arXiv:nucl-ex/0107004 6 Jul 2001

Neutron charge form factor at large q^2

R. Schiavilla^{ab} and I. Sick^c

aJefferson Lab, Newport News, Virginia, USA bPhysics Department, Old Dominion University, Norfolk, Virginia, USA cDepartement für Physik und Astronomie, Universität Basel, Basel, Switzerland

Abstract. The neutron charge form factor G_{En}(q) is determined from an analysis of the deuteron quadrupole form factor F_{C2}(q) data. Recent calculations, based on a variety of different model interactions and currents, indicate that the contributions associated with the uncertain two-body operators of shorter range are relatively small for F_{C2}(q), even at large momentum transfer q. Hence, G_{En}(q) can be extracted from F_{C2}(q) at large q^2 without undue systematic uncertainties from theory.

Introduction. Knowledge of the neutron charge form factor G_{En} is of great importance for an understanding of its internal structure. It is also crucial for the calculation of nuclear charge form factors, since the latter depend on both G_{En} and the proton charge form factor G_{Ep}.

Unfortunately, G_{En} is still rather poorly known. The difficulties encountered in measuring G_{En} are twofold: since there are no free neutron targets, G_{En} has to be measured using composite systems, and this leads to complications due to the presence of other nucleons. In addition, the electron-neutron cross section is dominated by the contribution from the magnetic form factor G_{Mn}, thus making a determination of G_{En} very difficult.

The traditional approach to determine G_{En} uses the deuteron structure function A(q), to which the deuteron magnetic form factor, and therefore G_{Mn}, contributes negligibly. After removing, via theoretical calculations, the effect of the deuteron structure and the contributions to the scattering process from two-body currents, subtraction of the G_{Ep} contribution then allows one to extract G_{En}. This procedure is sensitive to systematic errors in the theory used, particularly those associated with the modeling of shorter-range two-body currents, which are still not very well controlled.

As a consequence, the resulting values for G_{En} [1, 2] have fairly large uncertainties, and are limited to momentum transfers below q^2=16 fm�^2. This poses serious problems for the calculation of form factors of light nuclei, which one would want to calculate for the region covered by data, a region that extends to q^2=30–100 fm�^2. To the extent that current parameterizations of nucleon form factors provide sensible extrapolations for G_{En} at large q^2, one must conclude that the contribution of G_{En}, which seems to fall off with increasing q^2 much more slowly than G_{Ep}, becomes very important at these large momentum transfers.

More recently, the exploitation of a new technique to determine G_{En} has become practical: when performing an (e, e0n) coincidence experiment using polarized electrons and when measuring the polarization of the target nucleus or recoil neutron, it becomes possible to measure an interference term G_{En}G_{Mn}. This approach removes the difficulty associated with G_{Mn}-dominance, and is much less dependent on the nuclear structure of the target nucleus (deuteron or^3He). Several experiments of this type have been performed recently [3]–[11]. The resulting values for G_{En} still have relatively large errors; they are, however, mainly statistical and thus can be reduced in the future using better technology. The limit in q^2 is presently 17 fm�^2. Two experiments are under way at JLAB to extend the q^2-range [12, 13]. Within the error bars the available results from the double-polarization experiments agree with the values determined from the deuteron structure function A(q).

Exploitation of the quadrupole form factor. In this note, we again use elastic electron-deuteron data to determine G_{En}(q) at high momentum transfer. The novel aspect of the present approach consists in exploiting the quadrupole form factor F_{C2}(q) rather than the combination of monopole and quadrupole form factors represented by A(q), as done in the past.

When using elastic e-d scattering, two sources of theoretical uncertainty must be considered, due to the model for the NN-interaction and the contribution of two-body currents. We address the two-body currents first.

Calculations of F_{C2}(q) based on a variety of model interactions and currents indicate that contributions from two-body currents are relatively small, even at the high momentum transfers of interest here. This is consistent with the naive expectation that, since F_{C2}(q) involves an integral of the product of deuteron S- and D-wave components with the spherical Bessel function j_2(qr/2), it is presumably less sensitive to two-body currents, at least the short-range ones associated with vector-meson exchanges and/or transition mechanisms such as, for example, the ρπγ operator, whose contributions are quantitatively rather uncertain. This is illustrated in Fig. 1 where we show separately the contribution associated with the π-exchange two-body charge operator, as well as that including, in addition, the ρ-meson and ρπγ charge operators. The ρ-meson and ρπγ contributions have opposite sign, and tend to cancel each other. As a result, the total two-body contribution to F_{C2}(q) is dominated, up to q^2 ’ 40 fm�^2, by the long-range π-exchange operator.

In this context, it is worth noting that, while modern realistic interactions are essentially phase-equivalent — they all fit the Nijmegen data-base with a χ^2 per datum close to one — they do differ in the treatment of non-localities. Some of them, like the Argonne v_{18} model [14], are local (in LSJ channels), while some others, like the CD-Bonn model [15], have strong non-localities. In particular, the CD-Bonn interaction has a non-local onepion-exchange (OPE) component. However, it has been known for some time [16], and recently re-emphasized by Forest [17], that the local and non-local OPE interactions are related to each other via a unitary transformation. Therefore, the differences between local and non-local OPE cannot be of any consequence for the prediction of observables, such as the deuteron electromagnetic form factors under consideration here, provided, of course, that two-body currents generated by the unitary transformation are also included. This fact has been demonstrated [18] in a calculation of the deuteron structure function A(q) and tensor observable T_{20}(q), based on the local Argonne v_{18} and non-local CD-Bonn models and associated (unitarily consistent) electromagnetic currents. The remaining small differences between the calculated A(q) and T_{20}(q) are due to the additional short-range non-localities present in the CD-Bonn. The upshot is that, provided that consistent calculations — in the sense above — are performed, present “realistic” interactions will lead to similar predictions for deuteron electromagnetic observables, at least to the extent that these are influenced predominantly by the OPE component. This is especially true for the F_{C2} form factor for which the π-exchange contributions dominate.

Because of these considerations, the theoretical uncertainties for F_{C2}(q) are small (smaller than for A(q)), which allows us to to determine G_{En} with smaller systematic errors and extend our knowledge of it to larger q. The use of F_{C2}(q) has now become possible with the measurements of the polarization observable T_{20}(q) in electron-deuteron scattering. With T_{20} known up to q^2=40 fm�^2, the quadrupole form factor F_{C2}(q) can experimentally be determined up to that q-value.

Figure 1: Effect of the π-exchange two-body charge operator (dashed) and that obtained by including the remaining, shorter range, two-body contributions (solid).

Experimental F_{C2}(q). In order to determine F_{C2}(q), we have analyzed the world data on electron-deuteron elastic scattering [19] – [42]. Some 340 data points on e-d scattering are available for momentum transfers below 65 fm�^2. The cross sections and polarization observables are fitted with flexible parameterizations for F_{C0}(q), F_{M1}(q) and F_{C2}(q)[43]. The statistical errors of the data are calculated using the error matrix. The systematic errors, which in general are the largest ones by far, have been evaluated by changing each individual data set by the quoted error, and re-fitting the complete data set. The changes due to systematic errors of the different, independent, sets of data are evaluated separately, and added quadratically. The resulting F_{C2}(q) is used below.

Determination of G_{En}. In order to extract G_{En} we compare to the predictions for F_{C2}(q) from a number of theoretical calculations. These calculations all use NN potentials that provide reasonably good fits to the modern scattering data base, and consistent two-body currents. We employ calculations using the Paris and Bonn-B potential by the Hannover group [44, 45], the calculation of Forest and Schiavilla [46] based on the Argonne V18 NN potential, and the results obtained recently by the Mainz group [47] using the Bonn OBEPQ-B potential. We also employ the results of the calculation by Van Orden, Gross and Devine [48] who use an OBE interaction directly fit to the NN scattering data.

While the first three calculations are based on an essentially non-relativistic framework (with relativistic corrections), the calculation [47] starts from a system of coupled nucleon and meson fields and, by means of the Foldy-Wouthuysen transformation, derives the nonrelativistic limit including all the leading order relativistic contributions. The calculation of Van Orden et al. starts from the Bethe-Salpeter equation, which has been reduced to a quasi-potential equation by assuming that one of the nucleons is on mass shell. This calculation is Lorentz covariant and gauge invariant. All calculations include the relevant two-body terms.

In general, these calculations have used proton form factors as given by the Hoehler parameterization [49], which explains well the e-p scattering data up to the q^2 of interest here, including the recent G_{Ep}/G_{Mp}-data [50, 51, 52, 53]. The calculations of refs. [47, 48] have been carried out using the dipole form factor for the proton, which only roughly reproduces the proton data; here we use the calculation of Arenhoevel et al. [54] performed with the Hoehler form factors, while the calculation of van Orden et al. has been renormalized to the Hoehler proton form factor. All calculations use the Galster [2] neutron charge form factor, or the one by Hoehler, which is very close in the range of q^2 of interest.

In fig. 2 we show the ratio of these theoretical F_{C2}(q) form factors to the experimental ones. This figure shows that for the C2 form factor the different theoretical predictions are quite close. The effect of G_{En} is appreciable at the higher momentum transfers, large enough to be extracted despite the differences between the theoretical predictions.

In order to determine G_{En}, we use the following approach: As the “theoretical prediction”we use the average of the five calculations discussed above. For the “theoretical error bar”we take the quadratically added deviation of the individual calculations from the average. The deviation of this average from experiment we then take as an indication that the Galster (or Hoehler) G_{En} used in the calculation is not quite the correct one, and

Figure 2: The ratios of theoretical to experimental C2 form factors as a function of momentum transfer. For the Paris potential, we also give the ratio obtained setting G_{En}=0.

we determine G_{En} to get perfect agreement between experiment and the theory average. The resulting values of G_{En}, together with the error bars that include both the spread of the theoretical predictions and the experimental uncertainty on F_{C2}, is shown in fig. 3.

Figure 3 shows that the form factors extracted from the C2 deuteron structure function are reasonably accurate in comparison with the results obtained from double-polarization measurements, and they agree with them in the q^2-region of overlap. In comparison to the mean values of G_{En} determined by Platchkov et al. from the deuteron A(q) structure function, the present results are somewhat higher in the region above q^2=8 fm�^2, but compatible with them given the spread of the theoretical predictions available to Platchkov et al. at the time. The G_{En} extracted from the C2-data have larger uncertainties at low q^2, where the C0 multipolarity dominates the cross section and where the available T_{20} data are not very accurate. There, the usage of A(q) leads to superior results.

The determination of G_{En} from F_{C2} extends to larger momentum transfer than all previous determinations, which were limited to q^2 ’ 16 fm�^2. Somewhat surprisingly, the extrapolation of the Galster parameterization beyond its limit of validity (q^2=16 fm�^2) does quite well in reproducing the data. As pointed out above, double-polarization experiments presently under way at JLAB are expected to provide data in this higher-q^2 region.

Conclusions. In this note, we have determined the neutron charge form factor G_{En} starting from the data on electron-deuteron elastic scattering. Contrary to previous analyses, we use the deuteron quadrupole form factor, which is less sensitive to the short-range two-body currents that are not well under control. We employ a representative selection

Figure 3: The G_{En} extracted from the C2 data (�). Also shown are the values obtained from double-polarization experiments, and the Galster parameterization with its extrapolation into the region not covered by previous experiments (dotted).

of both non-relativistic and relativistic theoretical calculations to predict deuteron structure functions and contributions of two-body currents, thus allowing use to produce a fair estimate of the theoretical uncertainties involved in our procedure. Using this approach, we for the first time provide data (other than upper limits [55]) for G_{En} at large q^2.

Acknowledgments. RS is supported by the U.S. Department of Energy contract DE-AC05-84ER40150 under which the Southeastern Universities Research Association (SURA) operates the Thomas Jefferson National Accelerator Facility, while IS is supported by the Schweizerische Nationalfonds. The calculations were made possible by grants of computer time at the National Energy Research Supercomputer Center.

References

[1] S. Platchkov et al. Nucl. Phys. A, 510:740, 1990. [2] S. Galster et al. Nucl. Phys. B, 32:221, 1971. [3] M. Meyerhoff et al. Phys. Lett. B, 327:201, 1994. [4] J. Becker. thesis, University of Mainz, 1997. [5] J. Becker et al. Eur. Phys. J. A, 6:329, 1999.

[6] D. Rohe et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 83:4257, 1999. [7] C. Herberg et al. Eur. Phys. J. A, 5:131, 1999. [8] T. Eden et al. Phys. Rev. C, 50:R1749, 1994. [9] M. Ostrick et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 83:276, 1999. [10] I. Passchier et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 82:4988, 1999. [11] A. Ahmidouch et al. submitted to Phys. Rev. Lett. [12] D. Day (spokesperson). JLAB experiment E-93-026.

[13] R. Madey, B. Anderson, and S. Kowalski (spokespersons). JLAB experiment E-93- 038.

[14] R.B. Wiringa, V.G.J. Stoks, and R. Schiavilla. Phys. Rev. C, 51:38, 1995. [15] R. Machleidt, F. Sammarruca, and Y. Song. Phys. Rev. C, 53:1483, 1996. [16] J. Friar. Ann. Phys., 104:380, 1977. [17] J.L. Forest. Phys. Rev. C, 61:034007, 2000. [18] R. Schiavilla. Nucl. Phys. A, in print, 2001. [19] D. Abbott et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 82:1379, 1999. [20] L.C. Alexa et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 82:1374, 1999. [21] Yu.K. Akimov et al. Sov. J. Nucl. Phys., 29:335, 1979. [22] R.G. Arnold et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 35:776, 1975. [23] R.G. Arnold et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 58:1723, 1987. [24] S. Auffret et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 54:649, 1985.

[25] D. Benaksas, D. Drickey, and D. Frerejacque. Phys. Rev., 148:1327, 1966. [26] R.W. Berard et al. Phys. Lett. B, 47:355, 1973. [27] P.E. Bosted et al. Phys. Rev. C, 42:38, 1990.

[28] F.A. Bumiller, F.R. Buskirk, J.W. Stewart, and E.B. Dally. Phys. Rev. Lett., 25:1774, 1970.

[29] C.D. Buchanan and M.R. Yearian. Phys. Rev. Lett., 15:303, 1965. [30] R. Cramer et al. Z. Phys. C, 29:513, 1985. [31] D. Drickey and L.N. Hand. Phys. Rev. Lett., 9:521, 1962. [32] J.E. Elias et al. Phys. Rev., 177:2075, 1969.

[33] J.I. Friedman, H.W. Kendall, and P.A.M. Gram. Phys. Rev., 120:992, 1960. [34] D. Ganichot, B. Grossetête, and D.B. Isabelle. Nucl. Phys. A, 178:545, 1972. [35] J. Goldemberg and C. Schaerf. Phys. Rev. Lett., 12:298, 1964. [36] A. Honegger. Thesis, Univ. of Basel, 1999.

[37] B. Grossetête, D. Drickey, and P. Lehmann. Phys. Rev., 141:1425, 1966.

[38] F. Martin et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 38:1320, 1977.

[39] R.E. Rand, R.F. Frosch, C.E. Littig, and M.R. Yearian. Phys. Rev. Lett., 18:469, 1967.

[40] G.G. Simon, Ch. Schmitt, and V.H. Walther. Nucl. Phys. A, 364:285, 1981. [41] P. Stein et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 16:592, 1966.

[42] B.B. Voitsekhovskii et al. Pis’ma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz., 43:567, 1986. [43] I. Sick. Nucl. Phys. A, 218:509, 1974.

[44] A. Buchmann, H. Henning, and P.U. Sauer. Few Body Syst., 21:149, 1996. [45] H. Henning. priv.com., 1997.

[46] J.L. Forest and R. Schiavilla. to be publ.

[47] H. Arenhövel, F. Ritz, and T. Wilbois. Phys. Rev. C, 61:034002, 2000. [48] J.W. VanOrden, N. Devine, and F. Gross. Phys. Rev. Lett., 75:4369, 1995. [49] G. Hoehler et al. Nucl. Phys. B, 114:505, 1976. [50] M.K. Jones et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 84:1398, 2000. [51] Th. Popischill et al. Eur. Phys. J. C, to be publ. [52] B.D. Milbrath et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 80:452, 1998. [53] I. Sick. Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys., in print. [54] H. Arenhövel. priv. com., 2001.

[55] A. Lung et al. Phys. Rev. Lett., 70:718, 1993.