps) + N5U(ps, p1)Ni(p2) + NSU%(p2, p3)Ni(p1)]
+ )\3/2N:t3rUE( P1, P2, p3) (AS)

Ni'U® is related to the measurédp through Eq.[(R) with#” = 1. Finally, we assume a factorization of
the three-pion FSI correlatiols, from the QS correlation. We can now form a relation betwéenQS
three-pion distribution and the measured distributions:

Na(p1, P2 ps) = [(1—AY%)3+3AY2(1—A2)%—3(1— AY2)(1— A)]Ny(pr)Na(p2)Na(ps)
+ (1= AY2)[No(p1, p2)Na(ps) + No(ps, p1)Nw(p2) + Na(p2, p3)Ni(p1)]
+ A¥2KNGS(pr, P2, p3)- (A.6)
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