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ABSTRACT

The Standard Model describes a wide range of fundamental interactions. Searches are
ongoing for experimental results that differ from the Standard Model predictions. Such
disagreements would both indicate that the Standard Model is incomplete and constrain
the properties of New Physics scenarios. To probe the Standard Model over a wide
kinematic range, low energy tests are necessary to complement experiments in the high
energy regime. We perform calculations for experiments that are representative of two
general types of low energy tests. The Qweak experiment at Jefferson Lab is a low
energy measurement of the weak charge of the proton. Since the weak charge is
proportional to the weak mixing angle, the result can be interpreted as a test of the
Standard Model prediction that coupling parameters “run” as the energy of the
interaction changes. To determine whether New Physics is present in the Qweak
measurement, all Standard Model physics must be correctly accounted for. We present
our calculation of a particularly troublesome radiative correction, the vZ box. We focus
particularly on our models of the unmeasured structure functions F} 2%(3:, Q%) and
discuss how they can be experimentally determined in the future. Atomic systems can
also be used to test the Standard Model at low energies. Recently, there has been a
discrepancy between the proton’s charge radius extracted from electronic and muonic
hydrogen measurements. This discrepancy could be a sign of New Physics for the muon
and we present our model that bring the two radii extractions into agreement.
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LOW ENERGY TESTS OF THE STANDARD MODEL



CHAPTER 1

Introduction

A naive reason to perform low energy tests of the Standard Model is that not all
physicists can work at the Large Hadron Collider. A better reason to perform low energy
tests of the Standard Model is that not all physicists should work at the Large Hadron
Collider. Though high energies are indeed needed to produce and directly detect heavy
particles, such particles should also appear in low energy processes through small but
measurable loop effects. These low energy processes cannot be ignored. If the Standard
Model is the theory that describes the way the world works, it must agree with experimental
tests at all energies. We can only begin to resolve a complete picture of fundamental physics
when the results of both high and low energy experiments are combined.

This introductory chapter is organized as follows. Sec. 1.1 introduces the basic ele-
ments of the Electroweak Lagrangian that are probed by low energy experiments. Secs. 1.2
and 1.3 provide an overview of two general types of low energy tests of the Standard Model.
Sec. 1.2 describes how the Standard Model has definite predictions on how coupling and
mass parameters should “run” as energies change. Discrepancies between the measured

running and Standard Model prediction would indicate the presence of previously unac-



counted for particles or interactions (New Physics). Much of this thesis will focus on the
Qweak experiment at Jefferson Lab and the extraction of the running of the weak mix-
ing angle. Sec. 1.3 describes measurements of the Lamb Shifts of electronic and muonic
hydrogen. The Lamb Shift is a quantum field theory effect. Applying Standard Model
physics to Lamb Shifts of both types of hydrogen allows for the extraction of the proton’s
charge radius. The present discrepancy between the extracted charge radii of electronic
and muonic hydrogen may be the result of New Physics. Several New Physics proposals

exist that “explain” the discrepancy.

1.1 Introduction to the Electroweak Lagrangian.

Low energy experiments can probe the Electroweak Lagrangian of the Standard
Model. The Electroweak Lagrangian is a gauge theory that combines the SU(2), and
U(1)y groups [1]. The interaction and kinetic terms for fermions and gauge bosons of the
Electroweak Lagrangian are given by

. = o Y
EEW = )ZL’)/M <28M — gT : WM — QIEBM> XL

_ ‘ Y
+ Ypy" (z@u -9 EB“) (O

— ZWW W — ZBWB“
_ i 0 ) / 1 Y 1
= XLY Za,uXL —gJ*- Wp -9 5] Bu
- ) 1.
+ PRY*i0bR — Q/QJY”BN
1 - - 1
— Z_LW”” - WH — ZB‘“’BW' (1.1)

In the above expression Y is a fermion doublet with left-handed chirality and g is a

right-handed fermion singlet. T are the generators of SU(2), and the hypercharge Y is
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the generator of U(1)y. W, and B, are the gauge fields for SU(2), and U(1)y, respectively.
g and ¢’ are the couplings between the fermions and gauge fields. J* and j¥# are concise

ways of expressing the weak and weak hypercharge currents:

JH = " T xr,

= gy, (1:2)
WW and B, are given by

W, = 0,W, —8,W, — gW, x W,

B, = 8,B, — 8,B, (1.3)

A gauge theory remains unchanged under internal, unmeasurable shifts in the fermion
and gauge fields. In order for the Lagrangian to be invariant under the SU(2), and U(1)y

transformations,

id(x)-T+if(z)Y

XL — e XL,

Y — €7 i, (1.4)
the gauge fields, to leading order in @ and [, must concurrently transform as

— — ]_ —
W, = W, — =0,d —ax W,
g

1
B# — B,u, — ? “5. (15)

The above Lagrangian is a gauge invariant theory but work remains for it to be interpreted

as a physical theory. To describe real physics, the gauge fields I/f/# and B, must be redefined



in terms of the observed fields Wi, Z,, and A,,.
W bosons couple only to left-handed fermion doublets and their fields can be ex-

pressed as

The charged current is defined as

T = XLWuTEXL (1.7)

where 7o = T} +iTy = 1/2(1y £ i72) and 7 are Pauli isospin matrices.
Z bosons and photons couple to both left- and right-handed fermions. It is thererfore
necessary to mix the field that couples only to left-handed currents, Wj’ , with the field

that couples to both, B,,. We define

A, = B, cos Oy + Wi’ sin Oy (1.8)
and
Z, = —B,sin Oy + Wl‘j’ cos Oy (1.9)

where 0y is the weak mixing angle.

We also identify the electromagnetic current as

-em 1 :
g =J3 + 53}{, (1.10)



or, in terms of the generators,

Y

Substituting these values into the relevant part of the Lagrangian, we see

’ Y
—gJ3W3“ — %j}L/B“ = — (g sin HWJ/‘:’ + ¢ cos HW%> A

Y
: J
— (g cos By J; — ¢’ sin QW?”) Z+
Identifying gsin 6y = ¢’ cosby = e, Eq. (1.12) becomes

g
cos Oy

gl

31173
_gJMWM_Q

jZB” - _ejZmAM _

(J — sin® Oy ) 2"

where ij —sin? 0y = JF]LVC.

The neutral current can be reexpressed as

_ 1 .
TR C2" = | 5(1 =9I} = sin® 6w Qy | 2

o
= Vg (gl — g7 2"

where g‘f/ = T}” — 2Q; sin? By and gf; = TJ‘?’.

(1.11)

(1.12)

(1.13)

(1.14)

The interaction and kinetic terms of the Electroweak Lagrangian describing real



physics are now

Lew = X0(i"0.)xr + Yr(iv"0,) ¥R

9 —urrr—
— E(JWWJ + W)

-em g NC
— HA, — ———J""HZ
“J o cos By K
N . uw
— ZW’WW — ZLBWB . (1.15)

Mass terms for the fermions and gauge bosons are generated from spontaneous sym-
metry breaking of the ground state potential of the Higgs field. The SU(2), x U(1)y gauge

invariant Lagrangian for the Higgs scalar doublet, ¢, is

2
Lo = 7B, 9| — 12676 — A¢0)". (116)

, L .Y
(@@ —gT-W, — g’—Bu)gzﬁ

The last two terms of the above expression represent the potential of the Higgs field. For
the case p? < 0 and X > 0, the ground state of the potential does not occur at ¢ = 0. In
fact, there are an infinite number of minima distributed on a circle centered around ¢ = 0.

We are free to choose a minimum and by convention,

do =1/ = . (1.17)

Here, v is the vacuum expectation value. Although the ground state is not symmetric,
the overall symmetry (and gauge invariance) of the Lagrangian is preserved. Selecting a

minimum out of an infinite number of minima is known as spontaneous symmetry breaking.



The part of Eq. (1.16) that generates mass terms is

2 1 2
= <§’Ug) W:Wﬁp’

1
+ gUZ(gWi’ —¢'Bu)* +0(¢W) + gB,)*. (1.18)

‘ <9T W, + g'TB“) ®o

Identifying sin Oy = ¢'/+/g? + ¢’* and cos Oy = g/\/g*> + g%, Eq. (1.18) becomes

2 1 2
= (ﬁvg) W;W‘“

1
+ g(g2 + g Z 4+ 0AZ. (1.19)

- Y =1
‘ (QT W, + Q/TBM> %o

As desired, the photon is massless. The mass terms for the W and Z bosons are identified

as My = %vg and My = %v\/ g% + g%, respectively. Taking the ratio of these masses yields

M
FI;/ = cos Oy, (1.20)

to leading order in perturbation theory. The next-to-leading order mass ratio is calculated

in Chapter 2.

1.2 Low Energy Test of the Standard Model 1: Mea-

surement of Coupling Running.

1.2.1 Tree Level Analysis of Electroweak Interactions

The Electroweak Lagrangian operates between initial and final states as a time-

ordered exponential and produces a scattering amplitude multiplied by a four-momentum-



conserving d-function,
iM(2m)' 54 (ps — pi) = (f|T{e! ] © 5@} i), (1.21)

This exponential must be expanded in a time-ordered power series. Fach term represents
a higher order in perturbation theory. The minimum number of orders required to produce
an interaction is known as the “tree level” amplitude. For example, an unpolarized electron
scattering off of an unpolarized proton via photon exchange can be described by the second

order term,

Z‘2

M, (27 + K = p— k) = <e<k’>p<p'>\5T{ [ i@y aa)
< [ tytrieity >ewe<y>A”<y>}\e<k>p<p>>. (1.2

Because there are two orderings, the factor of 1/2! can be dropped. After expanding the
field operators and operating on the initial and final states, the amplitude becomes

iM., = Uy (iey" )ug 5 ﬁﬂp/7sl (—iey” )uyp . (1.23)

By applying tree level analysis to electron proton scattering, the tree level coupling pa-

rameter, a = e%/4m, can in principle be determined.

1.2.2 Loops, Renormalization, and Running

As the orders of the exponential expansion increase in Eq. (1.21), the field operators
begin forming loops. These loops produce divergent, momentum-dependent integrals. To
cancel the divergences of the loops, the fields must be renormalized. They “absorb” the

divergence, but the momentum dependence of the loops remains.
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Couplings redefined to account for loop corrections are often referred to as effective
couplings. The effective coupling is what is measured experimentally. The momentum
dependence of the loops is what causes effective couplings to “run” from their tree level
value.

For example, consider the expansion of a photon progagator. Because a photon propa-
gator couples to fermions, it depends upon . An expansion of the propagator can therefore
be interpreted as a correction to the tree level value of o. The expansion, in terms of one

loop corrections I1(¢?), is

—to n —10 (iTI(¢?)) —1 L —lo
Ptie @i V@R T T (@ tiol - ()
_ ;:’9‘ (in ¢% — 0 limit) (1.24)
q* + i€

Renormalizing the field A, — Zy/ QAL absorbs the divergence of TI(¢?) into the definition

of the field. The kinetic energy term shifts to

1

1
_Z(

™ 1 T
FHV)Q — _Z<F,uu)2 - 153(F,u1/>2 (125>
where 03 = Z3 — 1. The new term is the counterterm.
After renormalization the expansion up to one loop order is
—1 L —ix
P +ie ¢ +ie— (II(g?) — &)

_ q;f‘iea + (My(g?) — 63) +...),  (1.26)

—iQ —iQ
— + :
G2 +ie g% +ie

(iTl(¢*) — 40)

where II,(¢?) indicates a single loop. d3 is a constant that subtracts away the divergence.
There is not a unique choice for this subtraction. In the commonly used modified mini-

mal subtraction (MS) scheme, d3 is chosen to be equal to I1(¢?) evaluated at a specific
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momentum. The choice of the subtracted momentum is known as the renormalization
condition.

The effective value of alpha at one loop order is

esr(q®) = a(1+ (I2(¢?) — 03)). (1.27)

Notice that the effective coupling is a function of the scheme-dependent choice of ds.
When discussing effective couplings, one must make clear what renormalization scheme is
being used. We will use the MS bar scheme in all of our analysis.

For momentum at the renormalization condition, all higher order loop corrections
cancel. Thus, measurements at the renormalization condition isolate tree level masses
and coupling parameters. Masses and coupling parameters run as the momentum of the
exchanged boson evolves from that of the renormalization condition. The Electroweak
Lagrangian predicts how the couplings run. Experiments at momentum away from the

renormalization condition can be used to test the Standard Model prediction.

1.2.3 The Qweak Experiment: Extracting the Running of sin? 6y .

Different initial and final states isolate different parts of the Electroweak Lagrangian.
In the illustrative example above we saw that unpolarized electron-proton scattering allows
for the extraction of a. Suppose we now consider polarized electrons scattering off an
unpolarized proton. When compared to protons, electrons are essentially massless. In the

massless limit, chirality and helicity are equivalent. The neutral current for a massless
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electron becomes

7 ]' e e
J)Ce = Cring 97 — 941y

o
= G5y [9% — 94 (2N ]y, (1.28)

where A = £1/2 is the helicity of the incoming electron. For an unpolarized proton the

parity-violating piece of the neutral current gets washed out,
NC -1,
Ju ’p = 1/’f’7u§ngf- (1.29)

At tree level the proton’s weak charge is defined as Q%’,LO = 2g% =1 — 4sin® Oy

By scattering electrons of opposite helicity off an unpolarized proton and taking the
difference, the combination ¢4¢} can be measured. Assuming ¢4 = —1/2, such parity-
violating measurements can be used to extract the proton’s weak charge and the weak
mixing angle.

The renormalization condition of the weak mixing angle is often chosen at the Z-pole.
Its value in the MS bar scheme is sin? 0y, (Q? = M2) = 0.2313 [2]. The Qweak experiment
at Jefferson Lab [3] measured parity-violating electron proton scattering at a momentum
transfer of Q% = 0.025 GeV?. The Qweak measurement is far from the Z-pole and can be
used to test for discrepancies between experiment and the Standard Model prediction for
the running of the weak mixing angle. Such discrepancies would indicate the presence of
hitherto unaccounted for New Physics loop corrections.

The presence of New Physics effects can only be determined if the Standard Model
loop corrections are correctly accounted for. In Chapter 2 we discuss the Standard Model
expansion of QY to one loop order. The expansion is well-known, but an explicit derivation

for all the terms is lacking in the literature. In Chapter 3 we focus on a particularly
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bothersome one loop correction, the vZ box. Several groups have studied this diagram
and each has slightly different results due to differing treatments of vZ structure functions.
In Chapter 4 we highlight how the PVDIS experimental result at Jefferson Lab [4] can be

used as a first test of the differing treatments.

1.3 Low Energy Test of the Standard Model 2: Mea-

surement of Muonic Hydrogen Lamb Shift.

1.3.1 The Proton Charge Radius and Its Contribution to the

Lamb Shift

Atomic systems are natural laboratories for low energy tests of the Standard Model.
The Lamb Shift between 25 and 2P orbitals is a quantum field effect. The energy of the
electron in the 2S5 state is shifted due to the vacuum polarization of the photon exchanged
between the electron and proton. Vacuum polarization occurs when the photon splits
into a fermion-anti-fermion pair which annihilate into a photon. This polarization is not
accounted for in relativistic quantum mechanics. Applying Standard Model physics to
Lamb Shift measurements of hydrogen allows for the extraction of the proton’s charge
radius.

The lowest order contribution of the proton charge radius to the Lamb shift is in the
exchange of a photon between the lepton and proton. The proton’s charge radius is found
by an examination of its form factors. For a point particle, F7(0) = 1. Thus, the finite

size contribution to the amplitude is

62

:@a

(k)7 u(k)u(p’) (%(Fl(QZ) 1)+ Lowq”FQ(QZ))u(p), (1.30)

M 2M
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where M is the proton mass and ¢> = —Q? is the square of the exchanged momentum.

These form factors can be rewritten in terms of Sachs form factors,

2

_ q
GE = F1 + M2 FQ

In the nonrelativistic limit the electronic Sachs form factor, Gz(Q?), represents the

nucleon charge distribution in momentum space. It is expressed as a Fourier transformation

Gp(Q?) = / p(B)e TP d3x, (1.32)

where p(Z) is the charge distribution in position space. Expanding this integral, the square

of the charge radius is found to be

R = (r}) = —6—dGE(Q2)

2 0 (1.33)

Q2=0

Eq. (1.33) is also taken to be the definition of the charge radius in relativistic situations.

Returning to Eq. (1.30), we see that in the low Q2 limit

e? dF(Q?) 1
= —Mm.u| ——— — F:
M= meu( dQ* ooy AM? 2(0))
dGp(Q?)
= e*4Mm,———+ : 1.34
Qg (1.34)
The proton charge radius produces the shift
2T
Bys = By = = (1625(0) — 920 (0)") B3, (1.35)

where ¢(0) is the lepton wavefunction evaluated at the origin (¢2p(0) = 0). The radial
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wave functions for the 25 and 2P states are

1 T
_ o —r/2a
0 = ayere (2 )

1 r
_ —r/2a
Ry = —(2a)3/2 \/gae (1.36)

where a = 1/(m,«) is the Bohr radius and m, is the reduced mass of the bound system.
The above energy shift is only a small contribution to the total Lamb Shift. The
charge radius can only be extracted when the energy shifts of all Standard Model processes

(vacuum polarization, two photon exchange, etc.) are calculated.

1.3.2 Atomic Measurements of the Proton Charge Radius

The CODATA value for the proton charge radius is Ry = 0.8775(51) fm [5] and relies
largely on Lamb Shift and other energy splitting measurements from electronic hydrogen.

Since muons are roughly 200 times heavier than electrons, muonic orbitals should
be more sensitive to proton size effects. Recently, Pohl et al. [6] measured the Lamb
Shift between the energy levels 25{51 — 2Pf/;2 of muonic hydrogen. They expected to
find a more precise value of the proton charge radius that would still agree with previous
electronic measurements. Instead, Pohl and collaborators extracted a charge radius of
Rp = 0.84184(67) fm. A more recent muon Lamb Shift analysis, including the energy
level splitting 25{50 - 2P§§1 yielded a charge radius of Rp = 0.84087(39) fm [7]. The
muon measurements are 7o smaller than the CODATA value.

Assuming the experimentalists truly obtained their stated accuracy and accounted
for all Standard Model corrections, the smaller muon measurement is indicative of New

Physics. The smaller muonic hydrogen measurements could be due to energy shifts from

new muon-proton interactions being wrongly attributed to proton size effects. In order
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to bring the muonic measurement of the proton charge radius into agreement with the
electronic measurement, New Physics must lower the muonic Lamb Shift by 310 peV. Since
this New Physics scenario involves muons, any models should also not conflict with the
well-known muon anomalous magnetic moment discrepancy. In Chapter 5 we present our
New Physics proposal that “explains” both the muon discrepancies. Concluding Remarks

are made in Chapter 6.



CHAPTER 2

One Loop Contributions to the

Proton’s Weak Charge

The Standard Model Electroweak Lagrangian has a definite prediction for how the
weak mixing angle, 6y, should change at different momentum. The renormalization con-
dition of the weak mixing angle is often chosen at the Z-pole because many measurements
have been taken in this region [8]. This result in the modified minimal subtraction scheme
is sin? Oy (Q% = M32) = 0.2313 [2]. Measurements of this parameter at momenta different
than the Z-pole can be used to test for discrepancies between experiment and the predic-
tion of the Standard Model. Such discrepancies would indicate the presence of hitherto
unaccounted for New Physics.

The aim of the Qweak experiment at Jefferson Lab [3] is to obtain a 4% measurement
of the proton’s weak charge, @Q},. The experiment measured the asymmetry between left-
and right-polarized scattered off an unpolarized proton target. The incoming electrons
had an energy of £ = 1.165 GeV and the momentum transfer was Q> = —¢®> = 0.025

GeV2. Data analysis is ongoing at the time of this writing.

17
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To extract the weak mixing angle from the measured value of @}, and place constraints
on New Physics at the desired precision, all radiative corrections must be well understood.
This chapter identifies and evaluates all of the one loop diagrams contributing to @Y, with

the very notable exception of the bothersome [, ;. The [, is discussed in Chap. 3.

2.1 Definition of Q{;/ at One Loop Order.

The parity-violating asymmetry for left- and right-handed electrons scattering off an

unpolarized proton target is given by
Apy = ——— (2.1)

where o,g) is the cross section for left (right) polarized electrons. Since o is proportional
to the modulus squared of the amplitude, the tree level (or lowest order) asymmetry can

be rewritten as

2 2

M, + MZ‘A:—l/Q - [M; + MZ|,\:1/2
9 2

My + Mzli_ My + Mzl

Apviro = (2.2)

where M, and M are the amplitudes for the exchange of a photon and Z boson and A
indicates the helicity of the incoming electron. The lowest order amplitudes, Fig. 2.1, are
given by

_Z.g[J,V

iMy, = v (tey ) ug o ieﬂp/,s/(—iev”)up,s (2.3)

and

. 2 .
. —1g _ e e 5 WY - V(P P A5
M —= _— VY K — P — /sl — S 24
iMzy ( ) U Y (90 — 947" )t ey (9v — 9a7 Vups- (2.4)
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e(k) e(k)
Zy

p(P) p(p)

FIG. 2.1: Tree level diagram contributions to Q%

At low @2, the tree level asymmetry is

Mzlx=—1/2 — Mzlr=1)2
M,

APV‘LO

GrQ?

4\/_7ran - (2:5)

Here, QZ{;[’,LO = 2g}. = 1—4sin® fyy is the weak charge of the proton at tree level and G
is the Fermi constant defined as v/2¢?/(8M2,). At tree level pyo = MZ, /(M2 cos? Oy) = 1.
To all order in perturbation theory, Eq. (2.1) can be rewritten as
My + My + Mreli__y jp — My + My + Mpeli_y

Apy = — — (2.6)
My + Mz 4+ Mpcly_ i)y + My + Mz + Marcly_y

where M gec are amplitudes for higher order radiative corrections.

Factoring out the tree level amplitudes, Eq. (2.6) becomes

Apy =

GrQ? v LO( owe + Mpclr=—1/2 — MRC\AUQ) 2.7)

4271 Mzlx=—1/2 = Mzlr=1)2

In the low Q?, forward-scattering limit, the one loop asymmetry can be expressed as the

expansion

(Qh, + BsQ* + ...) (2.8)

APV}l Loop - 4\/§7T04
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where B, contains hadronic corrections and

1
Mzlrx=—1/2 — Mzlr=1)2

< [(My + Mo+ Mz + Manly + Mylp)r=—1/2

0]
f = Qi (et

— (Mv-i—MD +M72+Man’p+Mp|p)’)\1/2]) (2.9)

Q2—0,E—0

The only hadronic corrections included in the definition of Q% is the “pinched” part
of the proton’s vertex correction (M,|,). The pinch technique will be discussed in Sec. 2.6.
The remaining radiative corrections to @4, are gauge boson mass renormalizations (py¢),
electron vertex corrections (My ), box diagrams (Mp), vZ propagator mixing (M),
and the “pinched” part of the electron’s anapole moment (M,,|,). The Feynman diagrams
for pyc, My, and Mg are shown in Fig. 2.2. The diagrams for M, ,, M,,, and M, are
shown in Fig. 2.3 and contribute to the one loop running of sin® Ay .

Obviously, the Qweak experiment is not performed at *> = 0 and incoming electron
energy E = 0. @Y}, can only be extracted when the Qweak data point is fitted with other
low Q? parity-violating data from SAMPLE [9, 10], PVA4 [11, 12|, HAPPEX [13, 14] and

GO [15] and extrapolated down to Q? = 0.

e(k) V.2 e (k)

e(K)

e(k)\

zZ,y

p(P) p(p)

FIG. 2.2: One loop contributions to @Q},. The first diagram contributes to gauge boson mass
renormalization (py¢). The second diagram represents lepton vertex corrections (My ). The
third diagram represents box diagrams (Mp).
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e(k) e(k) e(k) e o)

p(p) p(P) p(p) p(P) p(p) p(p)

FIG. 2.3: Remaining one loop contributions to QY. The diagrams are for vZ propagator mixing
(Myz), the electron’s anapole moment (M,,), and the proton’s vertex correction (M,). The
“pinched” parts of the latter two diagrams together with M,,;, produce the running of sin? yy
at one loop order.

The next sections will evaluate each type of one loop correction to QY. In the final
section of this chapter we will connect the results of our calculations to the notation used

in Eq. (4) of Erler et al. [16]
QY = [pve + A[1 — 4sin? Oy (0) + AL] + Oww + Oz + O, 2. (2.10)

In their notation, A, and A/ are terms containing corrections to the lepton vertex,
sin? Oy (0) is the one loop definition of the sine of the weak mixing angle evaluated at
Q? = 0, and the s are terms containing corrections to the exchange of two gauge bosons
(“box” diagrams) indicated by the subscript.

For all of our calculations we use £ = 1 gauge.

2.2 Evaluation of py¢

At tree level pyo = M2, /(M2 cos?* fy) = 1. At one loop order we must account for
the corrections to the gauge boson propagators. The corrections renormalize the masses of

the gauge boson and shift the value of pyc. The one loop correction to the W propagator
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is

i () = (%)2(‘” [ arar=me

X T [ (1 = 7°)((d+ D) + me)y” (1 =) (d + 1)) (2.11)

where m; and m, are the masses of the top and bottom quarks. Other quark loops also
exist, but their masses are negligible compared to those of the third generation. ¢ is the
momentum inside the loop and will be used throughout this chapter to indicate such.

Note that we are integrating over dimensions d in anticipation of using dimensional
regularization to evaluate the divergent integral. Also note that the factors of ie have been
dropped in the denominator to clean up the notation. We can drop them as long as we
remember that we are calculating propagators using the Feynman prescription.

The denominator of the above amplitude can be reexpressed using “Feynman’s famous

formula” (FFF),

1 1 /1d 1
— — == X
((@+a?=mi@—mi  Jo  (a(g+q)? —am? + (1 — z)(@ — m2))

. (2.12)

By redefining our momentum variable as | = ¢ + xq, the integrals for the quark loop

become

ddg 1 1 B 1 i a4 1
/ 2m) ((q+q?—miq@—m? /0 d / 2m)d (12— A)2 (2.13)

where A = —z(1 — z)¢* + xm? + (1 — z)m}.
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After dropping terms proportional to odd powers of [, the trace simplifies to

T [v(1 = °)((d+ ) + ma)y (1 —7°)(d + 7))

2
=8 { — (1 - E)ﬂg’“’ —22(1 — 2)¢"q¢" + x(1 — x)g* g™ (2.14)

Performing the momentum integrals, the amplitude reduces to
—ig\°> 8i
i1 (¢%) = (—) —/dm — (zm? + (1 — x)m3) g™
2
—2z(1 —x)(¢"¢" — QQQMV)} (— — v+ logdm — log A) (2.15)
€

where € = 4 —d and 7 is the Euler-Mascheroni constant. In the M .S scheme, the divergent

2 , as well as v and log 47 are subtracted off. A momentum-independent counterterm

term,
is also subtracted.
Since the weak charge is defined at Q? = 0, we are free to set ¢> = —Q? = 0.

Subtracting off a generic counterterm log A%, the amplitude becomes

)
o tg v Loy 2
327_[_29# - §(mt + mb)
my m? mi m?
—l —t_ b Jpg—2L 2.16
+m?— %8 Az m? —m} 08\ (2.16)

The amplitude for the one loop correction to the Z boson propagator is

—1g 1
1177
iy (¢") = (260829W> Z/ q+q —m? g —m?

)

x Tr[y*(1 =) ((d+ ) +ma)y” (1 = °)(d + m;)] (2.17)
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The breakdown of the denominators and momentum integral are nearly identical to
that of Ily,. As for the previous amplitude, I = ¢ + zq. Here, A = —z(1 — z)¢* + m?.

Once again we take the ¢> — 0 limit. The amplitude simplifies to

iHZgHV = ZH%V(())

- 2 2
o tg 2 my
= T Sameos by 2= 108 Y (2.18)
i=b,t

p is now renormalized to

M, (1+ 5)

M2 cos? Oy (1 + E—Z%)

M2 2 2,2 2
W [1 + J (mt2 +mj — 2—72”1:7”'% log &)}

PNC =

M 2 cos? Oy 642 M3, mi—mi o m?
Gr 2 2 mimg m;
—1 g M, M
+8\/§7r2 <mt + my mZ —m? 0g m2
—1+Ap (2.19)

The term on the left side represents "running” masses. All of the terms on the right
side are all still tree level values. Thus, the substitutions Gy = v/2¢?/(8M2,) and
M, /M2 cos® Oy = 1 are still valid.

Using G = 1.1664 x 107° GeV?2, m;, = 4.198 GeV, and, m; = 173.1 GeV taken from
the Particle Data Group [2], pxec = 1.0031.

2.3 Evaluation of the Vertex Corrections: A, and A/

There are two parity-violating lepton vertex diagrams. The first is a photon loop
correction to Z boson exchange and the second is a Z boson loop correction to photon

exchange.
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2.3.1 Evaluation of A,

The first diagram contributes to A, and has the following amplitude

. 2 d = . .
. —ig [ A% =gy il A m 6 _ o
iMz4-Loop = (—) Uk, v (1€77) / ( il >7“(gv ~947°)

2 cos? Oy 2m) (k — @)% ¢* — m2
ild+m),. —iGu
X — s (ier" Yupp—— T Uy 07" (g7 — 94 2.20
7 — m? (iey )Uk,,\q2 — Mg“p,s Y (gy — 9477 ) tp,s, ( )

where m is the mass of the electron.

The denominator of the lepton current can be reexpressed using FFF,

1 1 e ) 2(1 — )
(k=2 (¢? —m?)? /0 ! (1 ==)(g> —m?) + z(k — q)?)

. (2.21)

By redefining our momentum variable as [ = ¢ — xk, the integrals for the lepton current

become

dd(j 1 1 1 A4 1
/ (27r)d (k; — q)Q (qQ _ m2)2 = 2/0 dx(l - x)/ (27T)d (l2 — A)?’ (2.22)

where A = (1 — z)*m?.

The numerator of the lepton current evaluates to

e (1€97) (= ig,r )i + )" (g5 — gay®)ild + m) (ien” Yup\ =
4
eim | ((a= 4+ 32+ 2ot = 0) = 1) )9#(66 ~ ")
—4m?(1 — x)zgf;"y“'y‘:’} upy (2.23)
where we have dropped terms proportional to odd [ since they will integrate to zero.

In a renormalized gauge theory, there exist vertex counterterms that cancel loop con-

tributions at one specific momentum. For vertex corrections, the renormatization condition



26

is usually chosen at () = 0. Such a counterterm cancels the contribution proportional to
(g% — ¢57°). For momentum different than @ = 0, the counterterm will still cancel the
divergent part but not the entire contribution. The vertex correction would cause the
coupling to “run” when @ # 0.

As a check that the above algebra is correct, we can calculate the counterterm directly.
The counterterm has the form of the derivative of the electron self-energy, dX/d k|y—p,.

Specifically, the self-energy is an electron line with a photon loop,

dlq ,ild+m) 5 —ig
—i¥ oop = (7€)’ o L 2.24
ISy Loop = (i€) /(27T)dfy (2 _m2)7 (k — q)2 ( )
For an accurate calculation of the photon loop correction, the term proportional to
(g% —g%7°) should exactly cancel the derivative of the electron self-energy diagram, d¥/d k.
This cancelation has been verified.
The remaining amplitude at () = 0 is

. 2
. —9 — e
Mt ~( oy ) a2

_Zg v _ v
X — s (90 = GhY Vs
- A

1 d
X Simz(ie)z/o dzx(1 — x)3/ (gﬂl)d (12 —1A)3 (2.25)

The remaining integral is actually convergent at d = 4 and evaluates to

! s [ dU 1 —i
/0 dx(1 - z) / S E AT = T (2.26)
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The ratio between this vertex correction and Z exchange amplitudes is A,

MZ,'\/—Loop|)\:—1/2 - MZ,'\/—Loop|)\:l/2
Mzlrx=—1/2 — Mzla=1)2
«

= (2.27)

A, =

Using the value of o at () = 0, this term evaluates to -0.00116.

2.3.2 Evaluation of A/

The amplitude for a Z boson loop correction to photon exchange contributes to A/ is

. 2 d = U
. . _Zg _ d q Zga'r (g + TTL)
ZM»y,Z-Loop - (2C08—2 9W> Uk/)// (27T)d (k ) M2 Y (g gA7 ) q —m2
i(d +m) —i

Guv _ .
X (iey* )m’y (9% — g57° ) una q; Uy o (—iey” Vup.s. (2.28)

Unlike the amplitude for the ~-loop correction to Z boson exchange, we cannot im-
mediately take the () — 0 limit. The reason is that the photon propagator diverges as
() — 0 wheras the Z boson propagator does not. We must keep terms in the lepton
current proportional to ¢? to produce a cancelation with the denominator of the photon
propagator. By redefining our momentum variable as | = ¢ — x1k — x2q as before, the

integrals for the lepton current become

/(;ijf)d((k? )1 M3) (7” —1m2) (q 1—1m2
_2/ dxl/ h / dd§d<l2_1m3 (2.29)

where A = (1 — z1)?*m? + 2. M3 — 22(1 — 21 — 22)¢>.
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The numerator of the lepton current evaluates to

o 3 (=190 )77 (95 — 947" Vi@ +m) (ien")ild +m)y7 (g7 — 947 Jur s =
dieyaw e (67 - (2 = )1 - 2/
—2m*(3 — 2z1 — APV + 247 (22 — 1) (21 + 22)Y"
+ Amk™ ((zo — 1oy — 2x9) + 4mk* (1 + 221 + 225 — 21 (71 + 22))]
+ (00 [~ 2= )1 —2/d) Py
—2m* (=1 = 221 — 27" + 2% (22 — 1)(21 + 22)7"
+ Amk" ((zo — 1)@y + 229) — 4mkH (1 + 221 + 225 + z1 (71 + 22))]
+(=2g49v) [ — (2 —d)(1 - 2/d)IP+"
—2m2(1 — 22)y* + 2% (z9 — 1) (21 + 29)7"

— Amk™(z9 — 1) (21 4 2x9) + dmkH (z1 4 x2) (21 + 229 — 2)]75}1%,\ (2.30)

The vector part of the numerator is not necessary for calculating a parity-violating asym-
metry. It is included for completeness and as a check that the algebra is correct. In the
limit () — 0 the vector part cancels with the counterterm given by the derivative of the
electron self-energy diagram. This self-energy diagram is different than the previous one

in that the electron line emits and reabsorbs a Z boson. Its amplitude is

. . _Zq ? ddq al e e _igaﬂ Z(ﬁ—i_ m)
_ZE(%MZ Loop — <2COS 9W) / (271_)(17 (gV - gA’yg)) (k’ _ q_)2 _ M% (@2 _ m2)

X7 (g% — 9a7°). (2.31)

Upon subtracting off the axial part of d¥/d k|y—,, and performing the [ integral, the
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axial part of the loop correction is

. 2 1 1—xz1
. —tg —Q_
iMy 2 Loop| sy = (—) — Uy x/ d:m/ dzs
7,2-L0oop | Axial 2 :
xla 2cos? Oy ) 27 0 0

M2 1— 2,2
x{log{xl Z+(A xl)m}’w

1 1
—m2(2 =1 = = Iz
m(x3 ) A M2+ (1 —x1)?m? i
2

2m
- ‘JZ@:Q — 1)1+ @)y + ok (w2 = 1) (a1 + 20)

2m
- a4 e + 202~ D] -2

x ;—;ap/ﬁ%up,s. (2.32)

When we rewrite k# and k'* in terms of ¢* and (k + k'), we see that the coefficient
for (k + k')* integrates to zero. ¢* when shifted to the hadron side also yields zero.

Eq. (2.32) is complicated, but simplifies after it is expanded in terms of ¢*. When
the limit ¢ — 0 is taken, only the term proportional to ¢? survives as it cancels with the
denominator of the photon propagator.

The parity-violating ratio between this vertex correction and the treel level Z boson

exchange in the () — 0 limit is

Al _ M 72— Loop|r=—172 — Mo, 2 Loop|a=1/2
Q%LO Mz|a=—172 — Mz|r=1/2
a (1 M?2
(i, [_Z} 2.33
37r<6 log | (2.33)

At @) = 0, this term evaluates to -0.00141.
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2.4 Box Diagrams: Ly and Ly,

The box diagrams describe the exchange of two gauge bosons between the electron and
proton. The W and Z propagators are dominated by high momentum which allows the
hadronic currents to be calculated using pQCD. The WW and ZZ boxes can therefore
be calculated directly with quark operators substituted into the hadronic currents. In
contrast, the photon propagator is dominated by low momentum exchange outside of the
regime of pQCD. The analysis of the vZ box is more involved than the other boxes and
we delay a presentation of its analysis until the next chapter.

The calculation of the WW and ZZ boxes is relatively straightforward. Still, we
present some of the intermediate results in the evaluation of the boxes highlight their
structure and to provide a check for readers interested in working through the calculations

themselves.

2.4.1 Evaluation of Uy

The easiest way to proceed in the analysis of the W box is to express its amplitude

in terms of field operators,

. 4
My (27 5(K + 9 — k — p) = (‘TZ") / dwdedyd-

x (e(K)p(p") | TAW, (w) T~ (w) W, (2) ]+ ()

x Wo ()~ (W5 (2) T (2)}e(k)p(p)), (2.34)
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where J*(z) = 1, (2)71/2(1 —~+°)1 () and the integrals are taken over four dimensions.

Evaluating the gauge field propagators and simpifying gives

iMww (2m)*6(K +p/ =k —p) = <_TZ§> / dwdz{e(k')|T{T"(w)J ™" (x)}|e(k))

Az, i . )
/dydz/ d’k _Zgl‘ﬁ e—ik(z—w)/ d*K _ —tGva e—ik’(iv—y)
)4 k2 — (2m) k2 — M2,

x (o) | T W) T ()} p(o)), (2.35)

We are only interested in the zero-momentum transfer limit, £ = k¥’ = ¢. After evaluating

some of the d-functions, the amplitude becomes

M o _Zg ! 2 d4q 1 — m v(1 5
M= \ovz) O] i gt B

<t [ dtyem o) 147 )7, )} o). (2.36)
The lepton current simplifies to
= o v 5 1 B\ B hn OV 5
Uy (1 =7 Jupn = qaksTr[5 (14 (20)77)7"" " (1 = 77)], (2.37)

where A indicates the helicity of the incoming electron. Only left-handed electrons (A =

—1/2) give a non-vanishing trace:
ey gy (1 — ") ug ,\‘/\ = d(k"q" + k" q" — q - kg + i kpqy) (2.38)

For the hadron currents we only consider field operators for the up and down quarks,
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notated u(z) and d(x) respectively.

4 / 2y (p() | TLTF (0); ()} |p(p)) = / 2y (p(p)) | {(0)7, (1 — 2*)d(0)

X d(y) v, (1 =) u(y)©(0 — yo)
+ d(y)7 (1 = 7")u(y)

X w(0)7,(1 = °)d(0)0(yo — 0)}p(p))  (2.39)

After some algebra and the approximations u(y) ~ u(0) and d(y) =~ d(0), the currents

reduce to

4 / dhye ™ (p() [ T{TF(0); (1)} p(p)) = —”—Za<p<p'>!{a<o>ma%<1 — 2 )u(0)

— d(0)7,757u(1 = ¥°)d(0)}|p(p)) (2.40)

The entire amplitude can be expressed as

NG 4

' —1g N2 d q 1

ZMWW})\:,UQ <2\/§> (—29) / (2m)% 2 (% — Mgv)z
x (K'q" + k'q" — q - kg" + i€ kgqq)

x Z—:@(ﬂ)HU(O)W%%(l —47)u(0)

— d(0)7,757u(1 = 7°)d(0)}[p(p)). (2.41)

To evaluate the first three terms of the lepton current with the hadron current, we must
spin-average the hadron currents and rewrite the quark currents in terms of isospin and

electromagnetic currents. In the limit of zero momentum transfer, p’ = p and the currents
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simplify to

1

(@) ilp(@)) = 5 {p()[{2(0)7.(0) = d(0)7.d(0)}|p(p))

= Py (242)

and

()| [p(p)) = <p(p’)\{§U(0)WU(0) — %J(O)vud(())}lp(pﬁ

— 2. (2.43)

To evaluate the fourth term of the lepton current with the hadron current, we must invoke

the identity,

U v Ly . o

PA” = gy = g g A e (2.44)

It is important not to spin-average before taking this identity as it contains a ~° term.

The amplitude simplifies to

gt p-k

iMww |y, = i;m(l +1+1/249/2). (2.45)

In the Q% — 0 limit, the amplitude for Z boson exchange is

2

. . g LO
= —g— k. € — (2)\)a" P, 2.4
iMy oo b I plgyv — (20)g5%) Qv (2.46)
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and the WW box is

Mwwr=—1/2 — Mwwlrx=1/2 .10
Oww = Q
Mzlrx=—1/2 — Mz|a=1)2
Ta

= 2.47
47 sin2 GW ( )

Although the overall momentum transfer is ) = 0, the momentum within the loop is
high. To evaluate this term, definitions of a and sin? @y at the Z pole are used. At the Z

pole Uy w evaluates to 0.0188.

2.4.2 Evaluation of [,

The ZZ box analysis is very similar to that of the W box. Substituting J** — J%,

W=t — Z#, and lg — in Eq. (2.35), the ZZ amplitude is

cos2 0

iMgz(2m) (K +p —k —p) = ( 19 ) /dwdas<e(k")}T{Jg(w)Jg(x)He(k‘»

cos? Oy
47,0 .
Zg#ﬁ —ik(z—w)/ d’k “Yva ik (z—y)
dyd _
« favts [ e EeRT L
x <p(p’)!T{Jg(y)Jz(Z)}lp(p)% (2.48)

where J4(z) = 1. (2)771/2(g% — g57°)¢e(r). Once again we are only interested in the
zero-momentum transfer limit, k = k' = ¢. After evaluating some of the d-functions, the

amplitude becomes

. 4 4
. 4 / r _ ——Zg —1 d 9 !
iMzz(2m)°0(K' +p' =k —p) = <2 cos? 9W> ( Z)/ (2m)* ¢*(¢* — M3)?

X Y d ((95) + (99)° — 2959977 )t

x 4 / d*ye" {(p(p')|T{J2,(0)J 2. ()} |p(p))- (2.49)
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The lepton current simplifies to

— 12 e e e e 1 (07 1%
" v ((95)° + (95)7 — 295 957w = qa’%Tf[g(l + (202 )Pty oy

X ((95)° + (92)* — 207.997°)] (2.50)

where \ indicates the helicity of the incoming electron. Both left- and right-handed elec-

trons give a non-vanishing trace:

aa™ d ((97)° + (95)° = 200997 Y ural_y, , = 20090 F 92)° (K" + k"¢

—q- kg™ F i kzq,) (2.51)

For the hadron currents we once again only consider field operators for the up and

down quarks, notated u(z) and d(x) respectively.

1 [ e o) PO T} o)) = [ e ot
> {a(0)y.(g% — g57°)q(0)

q=u,d

X 419y — 947°)a(y)O(0 — yo)
+ W) w9y — 957°)a(y)

x 4(0)7. (g% — 9%7°)q(0)O(yo — 0)}[p(p))
(2.52)

After some algebra and the approximations u(y) ~ «(0) and d(y) ~ d(0), the currents
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reduce to

4 / d*ye'™ (p(p')| T{J2,(0) Iz, (y) } |p(p)) = —g@(p')\ > {0170

q q=u,d
x ((g5)° + (9%)% — 295957°)q(0)
- q<0>7u7¢:7ﬂ

x ((95)% + (99)° — 265997°)a(0)}p(p)) (2.53)

The entire amplitude can be expressed as

. 4 4
. . —1g . . d*q 1
ZMZZ‘,\:—1/2 - ZMZZ‘)\:l/Q - (2C082 9W) (_21)(_2)/ (2m)t 2 (g2 — M2)?
x [((g5 + 92)% — (95 — 9DV (K¢ + k'¢" — q - kg™)
+ i ksqa) (9 + 95)° + (95 — 99)°)]

< L] Y (a0

q=u,d
x ((g5)* + (99)% — 295957")a(0)
— 4(0)% Yo Vu

x ((95)° + (99)* — 295.9537°)a(0)} [p(p)) (2.54)

The first three terms of the lepton current cancel with the hadron current in a straight-

forward manner. To evaluate the fourth term we once again must invoke the identity of
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Eq. (2.44). After spin-averaging this term becomes

i€ kigge X Z_:<---> =6 <p0)] ) gt4a(0590)|p(p))

q=u,d
= 6k"((g5 + 99> + (g — 99)°)

/ 3 . em 3 8 .
X <p(p)‘(§ —331n29W) J§" + (— 3 —i—gstQW)Jg‘p(p)).

(2.55)
The amplitude simplifies to
. 4
. . : —ig 2ap-k (3 5 .,
_ - B 0
z./\/lzz‘Azfl/2 ZMZZ‘)\:]_/Q 2(2(:032 ew) 1672012 (4 5 Sin” O
x (1 — 4sin? Oy + 8sin’ Oyy) (2.56)
The ZZ box is
0, — Mzzla=—172 = Mzzlr=12 10
77 =
Mz|r=—1/2 — Mz|r=1/2
Q 9
= = —5sin® Oy ) (1 — 4sin® Oy + 8sin® ¢ 2.57
T s B 002 Oy (4 sin W)( sin” Oy + osin W) ( )

As with the other box diagram, we evaluate [, using Z pole definitions of parame-

ters. Oz, evaluates to 0.00192.

2.5 Contribution of M,,;, to sin’ Ow (Q?)

A Z boson propagator can fluctuate into a photon propagator through a fermion or

W boson loop. Such diagrams, M,,;,, contribute to the running of sin® @y .
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All amplitudes have the form

o g c s gt
iMimiz = muk/,/\'%(gv —9a7 )Uk,Am{ZHaﬁ}
—Z’gﬁ” )
X —— 1y o (—iey” )ty s (2.58)

q

Notice that we have dropped the ¢,g, term in the numerator of the Z boson propagator
since it will evaluate to zero when confronted with the hadron current.
All of the loops with fermions or two W bosons feature the same substitution [ = g+zq.

The integrals for these loops become

dlg 1 1 ! d’l 1
/ 4 2:/@:/ , (2.59)
@2m)* g —mi (G +q)®—mi Jo (2m)? (12 — A)?
where A = —x(1 — x)¢* + m? and m; is the mass of either a fermion or W boson.

2.5.1 Contribution of the fermion loop.

FIG. 2.4: Fermion loop.
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The fermion loop is shown in Fig. 2.4 and its amplitude is

iHaﬂ, Fermion Loop — / d* qd Z Z TI‘|: ZQle ﬁ ( (ﬂ+ g/ + mz)Q

i color ) m

X oo b Va9t — gav )—@Hm’)],

2
m;

(2.60)

where ¥; is a sum over fermions. The sum over color only applies to the quark loops.

Plugging Eq. (2.60) into Eq. (2.58) gives

. 2
. _/l’g — _Zg 12 — v
ZMmiat, Fermion Loop — (—2 o2 9W> uk’,)\’f}/“(g g y )uk A 2 7\42 (I (’y )up,s
2a ; 2
X — Z Z(_Qi)gV/O dz(l —x)x (E — v+ logdrm — log A),
i color
(2.61)

Using the MS scheme, the divergent parts as well as v and log 47 are subtracted off.

We are free to choose a renormalization condition. Because the Particle Data Group 2]
quotes a value of sin?6y, at the Z pole, we renormalize at the mass of the Z boson.
To invoke our renormalization condition sin? 8y (Q? = M2) = 0.2313, we subtract off
A = x(1 — 2)M2% + m2. For the remainder of this chapter, sin® 6y = 0.2313.

Notice that the first line of Eq. (2.61) is very similar to Eq. (2.4). Adding the hadronic

vector part of these two equations together gives

ZMZ+ZM mix, Fermion Loop

2 )
= # U /\/7“(9 9,47 )Ulc/\LﬂLp o (,yu)ups
2 cos? Oy ’ 2 — M2 i

(gv - = Z > ngV/ dz(1 — z)zlog {mgiz((l - x%;]) (2.62)

i color

Following the notation of Czarnecki and Marciano [17, 18, 19], the second line of
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Eq. (2.62) can be interpreted as the fermion loop’s contribution to the “running” of sin® fyy,

%(1 — 5102 0 (@) o) = %(1 — 4k (Q?) sin® gy (M2)) (2.63)

where

o m? + x(1 — ) M3
r(Q) =1 7TSlIl9 ZZQ%QV/ dxl_x)xbg[m?+m(1—x)@2

i color

=1+ Hlep(QQ) + Kqum'k(Q2>~ (264)

The ratio involved in the one loop expansion of QY is

Mmiw, Fermion Loop’)\:—l/2 - Mmiz, Fermion Loop|)\:1/2

Qp,LO
Mz|r=—172 — Mz|r=1)2 W

= —4(/<f(Q2) -1) sin? GW(Mg).

(2.65)

Fig. 2.5 displays the running of sin®#fy due to the fermion loop. The value of «
was chosen at the Z pole. Fig. 2.6 breaks down the running into the lepton and quark
contributions. The top quark contribution is neglible and is not included.

The behavior of the plots can be understood if we look closely at the logarithm:

log

m? + (1 — )Mz} log[M?%}_,_lo {m?/M%”(l‘x) (2.66)

m; + (1 - 2)Q? L+ 2(l = 2)Q*/m]

When Q% < m?, the first logarithm dominates. Fermions with smaller masses produce
a larger value for the first logarithm. At low Q2 we clearly see the contribution of each
fermion follows the mass spectrum, with lighter fermions producing a larger contribution.

As Q? increases the second logarithm decreases the overall contribution. This decrease does
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2

not become substantial until Q% = m?. Thus, the contribution of each fermion remains
relatively constant for Q* < m?.

The quark contributions are greater than the lepton contributions for two reasons.
First, gi, is larger for quarks than for charged leptons. Second, the quark contributions
are tripled due to the sum over color. All the fermion contributions converge to 0 as
Q* — M because of our choice for the renormalization condition.

Our fermion contribution is smooth and calculated using the conventions of Czarnecki
and Marciano [17, 18, 19]. In contrast, the fermion contribution to the sin?fy running
plot calculated by Erler et al. [16, 20] is not smooth. The jaggedness comes about because
they chose not to include particle ¢ in the summation of £ ¢(Q?) when @Q* < m7. They also

evaluated Eq. (2.66) in the limit Q* >> m?. Taking the high Q? limit of Eq. (2.66) and

plugging it into Eq. (2.64) gives the Erler et al. expression for r;(Q?):

2

k1 (Q?)] :1+LZZQ%{1O {%ﬂ +1lo [ﬁ}@(cg?—m%} (2.67)
f Erler 6 sin2 QW igy g m? g Q2 7 ’ .

% color

where ©(Q? — m?) is the Heaviside step function.

The above quark loop analyses for both Czarnecki and Marciano and Erler et al.
overlook a crucial problem at low Q2 As discussed by Marciano and Sirlin [21] and
Czarnecki and Marciano [17], QCD effects in the quark loops dominate at low Q% and
electroweak calculations are insufficient. Estimates of these low Q2 loops are found by
performing dispersion relations on experimental results of ete™ — hadron reactions. For
Q?* = 0, Czarnecki and Marciano [17] give the overall correction to sin? Oy (M2) as k(Q* =
0) = 1.0301 £ 0.0025. This correction yields sin? 6y (0) = £(0) sin® Oy (M2) = 0.2383 +
0.0006. A more recent and precise value for x(0) was calculated by Erler et al. [20] and
Ferroglia et al. [22]. The Erler et al. calculation yielded sin? 8y, (0) = x(0) sin? Oy (M32) =

0.23867 4+ 0.00016. We chose to use this more precise value instead of the Czarnecki and



Marciano result.

Following the lead of Czarnecki and Marciano [19], we consider QCD effects in the
range () < 0.1 GeV. Czarnecki and Marciano presumably chose an upper bound of () = 0.1
GeV because it is at the scale of pion production. After including the W loop and pinch

corrections of the next sections, we perform a simple modification to the total running of

sin? @y by substituting sin? Oy (Q?) = 0.23867 for Q < 0.1 GeV.

0.242—

0.240r1

0.238F

Kk (QH)sin* Gy (M2)

0.2327

0.230f

0.228

FIG. 2.5: The running of sin? fy due to vZ mixing via a fermion loop.
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2.5.2 Contribution of the two IV loop.

The mixing of a Z boson and a photon propagator can also occur via a W loop. In

¢ = 1 gauge, there are five diagrams that contribute to the loop with two bosons (see

1000
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FIG. 2.6: Left: the running of sin® fy due to lepton loops. Right: the running due to quark
loops.
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FIG. 2.7: Two boson loop diagrams in & = 1 gauge. The first diagram contains two W bosons.
The second and third diagrams contain a W and Goldstone boson. The fourth diagram is a
two Goldstone Boson loop and the fifth diagram is a ghost loop.
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Fig. 2.7). The first diagram gives

. d'q . _ _
Z1_[(1)4,6’,\7V-L00p = / (_Zg COS GW) [(2(] + Q)crgap + (q - Q)pgaa

(2m)d
~ —igp5
+ (=49 —27)a9s =
= 2enl G oy
) - - - _,l'gTO'
x (—ie) [(=q + @)egpr + (2q + @) 9es + (—q — 27) pgre] IRV (2.68)
w

After invoking Eq. (2.59) and performing the momentum integrals, the amplitude reduces

to

11! —i/dr2d 1) 0 ABdlA (2.69)
g W-Loop = (4ﬂ_>é X 2 A gcostwe 21_%l )

where

[V

A= qagqs(d — 6 —2(2d - 3)x(1 — 2)) + gasd® (5 — 22(1 — 2)) (2.70)
and

B = g6 (1 - é) (2.71)

The two diagrams with a W and ¢* give identical amplitudes. Their sum is

My =2 [ L
nwten = | Gryt (g + 0 = M3, @ — M,

X ieMngg(—ig)Mz sin’ 6)Wgozp
i d 1\?°2 sin? Oy
— dal(2—= | = 2ge M - 2.72
(47r>§/ ! ( 2>(A) e

In the above equation, we are allowed to make the substitution My cosfy = My, since

[N]ISH
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the gauge bosons are tree level.
The diagram with two ¢* evaluates to

diq i
74
Hlos w-ro0 = / (27)d 2 <COS bw — cos Oy
. _ 7
x (ie)(—q — QQ)BW
W
- /dIF 2—(—l L 2*%57 cos —Sin29W e
B (4#)% 2)\ A 2 W cos Oy
d 1
— D= A 2.
«(c-pitan). (2.73)
where
C = qaqs(1 — 42(1 — 2)) (2.74)
and
4
D = gcxﬁc—i. (2.75)

—1

The ghost loop amplitude is given by
(—e)(=gcosOw)(q + @)a

—1

dq

12 5 woroon = (—1 / — —

s.w-Loop = (—1) (2m)d (¢ + q)? — My, @ — M3,
X f7(—q+ (g +q)sf"
i d 1
dal(2— = ) =
(47)% / ' ( 2) (A
X g cos Oye (Qx(l — 2)qaqp + Jap

d
)2_2

1dA)
1—3

(2.76)
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Y
FIG. 2.8: One boson loop diagrams in £ = 1 gauge. The first diagram contains one W boson

The second diagram contains one Goldstone boson

2.5.3 Contribution of the single W loop

In £ = 1 gauge, there are two, one boson loop diagrams (see Fig. 2.8). The amplitude

with one W propagator gives

— 9869ar — gﬁrgaa)

oT

dlqg —ig .
ZHaﬁWLOOp /(2’/T)d qQ — M2 (_Zg COS 9W€)(29a5907
W
d
i d 1 \'"2 1
= r2—-= 2gcosBye(d—1)gq 2.77
pmE (2-3) () [ g2cosbweld=Ugog (27T

The amplitude with one ¢ propagator gives

Sin2 HW

diq )
ZHaﬂW Loop — / (271')d qg M (@eg)(cos QW - coSs HW )gaﬂ
-3 sin? Oy
QF 2 — - _ge cos Oy — P Jap (2.78)

2
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2.5.4 Sum of W loops.
The sum of II,4 is

S~ i d\ [ 1\* 2
12 Mswaoon = (o far(2-3)(5)

X |:(ng(15 — ¢aqp) (ge cos Oy (5 —4dx(l—z)— (3—¢€)(1 — 21‘)2)

2 1
_ ge(COSHW _ o GW) 5(1 - 21)2)

cos Oy

+ 2MZ%ge cos QWgQg]
! 2 + log 4 log A 0
=—(-— og 4m — lo € cos
(47'(')2 6 i g g g w
o {(fgaﬁ ~ 4us) (5 — 4(1 — )

1
_ ;(1 —2x)% + 5(1 — 22)” tan® By ) + 2M§ga5]

7
+ w?ge cos Oy (1 — 2x)2(q29a5 — qaqs), (2.79)

where d = 4 — €. To obtain this sum it was necessary to use the identity,

(M) 2 _ /dx(Al—S L _gx)zqm;). (2.80)

1-¢ 1—£ 2

Notice that this amplitude does not satisfy the Ward Identity. The “pinched” part
of the anapole moments will add to this term and preserve gauge invariance. The pinch

technique will be examined in the next section.
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Substituting Eq. (2.79) into Eq. (2.58) gives

. 2 .

. —tg _ —1 _

iM iz W-Loop = (m) g 3 (95 — 92’75)%,/\(12_—]\42%’,5/ (") up,s
Z

2
X ﬁ{(_ —7—|—log47r—logA)
2 €

3
x cos® Oy {(5 + 10z(1 — x)

2
+ =(1 — 2x)* tan? HW) + ?M%gag}

DO | —

+ 2 cos? Oy (1 — 235)2} (2.81)

To interpret this result as a correction to the weak mixing angle, we renormalize to

define sin? @y at the Z pole and add it to the tree level Z exchange,

—ig"

2
. . _ 5 _
ZMZ + ZMmiz W-Loop} = (—> Up! ,\'”Y“(—QZ’Y )uk A5 a0 Wy s VU
7 2 ; Ao 2 Up',s' Vv lp,s
renorm 2 cos? Oy, > — M3

a ME + x(1 — ) M2
<g€+%/dxlog W A 4

X [cos2 Ow (g + 10z(1 — x)

1 2
+ 5(1 — 22)? tan® 9W> — @MVZV} ) (2.82)

This expression can be interpreted as giving

%(1 4sin 0y (@) ) = %(1 — 41y (Q2) sin® By (M2)), (2.83)

mix



where

1 M2 1—2)M?2
kp(Q?) =1 a /dxlog w 2l = o) My

47 sin? Ow A
X lcos2 Ow (g +10z(1 — x)
2

1
+ 5(1 - 2x)2tan2 ew> - @M%/:| .

49

(2.84)

2.6 Pinch Technique Evaluation of the Electron’s

Anapole Moment and the Proton Vertex.

The pinched part of the anapole moment diagrams is considered part of the definition

of sin? y(Q?). The anapole diagram has two boson and one fermion propagator in its

loop. The pinch technique [23] involves expanding the anapole moment to find a term

which cancels the fermion propagator. The so-called pinch terms for the anapolo moment

and the proton vertex effectively describe two boson loops and are added to the vZ mixing

diagram. Together, they satisfy the Ward Identity.

FIG. 2.9: One loop diagrams for the electron’s anapole moment in £ = 1 gauge. Only the first

diagram has a non-zero pinch term.

In £ = 1 gauge there are three relevant diagrams that contribute to the electron’s

anapole moment (See Fig. (2.9). A fourth diagram involving two Goldstone bosons is
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proportional to m?/M3, and can be neglected. The first amplitude is

. 1 - 2 L AC 5 ddq _igUT _igcx,u Z(% q)
Man = <2f> (1 7)/(27T)d(q—67)2—1\42 q* — Mg, (k- q)*
X 7“(1 — P)ura(—ie) [(=q¢ — 0)"g*" + (2 — )% + (24 — ¢)°g™]

X q2

“lyy o (—iey Vuyp . (2.85)

Expanding this equation gives the pinch term as

o —ig\* o, .. [ d 1 1
Mlner = (2\/5) = <_4Z>/ (2m)? (g — a7 — Mg @ — M,

—i
X Uy )\"Yﬁ(l Y up A —— g Uy oY Up s
—zg —a ME, +z(1 — x) M}
T A
X Upy X’Yﬂ(l Y )uk)\ B up 3’7 Up, s, (286)

where A = M2, — z(1 — x)q>.

Renormalizing at the Z pole and only focusing on the axial contribution gives

—1igu

. 2
_Zg _
) U v (=937 ke n 7

. 1 o
Mo lpinen = (2 cos? Oy M2

M?2 1-— M2 24+ M2
gCOSQGW/Olyclog w + 2 T)Mz ] @+ 2
s A Q?

Uy 57" Up,s

(2.87)
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The amplitudes for the electron’s other two anapole moment diagrams add to

. 2 _ .
d’q —ig
M2 = ( Zg) Y / {v“(l — ) s M eg””
2v/2 (27) (a—q)° — My

i(k—1q)
X(k‘—CD M2 A+
X _Zq%up s (—iey” )y 5. (2.88)

The numerator of this amplitude does not have the necessary momentum-dependence
to produce a pinch term. It does not contribute to the running of the weak mixing angle.
Notice that the lepton anapole moment Eq. (2.87) alone is adequate to cancel the
Ward Identity-violating piece of Eq. (2.81). However, we must also add the pinch part of
the proton’s vertex correction (see Fig. 2.3) for Z exchange to preserve the Ward Identity
in the general gauge [24]. We approximate the intermediate fermion as a massless quark.
As with the lepton’s anapole moment, in £ = 1 gauge there is only one amplitude for

the proton’s vertex correction that possesses a non-zero pinch part. This amplitude is

2v/2) 2cos by

zg,,
x g (L= = D31 =7

. 2 .
. _Zg _Zg — v( e [
M, = ( ) e 7 (95 — 9977 )t n

x (—igcosOw)[(qg — ) g + (=20 — ©)ug”™ + 24+ q)°g;]

diq y
X / (27T)d (62 _ MI%V)«Q__" q)2 _ Mgv)(p// + q)z (289)

Expanding this equation gives the pinch term. Renormalizing at the Z pole and
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keeping only the lepton’s axial contribution gives

. 2 .
. —lg _ —lg
iMp|pinch = <—2 o 9w) U Y (=957 Yur, )\—2 M2 Uy oy (1 — )y
_— 0 drl . 2.90
. 4sin® Gy o8 W/ v08 [ A (2.90)

One further manipulation must be made. The hadron current is

ap’,s/'YV(l - 75)up,s = 4J3

= 4J7 + 4sin® Oy I (2.91)

The neutral current contribution is dropped since it will not contribute to the running

of sin? @y. The relevant part of the pinch term is

. 2 .
. —ig _ — v v
iMp|pinch = (—2 o2 9W> W Y (=907 s, A—Q M2 Upt 5 Up,s
M 1—x)M3
x < cos? Gw/dx log [ w a:(A m) Z1. (2.92)
™

This expression can be interpreted as giving

miz, W-Loop

— 4sin? Oy (Q?) ‘pmch) ;(1 — 45, (Q?) sin? Oy (M3))

(2.93)

%(1 — 4sin® O (Q°)]

where

1 M3 1—x)M2
/d:clog W—'—x(A )Mz

X (0082 Ow (5 + 122(1 — x)) + %(1 - 2:5)2). (2.94)

K@Y =1 o

47 sin? Oy,
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Fig. 2.10 shows the contribution of the boson loop added with the “pinched” part of
the electron’s anapole moment and the proton’s vertex correction. This curve is smooth
and follows the conventions of Czarnecki and Marciano [17, 18, 19]. In contrast, the boson
contribution to the sin? fy, running plot calculated by Erler et al. [16, 20] is jagged. It
appears Erler and collaborators make similar approximations to what were made in their
fermion calculation. Their boson curve is proportional to log(M3,/Q*)O(Q* — M3,).

The ratio involved in the one loop expansion of QY is

(Mmix,W—Loop + Man)|)\:fl/2 - (Mmiz,W—Loop + Man)|)\:1/2 Qp,LO
Mzlr=—1/2 = Mz|a=1)2 v

— —A(kp(Q?) — 1) sin® Oy (M) (2.95)

0.242(
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© ©
[\®] [\®]
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0.228" ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ -
0.001 001 0.1 1 10 100 1000
Q (GeV)

FIG. 2.10: The running of sin? @y due to vZ mixing via a W loop and the pinched parts of the
electron’s anapole moment and proton vertex correction.
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The total running of the weak mixing angle is

1 — 4sin® Oy (Q%) = 1 — 4(k4(Q%) + K3, (Q?) — 1) sin® by (M3). (2.96)

It is necessary to subtract a 1 when we add the x’s to avoid overcounting the tree level
diagram. The total running is shown in Fig. 2.11. As previously discussed, this curve
was calculated following the conventions of Czarnecki and Marciano [17, 18, 19]. The
jaggedness of the Erler et al. [16, 20] plot is due to approximations of the loop logarithms
and removing particle contributions to the fermion loops when Q* < m?. At low Q?
QCD effects in the fermion loop dominate and the QED running calculation is no longer
meaningful. As previously mentioned, for Q < 0.1 GeV we used the value sin? fy,=0.23867

calculated by Erler et al. [20] in this region.

0.001 0.01 0.1 1 10 100 1000
Q (GeV)

FIG. 2.11: The total running of sin® @y .



95

2.7 Comparison of our Definition of Qi to Erler et
al.

Combining all of our results from the previous sections, our definition of Q% up to

one loop order at Q? =0 is

Q= (pnve + A Q5 + AL — 4(k7(0) + 13(0) — 2) sin® Oy (M)

+ Uww +Uzz + Uz (2.97)

We have chosen our renormalization at the Z pole. Thus, Q%’,LO =1—4sin? Oy (M2).

Up to one loop order we are free to make the substitution

AL — 4(k£(0) + £ (0) — 2) sin® Oy (M)
= (pne + Ad)[AL — 4(k7(0) + &,(0) — 2) sin® Oy (M3)]

= (1+Ap+ A [AL — 4(ks(0) + £3,(0) — 2) sin® Oy (M3)], (2.98)

since Ap+ A, multiplied by the terms in square brackets are higher order corrections that

can be dropped. Performing this substitution in Eq. (2.97) yields

QY = [pne + Al[ %LO + AL — 4(ks(0) + £3(0) — 2) sin® Gy (M2)] 4+ Oww + Ozz + O, 2.

(2.99)

Using the running sin” fy definition of Eq. 2.96 returns the Erler et al. result:

QY = [pve + AJ[L — 4sin® Oy (0) + ALl + Opw + Ozz + O, 2. (2.100)



CHAPTER 3

Evaluation of the vZ Box

Marciano and Sirlin first examined the diagrams M.z, Fig. 3.1, in their study of O(«)
radiative corrections to parity violation in atomic systems [25, 21]. Due to the presence
of a massless propagator, M, contains low momentum contributions in which the use of

pQCD is invalid.

Erler et al. [16] concisely express the Marciano and Sirlin result for the proton case as

M'yZ‘)\:fl/2 - M'yZ’A:I/2 p,LO

O] =
. Mzla=—172 — Mz|r=1/2
da ) M?2

The first term of the above expression comes from the pQCD regime while the second
covers the low momentum regime. In the pQCD regime M.,z was evaluated directly in
a manner similar to My and Mzz. Additionally, it was assumed that the incoming
electron energy could be set to zero and the struck quarks behaved non-relativistically.
Below the momentum scale A ~ 1 GeV, the constant term C.z(A) both canceled

the A dependence of the pQCD regime and estimated the magnitude of low momentum

56
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exchange. Erler et al.’s estimate of C,z(A) was 3/2 £ 1. Accounting for the prefactor,
this term contributes only a 0.65% uncertainty to QY. Erler et al. argued that a more
thorough analysis of C,z(A) could shift its central value but was unlikely to change the

error bars.

e(k) e(k) e(k) e(k)

éﬁ i&
Q) o) Q) o)

FIG. 3.1: Diagrams for M, ;.

Gorchtein and Horowitz [26] suggested the [0, could be more thoroughly evaluated
using a dispersive analysis. Here, the important details to note are that [,z depended
on the electron’s energy and its error bars were more than double those found by Erler
et al. 'This surprising result inspired a check of the dispersive analysis by Sibirtsev et
al. [27]. Their analytic expression for the dispersion relation was twice that of Gorchtein
and Horowitz. We performed a third examination of the dispersion relation [28] and agreed
with the expression found by Sibirtsev et al. Gorchtein et al. [29] reanalyzed their work
and now all three groups agree on the analytic form of [1,,. The details of the dispersive
analysis are described in Section 3.1.

The expression for [, contains presently unmeasured proton structure functions,
Fy é(w, @Q?). Models for these structure functions must be constructed in order to evaluate
O, z. Models for Fff(:p,QQ) are presented in [27, 28, 29, 30]. Models for Fy”(x,Q?) are
found in [31, 32, 33]. Section 3.2 describes our model for the structure functions as well as

the models used by other groups. Section 3.3 presents the numerical evaluation of U, .
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3.1 Dispersive Analysis of L1,z

3.1.1 Optical Theorem and the Evaluation of the Imaginary Term

The Qweak experiment measured electrons scattered off a proton target that ex-
changed momentum Q? = 0.026 GeV?. By approximating this momentum exchange as
zero, the optical theorem can be invoked. If the initial and final states of an interaction

are the same, then the imaginary part of the amplitude is given by
1
Im Mo = 5 > (2m)*6 ™ (Do — pp) Map M. (3.2)
b

where subscript “a” labels identical initial and final states and subscript “b” indicates
intermediate states.

Invoking the optical theorem, the amplitude for the vZ exchange gives

1 a3k, —ig \*-1 -1
I = — [ (ie)? - -
m M,z 2 / (27r)32E1[ (ie)’ (20030W> ¢ ¢? — M2

{3 k(g8 = ghrs)ulhn, M)tk M)y uk)

x/#WWmUmW%wa>

+ ) alk)y ulkn, M)alkn, M)y (g5 — g5s)u(k)
A1

< [ atne s | 1,00 02,00) )}, (3.3)

where k1 and E; are the 3-momenta and energy of the intermediate electron.



99

Rewriting the first line of Eq. (3.3) in terms of G, a, and ¢*> = —Q? gives

1 /-2 Bk, 1
1st Line = - [ —=G 47ra/ . 3.4

2 (\/§ F) (2m)32E; Q2 <]€[_22 + 1) (3.4)
zZ

In the limit of a massless electron, the second and fourth lines of Eq. (3.3) yield

identical results. Summing over the intermediate spin A;, the electron contribution is

> alk)y ulkr, A)a(kn, M)y (g5 — g4 ulk) = 2(g5 — (2))g%)

s (KMEY + KR — oy - kg™ — i(20) e P lioky )

- (3.5)

where \ is the the helicity of the electron and €123 = +1.

We define the hadronic contribution to Eq. (3.3) as

/ d'ne'™(ps [(J 2, (1) J30(0) + Ty (1) J2,(0)) | ps) = Ax W7 (3.6)

where

pv 2

Wi = [ (—gw + ng”) 2, Q) + e F (0, Q%)

. q°p"
_ ZEWUTmng(x, Q2)1 . (3.7)

F ig(x, Q?) are off-diagonal (vZ) structure functions. Little data exists for the vZ
structure functions at low momenta so they are modeled by modifying electromagnetic
structure functions FY; 5(z, Q?) fitted to electromagnetic data. It should be noted that

the numerical differences between calculations of [l,; are due to different models for

F17,2Z,3(:B7 Q2)
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Combining Egs. (3.4), (3.5), and (3.6), we see that Eq. (3.3) becomes

1

Irn./\/lvz = = (_—2

- )4 a/ 43k, 1
T
) F (2m)32F Q2 (%+1>

2
X 2(g7 — (2N)ga) (R{K” + kK — Ky - kg —i(20) e P kokig)

X 47r[ (—gW + q’;Z) FY%(2,0%) + %F;Z(x,cf)

. @'EWT%F;Z@, Q2)} . (3.8)

Evaluating the last two lines of Eq. (3.8) and substituting Q* = —¢* ~ 2k - k; gives

satsf — (2N92)Q*] [ F77(0.0%) + AF77(0.02)

— (2\)BF;?(z, Q2)}. (3.9)

. . 2 . .
where A = 22Rpk _ ° 5n B = phtpk

Q*pq 2pq 2pq
Substituting Eq. (3.9) into Eq. (3.8) and subtracting right- and left-handed electron

amplitudes gives

167 Bk
Ivaz;)\:_l/Q - Im./\/l,yz;)\zl/z = ——GF47T04/ ( !

\/§ 271')32E1
e Q) + AR (2,@2)
ga Q2 1
wz T

. BE]"(2,Q%) } (3.10)

+ gy 2
Q
M_§+1
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3.1.2 Calculation of Im[] 4

Dividing Eq. (3.10) by lowest order Z exchange gives Im [, z:

Im M'yZ|)\:—1/2 —Im MWZ|,\:1/2 p,LO
Mz|a=—1/2 — Mz|r=1)2 W

_ 2méma / B3k, {Ffz(x,QQ)JrAF;Z(:c,QQ)
7 | BB\, (g )
e BF’YZ 2
g_\e/ 3 Q('fa@) }Q%LO‘ (311)
g . 1%

Im D’yZ =

We desire to change the integration variables from 121 to Q% and W2. In the low mass

limit of the electron

43k _ 2nE}d(cost)dE

~ 3.12
(2m)32F; (2m)32F; ( )
In the center of mass frame the intermediate electron energy is
—W?2
ECM _ S
—dW?
= dEM = (3.13)

SN

In the above expression, s = (p + k)? is the Mandelstam variable. Q% in the center of

mass frame is

Q* =2k - ky = 2E°MEM(1 — cosh)
—dQ2

= d(COS@) = W

(3.14)
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Substituting these differentials into Eq. (3.12) gives

Pk 2m(BEEMY? —dQ? —dW?
(2m)32ECM — (27)32ECM 2ECM ECM 9, /s
o dQaw?
= GRFeETET; (3.15)
Subsituting E¢M = S;\%Q, where M is the proton mass, gives
Pr dQXW? (3.16)
(2m)32ECM  (27)24(s — M?) '
Substituting these new differentials into Eq. (3.11) gives
- / dQ*aW? [ F* (2, Q) + AF}” (2, Q)
Y2 ) (s—M)p -k Y +1
zZ
e BFY% 2
s AL (2, Q )}_ (3.17)
9a 2wz +1

In the lab frame p- k = 375\42_ Thus, Im U, 7 is

s Q2 vZ 2 vz 2
a e [P (0,Q%) + AR (2,Q7)
Im O, 7(Era) = dWQ/ d2{1 ’ 2 2
AEw) = = [, )0 Coas
Z

| 9V BF(2,Q°)
g S+l
M7

=Im Y, (ELay) + Im O (ELa). (3.18)
where Q2 .. = (S_MQ)SM This limit is found by plugging cos = —1 into Eq. (3.14).
W? represents the square of the intermediate hadron mass of the diagram. The minimum
mass, W2, is the sum of the proton and a single pion mass and the maximum occurs when

all of the initial 4-momenta squared, s, is converted into mass squared.
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The first term of Eq. (3.18) is labeled with a superscript “V” since it is associated
with vector hadronic structure functions. Similarly, the second term is labeled with an

“A” to indicate it contains the axial hadronic structure function.

3.1.3 Dispersion Relations for Rel,z(Erq)

We convert the imaginary term of the vZ box to its real term via a dispersion relation
over incoming electron energy. The dispersion relation is constructed by evaluating a
contour integral in the energy plane. To perform this integral we must understand the
imaginary term’s behavior under negative energies.

Let us once again examine Egs. (3.5) and (3.6). A particle with a negative energy is

identified as its antiparticle with positive energy. For a positron, Eq. (3.5) evaluates to
Positron Line = 2(g% — (20\)g%) (k'K + kVk" — ky - kg™ +i(20) e P kokiz).  (3.19)

The only difference compared to the electron line is the sign of the Levi-Civita. The
hadronic contribution remains the same for both electron and positron scattering. Com-
bining the positron and hadronic contributions gives Im M,z —_1/5 — Im M., z—1 /o for
positron scattering. Compared to Eq. (3.10), the positron amplitude difference has the
same sign for the terms proportional to F}' Z and F] Z and the opposite sign for the term
proportional to Fy Z,

To complete our analysis of the behavior of Im [J, 7 (E) for negative energies, we must
also calculate My for positron scatterings:

2 .
> e e_ b —1Guw _ v p » 5
2 cos? 0W> Ok (9v — 947" oy e —Uy 7" (97 — 947 ) Up,s-

iM 7| positron = ( 2 MIrie
Z

(3.20)
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For electron scattering, y’ug, — (2\)ug . Positron scattering yields the opposite
sign, Youga — —(2X\) vk .

Combining the positron results for Im M., and My gives us the behavior of Im [0, 4 (E)
at negative energies. For the positron we see that terms proportional to F} Z and F) Z have
opposite signs as that for electron scattering while the term proportional to F;Z has the
same sign. Thus, Im 00V, (ELq) is an odd function while Im (32, (Ee) is an even function.

Re DXZ is given by the following dispersion relation:

!
dELab
2 2
ELab - ELab

2ELab >
ReOY,(ELa) = - / Im Y, (EL,,)- (3.21)

where v, = (W2 — M?)/2M.
Evaluating this triple integral in its present ordering is a time-consuming process.
Examining Eq. (3.18) we see that the energy dependent terms can be seperated from

those dependent on Q% and W?2. The vector part of Eq. (3.18) becomes

s 02 iz M2F)”
a{ max 1 - WTQ—"-QQ

ImOY,(E;, z—/ dW2/ dQ?

WZ( rab) (2M Erq)? w2 0 © 1—1—]\6’2[—22

zZ

s Q7 vz
a / 2/ maz ) F,
— o[ AW dQ*————
2MEpra Jwe 0 0?2 (1 " A%)

vz
F2

s anax
ta / AW / dQ)? _ .
Wi Jo Q> (1+ &) w22+ 2

(3.22)

We see that the energy integral can be evaluated analytically if we change the order

of integration. In terms of generic functions, Eq. (3.21) is

3 oo OME'+M? 2ME’<1—#;VIE,)
fE)=>" / dE'g;(E, E') / dW? /0 dQ?h;(Q*, W?) (3.23)
i=1 vV

w2
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where g;(E, E') represents the three different £’ integrands, h;(Q? W?) are the three Q*
and W? integrands, and the “Lab” subscript has been dropped.
To slide the energy integral through the W? integral we must change their integration

bounds. Solving the upper bound of the W? integral in terms of energy gives a lower

bound of ' = W;&MQ. Eq. (3.23) becomes

- - 2 = / / 2ME,(1_#§VIE/> 2 2 2
FB) =Y LV 9i(E, E') i dQ*hi(Q*, W?).  (3.24)
=1 T

2M

To slide the energy integral through the ? integral, the bounds change yet again.
Solving the upper bound of the Q% integral in terms of energy gives a new lower bound of

Jop— ﬁ({/[/2 — M2+ Q%+ \/((W2 — M? + Q*)? + 4M?Q?)). Eq. (3.24) becomes

3 00 fo%e) [e%s)
_ 2 21 (N2 T2 . /
=3 /| aw | a@n@w [ iz . (3.25)

Emin

Solving for each of the energy integrals gives

00 2FBa [ dE’ 1
dE' q.(E. F) = —
/Emm gl( ) ) T . B2 _ E2 (2ME')2
2F« 1 1 | Ein — E|
— 1 .2
(2M)2r (E?Emm T oEs s ( Ein + E )) ’ (320
o 2Ba [ dE’ 1
dE' ¢(E. E') = - ——
/E"rnin g2< , ) @ Emin El2 o E2 2ME/

2Fa 1 B2, — E?|
- 1 min 2
oMn 2E2 Og( E? ’ (3:27)

min
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o0 o0 li
N A

Emin m Emin EQ o E2
2Ea 1 | Epin — E|
= 2 og (i ) 2
© 2E Og(EmerE) (3:28)

Substituting these integrals along with their respective h;(Q% W?) integrands into
Eq. (3.25) gives

ReOY,(E) = / dW? / dQ?
W2 0

2F« 1
(2M)?w \ E?Epin

2 vz
o
25% °\ By + E 1+ &
MZ

2Ba 1 ( B2 — E2|> Fj?
———1lo
2Mr 2E? E2 Q*(1+ A%)

min

+

_ 2Ea 1 <|Emm — E| 7 (3.29)

———log )
T 2K Emm+E) 2( Q_Q) 2 _ g2 2
Q 1+M% (W2 — M2+ @Q?)

The dispersion relation for the axial contribution is

2 [ E dE'
ReD (Bu) = - [t L D (B (3.30)
T Ju. Efw— ELa

Performing the same order of integration flips as the vector case, the axial dispersion

relation becomes

2 [ gl 1 B2, — E2,|
R DA E ) = / dW2/ d 2 JV 1 min Lab
‘ WZ( Lab) (2M)?m w2 0 @ agi 4E%ab o E;

M |Ein — Eras|\ ] F3”
— O .
E'Lab(VV2 - M2 + QQ) s Emzn + ELab 1 + Q—2

2
MZ

(3.31)
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Notice that a and g% /g4 = 1 —4sin? Oy are placed inside the integrals. Like Blunden
et al. [31], we chose to consider the running values of o and the weak mixing angle since
the axial vZ box is sensitive to large Q2. It should also be noted that Eq. (3.31) reproduces

the original Marciano and Sirlin result in the E ., — 0, elastic limit.

3.2 Analysis of Fﬁig(x, Q)

As previously mentioned, little data exists for the off-diagonal structure functions
F 17 2273(35, (?). At high momenta these structure functions can be constructed directly using
parton distribution functions. In the resonance region off-diagonal structure functions
must be modeled by modifying existing fits to Fﬂgﬁ(x, Q?). We chose to modify these fits
using an SU(6) constituent quark model. Gorchtein et al. modified the electromagnetic
fits using photoproduction data from the Particle Data Group [2]. A third alternative is

to modify the fits using helicity amplitude fits from MAID [34].

3.2.1 Evaluation of F{'7(z,Q?
Evaluation of Nonresonance Region

To evaluate the remaining double integrals it is necessary to patch together several
different fits for F}' Z and F) Z as each is only valid over a specific range of momenta. In our
analysis [28] we considered three regions of momenta (see Fig. 3.2). In the scaling region
(Q? > 5 GeV? and W > 2.5 GeV) we constructed the vZ structure functions directly using
CTEQ parton distribution functions [35]. The expression for the off-diagonal structure

functions in the scaling region is

Fj(2,Q%) = 201 (2, Q%) = w ) 2e,97 (4(2, Q%) + (, Q%)) (3.32)

a,q9
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where ¢ (7) are quark (antiquark) distributions for the proton. Roughly 3% of Re (0}, (E =
1.165 GeV) is from the CTEQ fit. Its contribution is so negligible that we did not perform

any uncertainty analysis for this term.

5
4} ) (1)
g F
= 20
i 3)
O0 2 4 6 8 10
0’ (GeV?)

FIG. 3.2: Breakdown of our Ff? fits. (1) is the scaling region. In region (2) we modify the fit
by Capella et al. [36]. (3) is the resonance region. We consider contributions outside of these
regions to be negligible.

In the region Q% < 5 GeV? and W > 2.5 GeV we modified electromagnetic fits by
Capella et al. [36]. We wanted the Capella and CTEQ fits to smoothly connect at the

Q? = 5 GeV? boundary. We settled on the modification

Q? (F;Z

5 GeV2Z\ F)Y

F;,Y — 1> + 1:| FQ’w’Capellw (333)

vz _
F2 |Capella — l

CTEQ,Q2=5 GeV?

The uncertainty for the Capella region was estimated to be

AF? | capetla = (F3 | Capetta — F3 7| Capeta) | g2—5 Gev2- (3.34)

Roughly 15% of the total uncertainty in Re (1Y, (E = 1.165 GeV) is due to the Capella
fit. Fig. 3.3 shows the transition from the Capella to Cteq regions at W? = 7 GeV2.

It should be noted that the elastic contribution of the vector vZ box was calculated
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in [37, 38]. It was found to be a factor of Q%" smaller than the inelastic contributions.
This factor comes about for elastic collisions at the proton, Z boson vertex. Because the

contribution of the elastic collision is so small, we will not discuss it further.

Capellato Cteq \

W2=7 GeV?

0 2 4 6 8
Q (Gev?)
FIG. 3.3: Transition from the Capella to Cteq regions at W? = 7 GeV2. Without the modifi-

cation, the Capella et al. fit lies roughly on the upper uncertainty bound at the Q% = 5 GeV?
transition.

Evaluation of Resonance Region

For the resonance region (Q* < 8 GeV? and W < 2.5 GeV) we modified the Christy
and Bosted electromagnetic fit [39]. Their F}"", or, and o, fits sum a smooth background
with the contributions from seven resonances: P33(1232), S11(1535), D13(1520), Fi5(1680),
S11(1650), P;1(1440), and F37(1950). Their description and computer code for their fit
allowed us to separately modify the resonances and the background. For the resonances,

our goal was to find prefactors for the summation

F/2 =" Creg X Fpes (3.35)

res
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such that

vZ
7o

Y '
Fl res

Ches = (3.36)

Following the normalization of the Particle Data Group [2], the resonant parts of these

structure functions can be expressed as a product of the polarization vector,

et =1/4/2(0,—1,—4,0), and hadronic tensors:

Z
02 — e W 2)
! N—res T

= (2) ; / d*ze"*(N, s

x (res, Aes - JT(0)|N, s)

e - JEV)(2) |res, A)

— A3(249) 43, (3.37)

where A and s are the spin projections of the resonance and nucleon, respectively, and ~
(Z,V) is the electromagnetic (neutral vector) current. The couplings have been absorbed
into the currents. The factor of 2 is present in vZ-exchange to account for the different
orderings.
The corrective prefactor can be expressed in terms of helicity amplitudes,
_2), ANAT

Cres = W (3.38)

The above amplitudes can be evaluated by considering e, - J as a quark operator
embedded between SU (6) wave function representations of the nucleon and resonances [40)].
This operator ignores the spatial wave functions, v, and acts only on the flavor, ¢, and
spin, x, wave functions. Table 3.1 summarizes the multiplet and SU(6) wave function for

each resonance.



TABLE 3.1: Resonances and their multiplets. (A)S indicates an (anti)symmetric wave functions
while M,(A)S indicates a wave function with two elements that are (anti)symmetric.

Resonance Multiplet

Proton °8,56) = \/@DL 0,Lz= 0<¢MSXSZ —+1/2 ¢MAXSZ 11/2)

Pi3(1232) |10, 56)

Su(1535) 870 = ZAJszZH <J{5|ALL27552> e »
HAC OANE) +uind (675 + 0MAxE) |

D13(1520) ]28, 70)

F15(1680) |8, 56)

S (1650)  [*8,70) = f¢L 0,Lz= o(?bM’sxgzzﬂ/z‘|’¢M’AX§Z=i1/2)

Pi1(1440)  |28,56)

Fyr(1950) |10, 56)

TABLE 3.2: Spin and flavor wave functions. For Sz = —1/2, 14+ and the sign switches for
the mixed symmetric and symmetric wave functions.

Flavor Wave Functions

Spin Wave Functions

oM = — e ((ud + duu — 2uud) Xy, = — 5 (1L + 1) T =2 11)
$MA = = (ud — du)u Xiim = (=111

X1je = J5(TH + 14T + 41)
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Because the colorless portion of the total hadronic wave function is symmetric, we
are free to operate only on their third components of ¢ and x and multiply the result by

three. The amplitude can be expressed as

<res, )\‘e+-J7(Z’V)‘N,s> =3 X e((f‘) (gg,(?’))

X <wres¢resX/\‘a(k/7 )‘/)EJr ' fyu(ka 3/> ‘wN¢NXS>7 (339>

where k (k') and s’ (\') are the initial (final) momentum and spin projection for the struck
quark. The superscript “3” over the quark electromagnetic and weak vector couplings, e,
and g{,, indicates that the operators are acting only on the third quark.

Using unit normalized quark spinors,

u= Etmg | & : (3.40)
2mg |\ aie,

2mg

and choosing a frame where the gauge boson is propagating in the z-direction, the current

reduces to

2
a(k' N ey -yu(k,s') = ig; [Py + ¢.5+)¢y, (3.41)

2my

where m, is the constituent quark mass, Py = ki + tky, Sy = 1/2(0y + i09), ¢, is the
momentum of the boson, and &, are the usual two spinors. The Wigner-Eckart theorem
allows us to calculate a matrix element of P, as a constant times a matrix element of L.

After absorbing the spatial and momentum information, as well as the quark mass
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coefficient, into parameters A and B, Eq. (3.37) becomes

Flw(vZ ) )

N—res

3 x e (290%) (nén s [[ALy + BS4 ] [dresresn)
X 365]3) <77Z)7‘68¢T‘68X>\ ’ [AL+ + BS+] ‘¢N¢NX5>

= (2)A]7. (3.42)

To calculate these amplitudes we operated the Hamiltonian on the SU(6) spatial (),
flavor (¢), and spin (x) wave functions of protons and resonances described by Close [40].

As examples, inserting the Hamiltonian into the proton to D;3(1520) helicity amplitudes

gives
A’)\Y(:ZB/Q =3 X 6513) (g;;{/(fi)) <¢res¢resX+1/2HAL+ + BS+] ‘wN¢NXS>
1 U
= 5 (A feulob) - ealof)]
3 u 1 d
— V2B geu(gv) + gedgv) ) (3.43)
and

A:\Y(:Zg)/2 =3 X 61(13) (9;1/(3)) <¢res¢resx+3/2 ‘ [AL+ + BS+] ‘wN¢NXS>

_ —%Am lea(g?) — ealg?)] (3.44)

where \ is the spin projection of the resonance along the direction of the gauge boson
momentum. The subscripts of A;g and Bjg indicate the angular momentum dependence
of the resonance’s wave function.

Obtaining Ay and Bjy without relying on hadronic wave functions requires addi-
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tional phenomenological information. Data for both of the D;3(1520) and F}5(1680) res-

~

1/2 dominates at

onances [41, 42] show that A

3/2 dominates photoproduction whereas A

high Q2. Thus, the polarization ratio

_ |A}//2|2 - |Ag/2|2
[ALpl? + 143017

(3.45)

is close to —1 for photoproduction, and evolves to +1 at higher Q?. The expressions for

D13(1520) at low Q? yield
A10<Q2 == O) == —\/éBlo(QQ = O) (346)

Since A7

172 18 expected to dominate by a power of Q% at high Q?, a form with the correct

limits is

Awp(@) o _ 1
() V2 f1(Q%) = \/§1+Q2/A%. (3.47)

This leads to

(53— )= f)+3f7

Cp.. = nLo. 3.48
Dq3 (1_f1)2+3f12 +QW ( )
A similar analysis gives
;1= 1)
CF15 (1 — f2)2 T 2f22 + QW . (3 9)

We used A? = A3 = 0.2 GeV? [28]. These values were chosen by comparing our fits
constructed using Close’s analysis with MAID fits [34] to transition amplitudes. Better
agreement can be obtained by setting A? = 0.256 GeV? and A3 = 0.635 GeV? (see Fig. 3.4),
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and while this more thorough analysis lowers the overall Re D‘{Z result, it does not do so

by more than half a percent.

_____

_______________
______

______

=

S o5 S os
< £ % ,
s x
é 0.0 ftz 0.0
= = I
5 £ /
L osl f1 = 1(1+ QA 5 o8l / f2= Y(A+QY/AS)
£ Red: A3=0.256 GeV? £ 7 Red: A2=0.635 GeV/?
Blue: A2=0.2 GeV? Blue: A2=0.2 GeV?
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FIG. 3.4: Left: MAID helicity amplitude ratio (black curve) compared with the quark model fit
with different A? values for Dy3. Right: MAID helicity amplitude ratio (black curve) compared
with the quark model fit with different A3 values for Fis.

Table 3.3 summarizes the prefactors for each resonance in the Christy and Bosted fit.
The prefactor for the Roper resonance is easily calculated and is Q*-independent. The
two S1; states belong to the same SU(6) multiplet as the D;3(1520), so A;g and By are
the same for all three states, for valid SU(6) symmetry. The Sj; states can mix. The
Moorhouse selection rule [43] indicates that the unmixed yp amplitude for the S;;(1650)
is zero when the values of the quark charges are inserted. Neglecting also the amplitude
for the Z-boson case, the amplitude listed for the S1;(1535) gives a ratio

T+2f

CSH = Tzfl -+ Q%LO. (350)

In electroproduction, Si;(1650) occurs because of mixing with the bare S1;(1535), and the
above ratio is the same for both the S;;’s.
Cles for I = 3/2 resonances are calculated by considering only the Al =1 portion of

the current. This term is proportional to (e, — e4). By substituting vector charges, C.;
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for I = 3/2 resonances is found to be (1 4+ Q5"?).

The Christy-Bosted fit lies within 3% of nearly all data points. Our modifications
to the resonances undoubtedly increase this uncertainty and we estimated it to be 10%.
The uncertainty of the resonances contributes roughly 30% to the total uncertainty of
ReY,(E = 1.165 GeV).

The Christy-Bosted fit also accounts for a smooth background. To model the vZ-
box background we considered two limiting cases. In the low x limit, the light quark

distributions are expected to be equal and the corrective coefficient is

C | o Zq:u,d,s 2qu€/fq<x)
bkgd|r—0 —
o Zq:u,d,s(e‘Z)zfq(x)

=1+ QY. (3.51)

In the limit where there are only valence quarks

> gmuud 2€a9v Jo(T) 2
Cbkgd|valence quarks — g=uud =47V = g + Q%/LO. (352)

Zq:u,u,d(eq>2fq (2)

We used these limits as the error bounds and their average as the background correction.
The background limits were used as uncertainty bounds. A little over half of the total
uncertainty in Re DXZ(E = 1.165 GeV) is due to this background uncertainty.

FJ7 is related to F}" by

2 F
F = Q_ 14 oL % (3.53)
Pa or) 1+ G

We substituted F}' 7 into the above expression to obtain Fy 7 We also assumed the modi-

fications were the same for both the transverse and longitudinal cross sections.
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TABLE 3.3: The seven Christy-Bosted resonances along with their electromagnetic helicity
amplitudes along and corresponding corrective prefactors for the proton. The (pZ — N;)

helicity amplitudes are calculated by substituting e, — g{, = T, 5’ — Qeqsinzew(()).

resonance proton electroproduction amplitudes C?,,
Py(1232) A7, o (cu — ) 1+ Q5
Sll (1535) 1/2 (\/_AIO ( ) 1/342f1 Qp,LO
—Bio(2eu + 3€q)) 1421
AY = (Alo (6 - ed)
/2~ 6 u (/3= )43 /2
Di3(1520) 4 V/2Byy(3e, + Lea)) CPICL P 4 Qe
Ag/2 \}5‘410 (€u — ed)
1/2 \/7/420 (26, + €q) 231 ) L0
P00 St~ e o * O
Ag/Q 5A20 (26u + ed)
S$1(1650) A7), = =/ 5 Buo (eu + 2€4) Qe
Py (1440) A7, = Boo (36u — 3€a) 2/3 + Qe
Fyr(1950) A7, o (ey — eq) 1+ Q4




78

3.2.2 Alternative Modification of F{'3(z,Q*) — F172Z(:c, Q%)

The transition amplitudes for C., can be modeled using a different technique. The
vector contribution to the Z-boson transition amplitudes can be isospin rotated into a sum
of electromagnetic transition amplitudes, py — N, and ny — N;;. This type of analysis
was used by Gorchtein et al. [29].

Neglecting strange quark contributions, the transition amplitudes are
(NS 1T 5V p) = ew(gi ) (N [ayuulp) + ealgi ) (N | dyudlp) (3.54)
and
(NaI T3 |n) = eu{Ny|uyuln) + ea(Ny|dyudin). (3.55)
After performing an isopin rotation the neutron amplitude becomes
(NalJiln) = eu(Nyldv,dlp) + ea(Ny |y, ulp). (3.56)
Further algebra on these amplitudes reveals
| 72,V 1 .2 * L e
(N1 Iy = 5 (1 = dsin®0w (0)) (N[ i) — 5 (NG| |m). (3.57)

Cles can now be written as

>y AR ALY
2oA(AX")?

_Qrio 2 AT AT

v (A7)

Cres =2

(3.58)



where superscripts “p”
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and “n” indicate proton and neutron amplitudes, respectively.

Gorchtein et al. [29] constructed their corrective ratios using photoproduction ampli-
tudes listed in the Particle Data Group [2] to modify the resonance contributions of the

Christy-Bosted fit [39]. Thus, their C,.s expressions lack Q*-dependence. To account for
the amplitudes’ Q*-dependence, resonance amplitude fits from MAID [34] can be used.

Gorchtein et al. [29] disregarded the background of the Christy-Bosted fit and instead

modified two Generalized Vector Dominance (GVD) models. Their Model I is based on
the color dipole model of Cvetic et al. [44]

In this model a photon fluctuates into a
q — ¢ pair which interacts with the proton through gluon exchange. Their fit’s parameters

are constrained by data and are valid for low Q?, high energy scattering. Gorchtein
et al.

isospin rotate this model to apply it to the vZ case.

Their Model II is based
on the generalized vector meson model of Alwall and Ingelman [45]. In this model the

photon couples to the proton via vector meson intermediaries, given by p, w, and ¢ as

well as a background. It is valid for low Q?, high energy scattering. As with the Model I
modifications, the vector meson model is extrapolated to low energy and isospin rotated

for the vZ case. Fig. 3.5 compares the F}"(z,Q?) and F;”(z,Q?) models obtained from
our constituent quark model and Gorchtein et al.’s two models.

0.5 0.5
0.4 Q@ =1.1GeV? 04f QP =11GeV?
& 0.3r & 03
o4 (4
X X
N N
L 0.2r Black=CQM w02 Black=CQM
0.1 Red=Mod | 0.1 Red=Mod |
Blue=Mod Il Blue=Mod I1
0.0 : : : : : : : 0.0 : : : : : :
1.0 12 14 1.6 18 2.0 2.2 2.4 1.0 1.2 14 1.6 18 2.0 2.2 2.4
W (GeV) W (GeV)
and Gorchtein et al.’s fits.

FIG. 3.5: Comparison of F}"(z, Q?) and FJ? (x,Q?) obtained from our constituent quark model
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3.2.3 Evaluation of F??Z(a:,QZ)

Blunden et al. [31] split their Re(JZ}, analysis into elastic (W? = M?), resonance
(W2 < W? < 4 GeV?), and deep inelastic scaling (W? > 4 GeV?) regions. To allow for
an easier comparison between our analysis and theirs, we used the same energy regions in

our evaluation of Re Dﬁz (see Fig. 3.6).

42 (1)

W (GeV)
T ‘N‘ T

R 3)

0 2 4 6 8 10
0* (GeV?)
FIG. 3.6: Breakdown of our F37Z fits. (1) is the scaling region. In region (2) we modify the

scaling region fit. (3) is the resonance region. We consider contributions outside of these regions
to be negligible.

The average Q* value within the Re DXZ integral is about 0.4 GeV2. In contrast, the
average () value within the Re D,’;‘Z integral is about 80 GeV?2. Thus, the axial contribution
to the vZ-box diagram is less sensitive to the modifications of the structure functions in
the resonance region. It is still important to construct as accurate a model as possible.
Since the axial box integral is sensitive to high 2, we follow the example of Bunden et al.

and evaluate the integral using one loop running values of a(Q?) and sin? Oy (Q?).
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Evaluation of Nonresonance Region

In the scaling region, (W? > 4 GeV? and Q2 > 1 GeV?), F;7 can be directly calculated

using parton distribution functions
2 (2,Q%) = 2eq6% (4(2, Q%) — a2, Q%)) . (3.59)
q

Blunden et al. use PDFs from [46]. As with our vector analysis, we use PDFs given by
CTEQ [35]. To be conservative, we estimated a 10% uncertainty in the PDFs.

In the region (W? > 4 GeV? and Q? < 1 GeV?) we use Blunden et al.’s Model I:

1+ A?/Q3

Fj¥(2,Q%) = (HA—Q/QQ

)F§Z<x,Q3> (3.60)

where Q3 =1 GeV? and A? = 0.7 GeV?.

We also estimated an uncertainty of 10% for this modification. Roughly 74% of the
total uncertainty of Re 7}, (E = 1.165 GeV) is due to the scaling region while only 3% is
due to Model I.

For the elastic contribution we exactly follow the technique used by Blunden et al.

For elastic interactions, the structure function reduces to a form factor,
F2(Q) = —Q°GL(@)GA(@)s(W? — M?) (3.61)

where G¥; and G4 and magnetic and axial vector form factors for the proton. G4, is pa-

rameterized by [47]. Like Blunden et al., we also use G4(Q?) = —1.267/(1+Q?/1 GeV?)2.
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Evaluation of Resonance Region

The most significant departure from the Blunden et al. analysis is in the resonance
region. In this region Blunden et al. constructed F;Z using axial current parameters
of Lalakulich et al. [48]. Lalakulich et al. obtained their parameters through a PCAC
analysis of pionic decays of baryons. Their fit accounts for four resonances but makes
no attempt at estimating a smooth background, defering the determination of its form to
future experiments. As an aside, Lattice QCD calculations have reached a sufficient level
of accuracy to calculate axial form factors [49, 50].

Instead of repeating the Blunden et al. resonance region analysis, we constructed Fy' Z
by once again modifying the Christy-Bosted fit. Not only does this modification provide
a smooth background, it also accounts for three more resonances. In our analysis of the
resonance region we repeated the technique outlined in Sec. 3.2.1. In the non-relativistic

limit, |k << my, the axial currents becomes
a(k', N)ey - yysulk, ') = V2&, 8, & (3.62)
Continuing the use of the parameters in Sec. 3.2.1, Fy Z can be expressed as

vz
FS

N—res

3(293;(3)) 2q—y<¢N¢NXs I

2

m
q 2 BS—}-]T |¢res¢resX)\>

X 36513) <¢res¢resX)\ ‘ [AL+ + BS+] }wN(bNXs% (363)

where v is the energy of the exchanged boson. For our calculation we took the mass of the
struck quark m, to be 0.3 GeV. Table 3.4 summarizes the corrective prefactors to obtain

F] 7. As with the corrective prefactors for Ff QZ, we estimated a 10% uncertainty for this
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modification.
The smooth background is once again modified by taking the low x and valence quark

limits. For low x, a quark and anti-quark are equally likely to be struck. Thus,

C | o Zq:u,d,s 26!1931]6(1(55)
bkgd|z—0 —
o % Zq:u,d,s(e(J)QfQ(x)

=0. (3.64)

In the limit where valence quarks are equally likely to be struck

> gmuua 2€a94fo(x) 10
C1bkgd|valelr1ce quarks — T g=uud = 1 A2 ! = —. (365)
2 Eq:u,u,d(eq) fq(x) 3

We took their average as the modification for the smooth background. The limits were
taken as the uncertainty bounds. About 23% of the total uncertainty of Re 2, (E =

1.165 GeV) is due to the resonance region.

3.3 Rell,z(F) Results

3.3.1 Evaluation of Re[1},(E)

Fig. 3.7 shows Re DKZ calculated using the constituent quark model corrections to the
Christy-Bosted fit. With the modified f; and f; parameters, the value at the Qweak energy
is Re DXZ(E = 1.165 GeV) = 0.0056 £ 0.00075. To be conservative, the uncertainties were
added directly rather than in quadrature. The figure also splits up the contributions from
the resonant and nonresonant regions. At the Qweak energy, roughly 77% of the box
contribution comes from the modified Christy-Bosted electromagnetic fits, 19% is from
the modified Capella et al. fit, and the remaining 3% is from CTEQ.

It is necessary to explain why our paper [28] reports Re[),(E = 1.165 GeV) =

0.0057+0.0009. Modified f; and f, values are not the dominant source of the discrepancy.



TABLE 3.4: The seven Christy-Bosted resonances along with their axial helicity amplitudes and
corrective prefactors for proton. The neutron amplitude is calculated by exchanging g% <> g4.

resonance proton axial current amplitudes Cr,

Py(1232) AT o< (g4 — 94) 8 25
Z,A u 4mqv 16mqv
S11(1535) A1/2 = —\%6310 (%gA + %gdA) ng 3(2f11+1) ng
D15(1520) Alz/; B (394 +594) 2 T
3/2 0
A =\ [2Byy (394 — 1g4) 2~ (A—fa) _20mgv
Pis(1680) “ 12 " V3 (0 = 39) = -7 +2R 3¢
A3/2 =0

Z,A u dmqgv 16mqv
S11(1650) A1/2 = —\/%Blo (9A+29fx) ng 3(2f11+1) ng

P11<1440> Alz/"; = BOO (%gjfl o %gi) dmqv 20mqv

q? 3¢2

Fyr(1950)  ATj5 o (g% — 9%) "5 e

q2 q
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My advisor calculated ReY,(E = 1.165 GeV) = 0.0058 £ 0.00075. We averaged our
results together and increased the error bar.

Fig. 3.8 compares the predictions of various resonance modifications. Better agree-
ment between MAID and the quark model was naively expected as the MAID fits were used
to parameterize A%’Q. The overall smaller value for Re DXZ calculated by MAID is almost
entirely due to the Roper resonance. For the Roper, the quark model calculates a con-
stant corrective ratio while the MAID ratio rapidly approaches Q%}LO as Q% increases. The
differences in the Roper resonance corrective ratios between the constituent quark model
and MAID were also the primary cause for the different deuteron asymmetry predictions
in [51].

Another notable feature of Fig. 3.8 is that Re DKZ hardly changes when the corrective
ratios are calculated using PDG photoproduction amplitudes in place of the Q?-dependent
quark model. Re D‘w/z calculated using the quark model also remains relatively unchanged
when using different values for A}, values. Both features are due to low Q? values domi-
nating the integral. Indeed, an analysis of the integral indicates that the mean Q? value is
0.4 GeV?2. In applications with higher %, such as the calculation of the deuteron asymme-
try in [51], the quark model and photoproduction corrective prefactors give quite different
values.

Since the Particle Data Group corrections to the resonances vary little from the con-
stituent quark model, the bulk of the Gorchtein et al. model differences are due to their
background modifications.

Table 3.5 displays the numerical results for the vector contribution of [,z calculated
by each group. Hall et al. [30] recently published an updated vector calculation and argue

that that Gorchtein et al. background uncertainty was overestimated.
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FIG. 3.7: Re DXZ as a function of incoming electron energy for our constituent quark model.
The black curve is the total result. The blue, dot dashed curve is the contribution from the
nonresonant background while the red dashed curve is the resonant contribution. The pink
band is the sum of the uncertainties from the resonant and nonresonant contributions.
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FIG. 3.8: Re DE{/Z as a function of incoming electron energy for different models. The black
curve is the result from our previous work and uses helicity amplitudes given by the constituent
quark model. The blue, dot dashed curve is the result with resonance corrections from photo-
production data of the Particle Data Group. The red dashed curve is the result when MAID
helicity amplitudes are used for the resonance corrections. The green dashed curve also involves
MAID helicity amplitudes, with the notable exception that the Roper correction is from our
constituent quark model. Both the quark model and MAID models use the same modifications
for isospin 3/2 resonances and the smooth background.
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TABLE 3.5: ReY, x 10° evaluated at E = 1.165 GeV.

Sibirtsev et al. [27] 47751
Rislow and Carlson [28] 5.7 £0.9
Gorchtein et al. [29] 5.4+2.0
Hall ef al. [30] 5.60 = 0.36

TABLE 3.6: Re[dZ, x 10° evaluated at E = 1.165 GeV.

Blunden et al. [31] 3.7+£04
Rislow and Carlson [33] 4.0 £0.5

3.3.2 Evaluation of ReDﬁZ(E)

Fig. 3.10 displays the result for Re ny‘Z. The value at the Qweak energy is Re D,‘Y/Z(E =
1.165 GeV) = 0.0040 £ 0.0005. The uncertainties were added directly rather than in
quadrature. Fig. 3.9 splits up the contributions from the resonance, elastic, and Model I
regions. At the Qweak energy, roughly 90% of the box contribution comes from the scaling
region, 4% is from the modified Christy Bosted fit, 4% is from Model I, and only 1% from
the elastic. Fig. 3.10 displays the axial box as well as the sum of the axial and vector
boxes. The uncertainties are added directly.

Table 3.6 displays the numerical results for the axial contribution of [1,; calculated
by each group. There is much better agreement for the axial box because its evaluation is
less sensitive to resonance region structure function models.

To one loop order, @}, ~ 0.07. A 4% measurement of this value has an error budget

of about 0.0028. Our constituent quark model yields the total

Re 7 (E = 1.165 GeV)|yop = (9.5 4 1.3) x 1072, (3.66)
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We also add the axial and vector boxes to obtain the total box.
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At 0.0013, the direct sum of the uncertainties for our axial and vector boxes respects
the allotted error budget.

The total 7Z box value from Blunden et al. [31] is
ReO,z(E = 1.165 GeV)|iotal = (8.4755) x 1072 (3.67)

These two calculations are in agreement within uncertainties. Each calculation also
has error bounds below the error budget of the Qweak experiment.

The question remains which calculations the Qweak collaboration should use in their
analysis. The disagreement between the various calculations is largely due to the treatment
of the vZ structure functions in the resonance region. We believe the collaboration will
be equally well-served by either Re DfZ calculation. Re Df}z is not very sensitive to the
resonance region modifications since its integrals get much of their support from high Q2.
Fy Z in the scaling region can be constructed using fits to parton distribution data.

Which Re DXZ calculation to use is more open to debate. The vector integrals receive
much of their support from the resonance region and are thus sensitive to the modification
Fly — I 7. In Sec. 3.2.2 we showed that there is little difference between modifying the
Christy-Bosted resonance fits using our constituent quark model [28] or photoproduction
amplitudes from the Particle Data Group (as in [29]). Differences arise between [28] and
[29] because of the treatments of the resonance region background. We continue modifying
the Christy-Bosted background fit while Gorchtein et al. modify two GVD fits to low
Q?, high W? data and extrapolate them down to the resonance region. We believe our
modification is more satsifactory since it does not involve any extrapolations. We cannot
comment on the vector calculation of [27] since they provide few details of their model. It
is our understanding that they are currently working on improving their calculation.

Without constraints from experimental data, it is impossible to make a definitive
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statement on which vZ structure function model is the most valid. All of the various fits
give very similar results for the Qweak kinematics. A question remains of the models’
robustness at different kinematics. Do the vZ structure function models yield similar
predictions for different experimental conditions? This question will be addressed in the

next chapter.



CHAPTER 4

Experimental Determination of

A
F177273<$7 Q2>

It is hoped that one day the models for Fﬂig(x, QQ?) can be replaced in favor of fits
to experimental data (I also share this hope despite the fact such fits will nullify much of
my graduate research). The present data are insufficient to construct fits, but can be used
as a first test of the robustness of competing Ff 2%(3:, (Q?) models at kinematics different
than the Qweak experiment. In this chapter we present the model predictions for two
present experiments. In Sec. 4.1 we derive and calculate the asymmetry for the PVDIS
experiment at Jefferson Lab [4]. In Sec. 4.2 we calculate the asymmetry for the final days of
the Qweak experimental run. During the last days of Qweak the electron beam kinematics

were changed to test the competing Fﬂig(x, Q?) models.
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4.1 PVDIS Test of 123(:); Q?)

The PVDIS experiment at JLAB [4] measured the parity-violating asymmetry of
electron scattering off a deuteron target. The kinematics were chosen to probe 2C5, — Cyq.

At tree level these parameters are defined as

1 4
Ci =29%9y = —= + 3 sin? Oy

2
1 2.
Ciqg = nggfl/ =573 sin? Oy
1
OQu = 29‘6/92 = —5 + QSiHQ QW
1 .
Coq = 29%9% = s 2 sin® Oy (4.1)

The PVDIS proposal [4] stated that two kinematics would be examined: @* = 1.1 and
1.9 GeV? at x ~ 0.3. We were particularly interested in this experiment since a) the
asymmetry can also be expressed as a sum of F ig(x, Q?) and b) the kinematics would

allow a first test of the validity of the different F} iS(m, (Q?) models in the resonance region.

4.1.1 Derivation of PVDIS Asymmetry

The equation for the scattering asymmetry is

OR — 0L

Apvprs = (4.2)

oRp+oyp,

where once again opg) is the cross section for left (right) polarized electrons (for reasons
unknown, publications for PVDIS and Qweak tend to choose opposite sign conventions for

their asymmetries). Since o is proportional to the modulus squared of the amplitude, the
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dominant terms of the tree level asymmetry can be rewritten as

(MEMy + M M) rorjp = (MEM G + MM =10
Apvprs = M2 . (4.3)
vy

In Chap. 3, we proceeded to evaluate the tree level asymmetry by canceling a factor
of M,. For this application we are interested in the off-diagonal structure functions at
tree level and we will analyze the numerator and denominator as expressed in Eq. (4.3).

To evaluate the numerator we return to our vZ box analysis. Our study of the vZ box
began with the optical theorem. Removing the integral and factor of 1/2 from Eq. (3.3)

returns the numerator multiplied by a J-function,

2
V2

1
()

< 8(g, — <2A>gz>@2{[Ffz<x, Q)

(MLMZ + M M)k +p -k — ) = ( GF> Aoy

+ AR (x,Q%) — (2\)BFy (x, QZ)}. (4.4)

where A = 2%';—”’"“ — ;’i, B = ’%, and k; is the final momentum of the electron.
pq p-q P-q
Performing the substitutions z = Q?/(2p - q) and y = p- q/p - k the above expression

becomes

1
Q* (7 +1)
(gl — <2A>g;>{Q2Ffz<x, 0?)

2

(MM + M M) (27) 5% (ke +p— ke — ') = ( >

GF) 4oy

+ (x—; - x—; - M%) Fy%(z, Q%)
~en(i-J)entee).
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To account for the introduction of a d-function in the numerator of Eq. (4.3) we also
multiply the denominator by the same,
(4mar)?
Q*
x (kYK 4+ KVE* — Ky - kg™ — i(20) e P koK)

X 47{ <—gw, + qﬂy) F)(z,Q%) + %F;W(x, Q%)

|M7|2(27r)454(k: +p—k —p)=

e
: q°p’ 2
- VO'T—F’YY ’
o S F (0, Q)
4 2
= 87T( ma)
0*
x |Q*F) (z,Q%) + @ _& — M?x | F)7(z,Q%)].
1 ) :(:yQ Ty 2 ’
(4.6)
Substituting Eqs.(4.5) and (4.6) into Eq. (4.3) gives
A _GeMj  @Q*
PVDIS ona Q2 +M%9A
P Q) + (1= 5 ) @) + 4 (v )o@
X . (4.7)

w2 (2, Q%) + (1 —y- MQ—) F(2,Q%)

The above expression indicates that the PVDIS asymmetry can be used as a first
test of the validity of off-diagonal structure function models. Note that for the PVDIS

kinematics, the third term multiplying F3 Z is small.

To complete the derivation of primary interest to the experimentalists, the structure
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functions are rewritten in terms of parton distribution functions. For large x,

7 = F’YZ ZquV q+q),
F7 = F’W Ze q+7q),
F7 =Y " 2,9%(q—q). (4.8)
q
where ¢ () are quark (antiquark) parton distributions for the proton. For the neutron,

u, =dand d, = u

In the light quark limit, the off-diagonal structure functions for the deuteron are

1 2 . 1 o1, _
FYZ:%F;ZZggv(uﬂLU)—gg?/(dﬂLd)—ggv(SJFS)
2 1 1
+30v(d+d) = 2gv(ut @) — 2gi (s +5),
1 114 1 - 1
Y — — = |2 = - Z g
| L 2{9(u+u)+9(d+d)+9(s~l—s)
Fdard+ turay+ s +s)
9 9 9 ’
vz 2 u — 1 d 7
Fy” = 2| 2gi(u — ) — 2g4(d - d)|. (4.9)

Substituting for the off-diagonal structure functions and dropping the third prefactor

of F7, Eq. (4.7) becomes

y GpMZ  Q? 1

PVDIS —
2V2ma Q* + M Z(1+(1 —y)Q){S(u+u+d+d)+§(S+8)}
<gaf 0+ 0= (Gt 3ot b abd s d) - 2o — )
- - (2o gt ) . (410
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where the subscript “v” indicates the distribution of valence quarks.

Defining,
1—(1—y)?
Yl Gt )
1+ (1—y)?
_ 2(s+5)
T uda4d+d
Uy + d,,
Ry= "7 411
u+u+d+d ( )

and substituting C' » parameters into Eq. (4.10) yields

2/ 2ra Q% + M2
" 2C1, — C1a(14+ Rs) + Y (2Cs, — Cog) R,
5+ Rs

Apvprs =3

(4.12)

4.1.2 Asymmetry Predictions from different vZ Structure Func-

tion Models

In our paper [51] we calculated the PVDIS asymmetry based on the kinematics in the
experimental proposal [4]. Since our structure function models for the Qweak experiment
were for protons, we made predictions for both the PVDIS experiment and a hypothetical
proton scattering experiment with identical kinematics.

In fact, the PVDIS experiment took data at four kinematics [52]. The measurements
were published a year after our paper. We present both our paper’s results and new
predictions for the actual PVDIS measurements. Our paper’s results are still revelant
because they demonstrate how the structure function models evolve as a function of W.

As previously discussed, all models for the proton’s Fﬂ§3(x,Q2) in the resonance

region are rooted in the Christy-Bosted fit to electromagnetic data [39]. We chose to modify
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their fit using amplitudes constructed by the constituent quark model. Alternatively, these
amplitudes could be constructed using fits from MAID [34]. Gorchtein et al. [29] used
photoproduction data from the Particle Data Group [2].

Fig. 4.1 displays the proton asymmetry predictions of the various Ff 2273 (x,Q?) models.
Uncertainties were estimated for the constituent quark and MAID models following the
error discussion of Chap. 3. The pink band indicates the uncertainty due to the resonances
of the Christy-Bosted fit. The gray band indicates the uncertainty due to the background
modifications.

We do not estimate the uncertainty in the two models of Gorchtein et al. They aver-
aged their two models together and used them as extrema for their uncertainty estimate.

One thing to note in the MAID fit is that much of the disagreement with the con-
stituent quark model lies with the Roper fit. Fig. 4.2 shows the MAID fit for all resonances
except the Roper. The Roper modification in this case is due to the constituent quark
model. With this change the MAID and constituent quark model predictions are in better
agreement.

The reason for the Roper discrepancy is the modifications’ behavior as a function
of Q2. The MAID modification for the Roper resonance features a sign change in the
helicity amplitude at around Q2 = 2/3 GeV?2. As it happens, the constituent quark model
modification to the Roper resonance is Q% independent.

Bosted and Christy also have fits for electromagnetic deuteron data [53]. This fit
contains contributions from the same resonances as their proton fit. As with the proton,

we sought a corrective factor,

Ffz‘d = Z Cres X Fl’y’y‘d,res (413)

Tes
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FIG. 4.1: Normalized proton asymmetry for Q? = 1.1 GeV? and 1.9 GeV? as a function
of W. The top panel displays the predictions from several different off-diagonal structure
function models. The solid line indicates the prediction of a constituent quark modification
to the Christy-Bosted electromagnetic fits. The red, dashed and blue, dot-dashed curves are
models used by Gorchtein et al. The green, dotted curve is the modification of the Christy-
Bosted fits using MAID resonance helicity amplitudes. The middle and bottom panels are the
constituent quark model and MAID fits, respectively, with uncertainty limits. The gray band is
the uncertainty due to the nonresonance background while the pink band includes the resonance
contributions. The dashed vertical lines indicate the kinematic points for the 6 GeV PVDIS
(deuteron) experiment; each corresponds to z ~ 0.3.
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FIG. 4.2: Normalized proton asymmetry for Q2 = 1.1 GeV? and 1.9 GeV? as a function of
W. The solid line indicates the prediction of a constituent quark modification to the Christy-
Bosted electromagnetic fits. The red, dashed and blue, dot-dashed curves are models used by
Gorchtein et al. The green, dotted curve is the modification of the Christy-Bosted fits using
MAID resonance helicity amplitudes with the exception of the Roper resonance. For the Roper,
the constituent quark model was used. The dashed vertical lines indicate the kinematic points
for the 6 GeV PVDIS (deuteron) experiment; each corresponds to x = 0.3.

such that

Fl'yZ,p +F1'yZ,n

TR

S AALY £ 3, A
S AT S AT

Cres =

=2

(4.14)

W

where superscripts “p” and “n” indicate proton and neutron amplitudes, respectively.
Table 4.1 shows the amplitudes associated with ny — N transitions and the corrective
prefactor for each resonance.

The transition amplitudes can also be found using amplitudes from MAID or photo-

production fits from PDG. We already showed how an isospin rotation produces

1 : . Lo
(NITZY ) = (1 — 4sin®0y ()N 1 1p) — 5 (NG 1Tl (415)
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A parallel algebraic analysis of neutron amplitudes gives
NZ[J2Y |n) = S(1 — dsin®6y (0))(N?|T7 Loven 4.16
(NITZY ) = 5(1 = 4sin®6uy (0)) (N1 T3 lm) — (NG| 1p)- (4.16)

Cles can also be written as

S AR AL
S AT A

Cres = QI[;I’/LO -2 (417)

We also calculated Fy Z for the deuteron in [51]. The corrective ratios for the deuteron
resonances are listed in Table 4.2. Following the above analysis for the proton background,
the limits to the deuteron background are 0 and 18/5. We used these limits as uncertainty
bounds and their average as the actual background.

Fig. 4.3 shows the comparison of different modifications to the Bosted-Christy fit.
With the uncertainties, the different models cannot be resolved.

As for the proton fits, the MAID Roper modification is the main source of disagree-
ment with the constituent quark model. Fig. 4.4 shows the model comparisons when the
constituent quark model Roper is substituted in the MAID fit.

The actual PVDIS data can help us determine which Roper modification is more valid.
Table 4.3 presents the measured asymmetries at the four kinematic points compared to the
predictions of the constituent quark model, MAID, and Gorchtein et al. modifications. At
W = 1.263 GeV, MAID is the only modification that agrees with the measured asymmetry.
This agreement suggests the MAID Roper modification is better at low W. However, at
W = 1.591 MAID significantly underestimates the asymmetry whereas the other two

models agree with the measurement.
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TABLE 4.1: The seven Christy-Bosted resonances along with their electromagnetic helicity
amplitudes along and corresponding corrective ratios for the deuteron. The (pZ — N;j) helicity
amplitudes are calculated by substituting e, — g2 = T3 — 2e,5in%0y,(0). The (ny — N;) and
(nZ — N}}) helicity amplitudes are calculated by exchanging e,, <+ eq and g;, <> gJj, respectively,
in the proton analysis.

resonance neutron electroproduction amplitudes C2

Ps53(1232)  Aj )y o (€4 — €u)

(x/_ Avg(ea — eu)

LO
14+ QW

S11(1535) Aljp = o (20)(1/320) | L0

—Bio (2 6d+ 3€u)) (1+2/1 )2 +(1/312f1)°
AY/Q v <A10( N eU) 2(1—f1)(1/3—f1)+6 /7 LO
—J1 —J1 s
D1a(1520) +\/_310( ca+ 3eu)) = H/3- 7672 T Qw
Ag/2 \/QA (ed eu)

Aljy = fA2o (2e4 + eu) -

F15(1680) 2By (Bes— L) 43(1_f2)2+6f22+4/3 i Q%/Lo
A3y = F=An (260 + €u)

aao) A= Foe(rm) o

Pii(1440) A7), = Boo (dea — be.) 19/13 + QLI

F37(1950)  Aj )y o< (€q — €u) 14+ QnLo
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TABLE 4.2: The seven Christy-Bosted resonances along with their axial helicity amplitudes
and corrective coefficients for the deuteron. The neutron amplitude is calculated by exchanging
g% <+ g% in the proton amplitude.

resonance neutron axial current amplitudes C¢

Pys(1232) A o (g8 — g%) 274"
ZA 1 5.d o 1 u) 4mgv (1+2f1)+(1/342f1) 16mgv
S11(1535) A1/2 = —76310 (§gA + ggA) ng (1+2f1;2+(1/3+2f1)2 3q§q
AT = 2B (B4 + 100 et tomy
D15(1520) Alz/fq Ve (33 + 59 AP+ - D67 32
3/2 =
AT = \/2Ba (305 — 394) 5 (-jras 20mew
F15(1680) AIZ/,Z 4 5 (3 3 ) 0z (1_f2)2-21-2f22+4/9 3ng
3/2 =
- 2 d w\ 4mgqv (14+2f1)+(1/342f1) 16mqv
S11(1650) A'{/Q = —1/5-B1o (QA + 29A) qg (1+2f1;2+(1/3+2f1)2 3q§q
Z,A w\ dmgv 100mqv
P11(1440) A7}y = Boo (594 — 394) 2 1362

Fyr(1950)  AT5 oc (g4 — g4) "~ i

q?
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FIG. 4.3: Deuteron asymmetry for Q2 = 1.1 GeV? and 1.9 GeV? as a function of Weg, where
W2, = M? + 2Mv — Q*. The top panel displays the predictions from several different off-

diagonal structure function models.

The solid line indicates the prediction of a constituent

quark modification to the Christy-Bosted electromagnetic fits. The red, dashed and blue, dot-
dashed curves are models used by Gorchtein et al. The green, dotted curve is the modification
of the Christy-Bosted fits using MAID resonance helicity amplitudes. The middle and bottom
panels are the constituent quark model and MAID fits, respectively, with uncertainty limits.
The gray band is the uncertainty due to the nonresonance background while the pink band
includes the resonance contributions. The dashed vertical lines again indicate the kinematic
points for the 6 GeV PVDIS experiment; each corresponds to z = 0.3.

105



12

5 11

13

107

oo

g; 0.8 E

So7 ! Black=CQM

2 06 : Red=GHRM :

< o5t E=6CGe&V  Green=MAID w/CQM Roper -
04 Q?=11GeV? : :
12 14 16 18 20 22 24

Weff (GEV)

106

Black=CQM
Red=GHRM

E=6Ge&V  Green=MAID w/CQM Roper -
04 Q% =1.9GeVv? : :
" 12 14 16 18 20 22 24

Wesr (GeV)

FIG. 4.4: Normalized proton asymmetry for Q% = 1.1 GeV? and 1.9 GeV? as a function of
W. The solid line indicates the prediction of a constituent quark modification to the Christy-
Bosted electromagnetic fits. The red, dashed and blue, dot-dashed curves are models used by
Gorchtein et al. The green, dotted curve is the modification of the Christy-Bosted fits using
MAID resonance helicity amplitudes with the exception of the Roper resonance. For the Roper,
the constituent quark model was used. The dashed vertical lines indicate the kinematic points
for the 6 GeV PVDIS (deuteron) experiment; each corresponds to x ~ 0.3.

TABLE 4.3: The measured and predicted PVDIS asymmetry.

PVDIS kinematics 1 II II1 v

E (GeV) 4.867 4.867 4.867 6.067

Q? (GeVZ) 0.950 0.831 0.757 1.472

Werr (GeV) 1.263 1.591 1.857 1.981

Apvprs (ppm)

Measured —68.97 —74.12 —61.80 —119.56
4+9.09 4743 4550 +18.42

CQM 874 —67.1 —-64.9 —128.1
+8.9 +7.0 +6.8 +13.3

MAID —75.2 =569 —63.2 —125.5
+7.7 +6.1 +6.5 +13.0

GHRM —87.3 —67.6 —-64.6 —127.6
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4.2 Qweak Test of 123( Q%)

Our comparison of F17223 model predictions for the PVDIS experiment [51] helped
motivate a look at different kinematics at the end of the Qweak run. During the final days
of data taking, the kinematics were changed from Q? = 0.028 to Q? = 0.09 GeV? and
E = 1.165 to F = 3.35 GeV in an attempt to constrain the different structure function
models.

Fig. 4.5 displays the predictions of the different models. At these kinematics it will be
difficult to resolve the different models. The region with the largest model discrepancies

is unfortunately not probed.
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FIG. 4.5: Proton asymmetry for the final days of the Qweak run as a function of W. The kine-
matics were changed from Q2% = 0.028 to Q% = 0.09 GeV? and E = 1.165 to E = 3.35 GeV. The
top panel displays the predictions from several different off-diagonal structure function models.
The solid line indicates the prediction of a constituent quark modification to the Christy-Bosted
electromagnetic fits. The red, dashed and blue, dot-dashed curves are models used by Gorchtein
et al. The green, dotted curve is the modification of the Christy-Bosted fits using MAID res-
onance helicity amplitudes. The middle and bottom panels are the constituent quark model
and MAID fits, respectively, with uncertainty limits. The gray band is the uncertainty due to
the nonresonance background while the pink band includes the resonance contributions. The
dashed vertical line indicates the experimental value of W which is approximately 2.3 GeV.
Notice that this kinematic choice unfortunately does not probe the region where the models
differ the most.

108



CHAPTER 5

Proton Charge Radius Puzzle

As discussed in the Introduction, the charge radius is defined as the derivative of the

electronic Sachs form factor with respect to the momentum exchange:

dGp(Q?)

R: = (r}y = —6 .
2 — (r2) 0o

p

(5.1)

The charge radius can be extracted from experiments where the Sachs form factor is
measured over a range of small % values and the resulting fit extrapolated down to
Q? =0.

One experimental technique for probing the charge radius is electron scattering off
a proton target. The differential cross section at tree level is given by the Rosenbluth

formula,

do _(do\| — GL(Q*) +7G3(Q%) 5.2
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The parameters of the Rosenbluth formula are
e=[1+2(1+7)tan®(0/2)] " ; 7 = Q*/(4M?), (5.3)

where 0 is the scattering angle of the electron.

The most recent scattering experiment was conducted at Mainz [54]. They recorded
1400 cross sections of scattering events ranging from Q2 = 0.004 — 1 GeV2. and obtained
a charge radius of 0.879(8) fm.

A more precise measurement can be made by measuring the Lamb shift in hydrogen.
The Lamb shift is caused by quantum field corrections to the 2S and 2P energy levels.
CODATA [5] combined the published Lamb Shift and ep scattering measurements and
quote a proton charge radius of Rg = 0.8775(51) fm.

It has long been a dream to use muonic hydrogen to measure the charge radius of the
proton. Since the Bohr radius is inversely proportional to lepton mass, the muon orbitals
are roughly 200 times closer to the proton and are more sensitive to proton size effects.

Pohl et al. [6] measured the Lamb Shift between the energy levels 25{;1 - QP;;;Z
of muonic hydrogen. Their measured Lamb Shift was compared to the Standard Model

prediction
AE = 209.9779(49) — 5.2262R%, + 0.0347R%, meV. (5.4)

In the above expression, Rg is in fermi. Vacuum polarization (also referred to as the
Uehling potential) is the largest contributor to the Lamb shift because the Compton wave-
length for electrons is at same scale as the Bohr radius for muons. The one loop vacuum
polarization contributes 205 meV and was calculated, along with many other corrections,

by Pachucki [55, 56]. Other important calculations for the Standard Model prediction were



111

performed by Martynenko [57, 58] and Borie [59].

Pohl and collaborators first reported charge radius measurement was Rp = 0.84184(67)
fm. The most recently reported charge radius from their collaboration is Rg = 0.84087(39)
fm [7]. Both values are 7o smaller than the CODATA value. The discrepancy could be due
to missing Standard Model corrections. It could also be due to the presence of New Physics
that is wrongly attributed to Standard Model corrections. To bring the charge radius de-
termined by muonic hydrogen into agreement with the radius obtained from electronic
hydrogen measurements, New Physics must lower the Lamb shift by 310 pueV. Compared

to the measured muonic Lamb Shift of 206.2949(32) meV, this discrepancy is about 1500

5.1 New Physics Solutions to the Proton Charge Ra-
dius Puzzle

There have been several proposals to explain the discrepancy. The muon also has
another well-known discrepancy between the measured and theoretical (¢ — 2),. The

experimental results [60, 61] and latest theory [62] calculation are expressed as Fy(0) =

= (9 = 2)u/2,

a,(data) = (116 592 089 & 63) x 10~ [0.5 ppm],
a,(thy.) = (116 591 840 4 59) x 10~'"  [0.5 ppml],

da, = (249 £87) x 107" [2.1 ppm % 0.7 ppm]. (5.5)

It is desirable to introduce new models that account for both discrepancies. However, the

scale of the (¢ — 2), discrepancy is roughly one thousand times smaller than that of the
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proton charge radius. It is a challenge to explain both discrepancies simultaneously.

Several groups have looked into the proton charge radius problem. Jaeckel and
Roy [63] considered the possibility that a dark photon could be responsible. This new
U(1) gauge boson kinetically mixes with hypercharge. They pointed out that dark pho-
tons which couple equally to both electrons and muons could not explain the discrepancy.
In this model the electron shift would actually be greater for ordinary hydrogen.

Tucker-Smith and Yavin [64] considered two models that introduced a scalar or vector
particle that preferentially couples to muons. They first used the (¢ — 2), discrepancy to
find the couplings as a function of particle mass. They then plotted the resulting energy
shift as a function of mass. Their model found that masses of order 1 MeV “explain” both
discrepancies. The details of their analysis overlap with our own and can be deduced from
the discussion of our model.

Batell et al. [65] modified the dark photon model by including an additional coupling
to right-handed muons. Their model also required a new particle with scalar coupling to
match the muon anamolous magnetic moment discrepancy.

Barger et al. wrote a couple of papers [66, 67] pointing out further constraints model-
makers need to consider. The first paper covered meson decay constraints placed by 7T,
J/1, m, and n decays. The second focused on the Batell et al. model and pointed out
that kaon decays would put severe limitations on the model for dark photons that decay
invisibly. The Batell et al. model’s dark photon mixes with ordinary electrodynamics and
is unaffected by the kaon decay constraint.

It has recently been proposed that the proton charge radius puzzle could be due to

extra dimensions [68].
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5.2 Our Model

5.2.1 Coupling Constraints placed by the Proton Charge Radius

Puzzle.

We considered two models to account for the charge radius puzzle, (¢ — 2),, and the
kaon constraint [69]. Like Tucker-Smith and Yavin, our two models contain a scalar and
vector particle, respectively. These couplings are chosen to account for the energy shift
needed to solve the proton charge radius problem. In addition, the scalar particle also has
a pseudoscalar partner particle with its coupling fine-tuned to account for the (g — 2),
discrepancy. Likewise, the vector particle has an axial vector particle with fine-tuned
coupling. The kaon decay constraint is applied to each model and provides mass bounds
for the particles.

The Lagrangian for scalar and pseudoscalar particles coupled to a proton and muon

is given by

Lg=— Cg@/_m% - Z.C]ggmﬁpf%w,u

50Uy — 10O Y5, (5.6)

where ¢ is a scalar, ¢ is a pseudoscalar field, and ¢ are fermion fields identified by their
subscripts.

Muonic hydrogen is a bound system and therefore can be treated nonrelativistically.
At low momentum, 1)7°1) — 0. Thus, interactions between the muon and proton occur
almost solely through the exchange of a scalar particle. The energy shift needed to solve
the proton charge radius problem can be used to constrain the strength of the scalar

coupling.
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The energy shift is found using the Born approximation. The amplitude for scalar
particle exchange is
1
iM = —CLCE———U,u,l,u, (5.7)

2 _ 2
q my

where my is the mass of the scalar particle. The Born approximation allows us to identify

the potential energy in momentum space as

. _COHCP
AV(]) = =5 (5.8)
7+ m3
Performing a Fourier transformation yields the Yukawa-type potential
CLC%
AV(r) = ——5=E5¢ Mo, 5.9
() = -=5 (59)
The energy shift between the 2S and 2P radial wave functions is given by
AEys op = / r2drAV (r)(R3, — R3,). (5.10)
The radial wave functions are
1 r
Ron = 9_ — —r/2a
o= @20
1
Ray L or/2 (5.11)

" 2072 V3a"

where a = 1/(m,«) is the Bohr radius and m,. is the reduced mass of muonic hydrogen.

The result of of the integral is

C5Cs 1 (amy)*

AEs5_op = — -
dm 2a*m3 (1 + amg)

(5.12)
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Eq. (5.12) highlights the key point made by Jaeckel and Roy. Electrons have a larger
Bohr radius than muons, so models with new particles that couple equally to both electrons
and muons cannot explain the proton charge radius puzzle. In a dark photon model
electron orbitals would be shifted much more than muon orbitals. New Physics proposals
that address the proton charge radius problem must contain additional muon couplings.
In other words, lepton universality must be tossed out.

Setting AE = —310 peV to account for the energy shift needed for the muonic
hydrogen measurement to comply with electronic measurements of the proton charge radius
and making the stipulation C% = C% = Cg allows us to determine the coupling strength
as a function of particle mass. This function is plotted in Fig. 5.1.

The Lagrangian for our model of new polar and axial vector particles is

Ly =— CLd" b, — Cho a5,

— CY & bty — CRE Uy ¥5Up (5.13)

where ¢” is a polar vector and ¢" is an axial vector field.
Finding the strength of the vector coupling follows similar steps involved with the
scalar coupling. The axial vector particle does not contribute to muon-proton interactions

in the nonrelativistic limit. The amplitude for the interaction in this model is given by
. -1 _ _
iM = —Cp Oy ———5 Uy U, Ty Y, U (5.14)
q- —my

The only difference in the potential energies of the two models is a sign. Fig. 5.2
shows the vector couplings strength, Cl; = —C%, = Cy needed to account for the 310 ueV

shift as a function of particle mass.
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FIG. 5.1: The scalar and pseudoscalar couplings needed to satisfy the experimental constraints.
The scalar coupling (solid line) is required to give an extra 310 peV to the muonic hydrogen
2S-2P Lamb shift. The dashed line is the pseudoscalar coupling needed to satisfy the constraint
placed by the muon anomalous moment. We assume the two particle masses are identical.
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FIG. 5.2: The polar and axial vector couplings needed to satisfy the experimental constraints.
The vector coupling (solid line) is required to give an extra 310 peV to the muonic hydrogen
2S-2P Lamb shift. The dashed line is the axial coupling needed to satisfy the constraint placed
by the muon anomalous moment. We assume the two particle masses are identical.
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5.2.2 Coupling Constraints placed by the Muon’s Anomalous
Magnetic Moment.

Since our model contains couplings to muons, it will contribute to da,. As we will
show, the scalar (vector) and pseudoscalar (axial vector) couplings enter the expression for
the anomalous magnetic moment with opposite signs. This fortuitous situation allows us
to fine tune the coupling strength of the pseudoscalar (axial vector) couplings to account
for da,,.

To simplify our model we choose identical masses for the scalar (vector) and pseu-
doscalar (axial vector) particles.

The new particles contribute to the anomalous magnetic moment at one loop order
as shown in Fig. 5.3. This amplitude can be expressed in terms of form factors,

10,
2M

BT(pn) = o) (@) + TR gy (519

We do not need to evaluate the entire amplitude to extract F5(0). From Egs. (5.15)
we see that terms proportional to v* contribute to I} and can be dropped. In fact, we only

need to keep terms proportional to (p; + p2)*. An examination of the Gordon identity,

atpyaten) = at) (P e Yt (5,10

reveals that (p; + p2)* can be substituted in favor of —%q” (the v* term is associated

with F} and can be dropped). Thus, terms proportional to (p; + p2)* are identified as Fs.
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A loop involving our scalar and pseudoscalar particles has an amplitude

ddk 1 { 27 mu
ﬂ(pg)dfl‘u(pl) = E(pg) / WW<_ZCS + Cpfy5) (;Z — ]ﬁ:__ mg
X égfl__ l{:}i;_mnl;% (—iCs + Cpy°)u(pr). (5.17)

Using FFF and redefining our momentum variable as | = k — xp; — ypo, the amplitude

becomes

u(pa)oT u(py) = u(ps) /dxdydz%(:l: +y+z— 1)/ (jﬂly G _iA)g

x (—iCs + Cpy®)i(ha— K+ m )y i— ¥ +m,)(—iCs + Cpy°)u(p1), (5.18)

2
L

where A = —zyg® + zm? + (1 — 2)°m
Because of the symmetry of the integrals in Eq. (5.18), we can substitute z,y —
1/2(z +y). Keeping only terms proportional to p{ and p}, the remaining term is

1
(p2) T u(py) sy = (p2) / dedyd=26(z +y + = — 1) / SR AT

x (—imy,)(pr + p2)* [CE(1 — 2%) — C3(1 — 2)*]u(py), (5.19)

Performing the substitution (p; + p2)* = —’;’ +7q” we find

my [t 31— 214 2) - CR1—2)
812 Jy zmd + (1 — z)?m2

£5(0)|s,p = (5.20)

Fig. 5.1 plots the strength of C'p needed to produce the anomalous magnetic moment
discrepancy as a function of particle mass.

In ¢ = 1 gauge a loop involving our polar and axial vector particles has two amplitudes.
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The first is
Ak » , i(o— K +my)
- i _ - A 72 _ 5 K
u(p2) 0T u(py) u(pg)/ 2r2 i = mé’y (—iCy —iCavy )(p2 k)2 — mi
oy L~ %erug W(=iCy —iCay’)u(pr). (5.21)

(pl - k)2 —m,
Redefining our momentum variable as [ = k — xp; — yps, the amplitude becomes

(p2)ST u(pr) = (ps) / drdyd=20(z +y + 2 — 1) / ( ;TZ) - _1A)3 iy

X (=iCy —iCay”)i(pa— K+ mu)y"i(r— ¥ + m,)(—iCy — iCyy”)u(py),
(5.22)

where A = —xyg® + 2mj + (1 — 2)*m,.
Exploiting the same x,y symmetry as in the scalar case and keeping only terms
proportional to pi and pf, the remaining term is

d?l 1
w(p2) 0T u(pr)|py po = u(p2) /dxdydz%(x +y+z— 1)/ @) (Z— A

x (=2imy,)(p + p2)" [CF (2 — 2°) — C5(32 + 2°)]u(py), (5.23)

Performing the substitution (p; + po)* = —igﬁq” we find the contribution of the first

diagram to F»(0) to be

m2 (1 C2z(1—2)2 —C32(3+ 2)(1 — 2)
F S 14 A . 24
2(O>’15t term 471'2 /(; dz Zmé + (1 _ Z)Qmi (5 )



Next, we calculate the loop due to the Goldstone boson:

ddk 1 277@‘u 1(Po— +m#

@(p2)oT"ulpr) = ulp2) / (2m)% k2 — mi me (p2 — k)? —m?
ip— K+my) (ZmM)

(p1 — k)% — m2t my

x " Y u(pr).

The Goldstone boson’s contribution to F5(0) is

ms ot o2ml o C%(1—2)?
F0)los =~ [ @i A=)
0

35 szb +(1— z)2mi'
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(5.25)

(5.26)

The total contribution of new vector and axial vector particles to the muon’s anoma-

lous magnetic moment is

mi ' 1 2 2
(0 - d Cyz(1 —
O)lva Am? /0 szi +(1- z)zm/%{ v =)

_ 3+ )1 -2+ %(1 ).

(5.27)

Fig. 5.2 plots the strength of C'4 needed to produce the anomalous magnetic moment

discrepancy as a function of particle mass.

FIG. 5.3: One-loop magnetic moment correction
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5.2.3 Mass Constraints placed by Kaon Decay.

Barger et al. [67] brought attention to another model constraint due to kaon decay.
Pang et al. [70] performed a search for K™ — p*viv. They generalized their experimental
limit to apply it to any decay K — pvX, where X is a neutral particle (see Fig. 5.4,
where the invisible particle X is our new particle ¢). We can use this limit to place mass

constraints on our new particles. The Pang et al. limit is

D(T,)dE, <2 x 1079, (5.28)

1 / dI'K — uvX)
'K — pv) dE,
where E, is the energy of the muon and D(T},) is their detector efficiency as a function of the
muon’s kinetic energy. Their detector had variable sensitivity to muons with kinetic energy
between 60-100 MeV. We had to deduce an analytic expression for D(7),) by examining

their plot for their efficiency. The expression we used was

1

D(T,) = ﬁ(Tu — 60)(100 — T},)"°O(T,, — 60)(1 — O(T,, — 100)). (5.29)

The denominator contains the simple K — uv decay rate

G%f?(‘/fs 2/( 2 2)2
The kaon decay constant, f, is defined from
(O] a7 (1 = 18)s |[K) = V2fxchy (5.31)

Note that many groups define the decay constant without the factor of /2. The convention

used must be checked when comparing to the results of other calculations.



Three body decay is given by the well known expression

1
DK — pvg) = m/dEﬂdEl, E IM|?,
spins

with integration limits
mi +mi —mj

Y

m, < I, <
f=""r= 2mK

and

{ max } m3 —i—mi — mi —2mgkE,
=

2<mK—EMIF«/E3—mz>‘

min
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(5.32)

(5.33)

(5.34)

The matrix element for the decay into a muon, neutrino, and particle with both scalar

and pseudoscalar couplings is

GFfKVus_

Mg p = —mu(l)

x [(Cs —iCp)Q* 4+ m,(Cs +iCp) K] (1 — v5)v(q),

where Q? = (k — q)? = m3% — 2myFE,,.

The matrix element squared and summed is

4G2 f2 V2
M 2: FJKVYus { 02+02
Spgs‘ S,Pl (Q2_mi>2 ( S P)

X [2mKE“Q2(Q2 - mi)
— (@ = mEmE)(Q + m2 —m?)]

£ 2AC2 - Oy m2QP (e — Q?)} .

Plugging Eq. (5.36) into Eq. (5.28) places mass constraints on the new scalar-pseudoscalar

(5.35)

(5.36)
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particle. Fig. 5.5 shows the range of masses allowed by the kaon decay measurement.
Masses between 100-200 MeV are not allowed.

We began our kaon decay analysis by assuming the presence of one new particle with
both scalar and pseudoscalar couplings. However, the squared amplitude of Eq. (5.36)
does not contain any coupling cross terms and we are also free to interpret this result as

describing a new scalar particle and pseudoscalar particle with equal mass.

u(l)

Q.
K(k) — — - - S )

v(g)

FIG. 5.4: Kaon decay into a muon, neutrino, and new particle, ¢. @ is the intermediate
momentum of the muon.

_‘
S
wn

I'(K— pv¢ with Exp'l Cuts)/T'(K— uv)

100 150 200 250

FIG. 5.5: Mass limits on scalar and pseudoscalar particles due to constraints placed by
K — pvX searches. The solid curve is the full result, accounting for the experimental efficiency,
obtained through satisfying the Lamb shift and magnetic moment criteria. The contributions
of the scalar (dashed curve) and pseudoscalar (dash-dotted curve) couplings are indicated sep-
arately. The experimental limit is the horizontal line, and the shaded region is allowed.
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The matrix element for the decay into a muon, neutrino, and a particle with both

polar and axial vector couplings is

GFfKVus
QQ m2 2 _ 2

X [(Cv = Ca)Q* +myu(Cv + Ca) ] (1 —5)v(q) (5.37)

My.a = u(l)y”

where €, is the polarization vector of the new particle. The square of this amplitude is

(@ =2 —m2))

Z My al? = fK {(Cv — Cy)*Q* [mkE (1 —

s (Q2 M) m}
- 5@ M) (L i)
-y ot )]
+(Cy + Ol [ @ (i — Ey) + md o — m?)
b oL (@ = ) % (QH(miE, - 3@°) — o )]
= 3(CF — COmLQ*(mj, QQ)}- (5.38)

Plugging Eq. (5.38) into Eq. (5.28) places mass constraints on the new polar-axial
vector particle. Fig. 5.6 shows the range of masses allowed by the kaon decay measurement.
Masses below about 160 MeV are not allowed.

To consider a model where we have new polar and axial particles of equal mass, all we
must do is eliminate the coupling cross terms in the amplitude squared. The blue, dashed
curve describes the predicted decay ratio for such a model. Masses below about 220 MeV
are not allowed.

New particles with fine-tuned scalar and pseudoscalar (vector and axial vector) cou-

plings can “explain” the proton charge radius puzzle while satisfying constraints placed
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by (g —2), and kaon decays. In the next chapter we will discuss the possibility of further
kaon decay constraints from an upcoming experiment at the Japanese Proton Accelerator

Research Complex.

._.
<
~

I'(K— uv¢ with Exp'l Cuts)/T'(K— uv)
S
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FIG. 5.6: Mass limits on polar and axial vector particles due to constraints placed by K — uvX
searches. The solid curve is the result for a single particle with both polar and axial vector
couplings, accounting for the experimental efficiency, obtained through satisfying the Lamb
shift and magnetic moment criteria. The dashed curve is the result for separate polar and axial
vector particles with equal masses. The experimental limit is the horizontal line, and the shaded
region is allowed.



CHAPTER 6

Concluding Remarks

As demonstrated in Chap. 4, present experiments are insufficient to produce accurate
fits for Fy/ 2Z 4(z,@?%). The Qweak collaboration must use 7Z box calculations dependent on
models for FfQZ(m, Q?) [27, 28, 29, 30] and F37(x,Q?) [31, 33]. I am of course biased that
our model is the best, but the close agreement of the models suggests the collaboration
will be equally well-served using any model or an average of models. In Sec. 6.1 we discuss
whether these models and their uncertainties are acceptable for the next generation of low
energy, weak charge measurements.

The present New Physics models for the proton charge radius problem [64, 65, 69]
are speculative and must be confronted by more experimental constraints. It is also still
unclear if the proton charge radius puzzle is the result of overlooked Standard Model
processes. Sec. 6.2 provides details of future measurements of the proton charge radius

and upcoming experimental constraints for New Physics models.

126
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6.1 Future Measurements of the Proton’s Weak Charge.

The Mainz P2 experiment plans on performing a 2% measurement of the weak charge
by scattering polarized electrons of E ~ 200 MeV [71]. This error budget is half that
of the Qweak experiment. At this energy, our vector model gives 0.00125 + 0.00018 [28].

Adding in our axial model calculation, the total box value is

Re,z(E = 200 MeV)|iota = (5.8 £0.7) x 107, (6.1)
Based on Fig. 2 of [31], their prediction for the P2 experiment is about

Red,z(E = 200 MeV)|iota = (5.4 £ 0.5) x 1072, (6.2)

A 2% measurement of the proton’s weak charge at one loop order has an error budget of
about 0.0014. Both fits are within the uncertainty allocations, but it is desirable to reduce
them.

It is unlikely that the resonance coefficients uncertainties for our constituent quark
model can be greatly reduced. The greatest reduction is probably in the resonance back-
ground. Our current background is found by averaging the valence quark and sea quark
limits, and these limits are used as the uncertainty bounds.

Ideally, we would like to do away with models for vZ structure functions and instead
rely on fits to data. The PVDIS experiment [52] represents a first attempt to constrain
the deuteron version of these structure functions. However, this experiment was only
conducted at four kinematic points. To construct fits, a wide range of Q? will have to be
measured. A new PVDIS experiment will be run after JLAB’s 12 GeV upgrade [4]. The
plan is to measure electrons scattering off a deuteron target for several kinematics ranging

from z from 0.3 to 0.7 and Q? from 5 to 10 GeV2. This data could be used to constrain
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F ig(x, Q%) models at moderate Q%. Unfortunately, the new PVDIS experiment will not

probe the resonance region.

6.2 Future Tests of Proton Charge Radius Puzzle.

6.2.1 pup Scattering Determination of the Proton Charge Radius

at PSI.

There are two independent techniques to extract the proton’s charge radius using lep-
tons. One can either measure lepton scattering or the Lamb shift of the lepton’s atomic
orbitals. Both techniques have been utilized for electrons and the most recent extrac-
tions [54, 5] have found proton charge radius values that agree within uncertainties. For
muons, only the Lamb Shift has been measured and the extracted proton charge radius is
7o smaller than the electronic measurements [6, 7]. It is of obvious interest to see if the
puzzle persists in measurements using muon scattering.

The MUon proton Scattering Experiment (MUSE) [72] at the Paul Sherrer Institut
seeks to measure the proton’s charge radius using muon elastic scattering. MUSE was
approved in January 2013 and has a goal of system tests in late 2015. Once operational,
MUSE will perform simultaneous measurements of ep and up elastic scattering. The
system will be able to scatter both + and — charged leptons. It is important to measure
the cross sections of both charged leptons to separate 2-photon effects from Gg. A large

range of kinematics will be measured using beam momenta of 115 MeV, 153 MeV, and

210 MeV.
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6.2.2 Testing Charge Radius Puzzle Models at JPARC.

There are currently three models for the proton charge radius puzzle that involve
the introduction of new, lepton universality-violating particles [64, 65, 69]. A new kaon
decay experiment, E36, at the Japan Proton Accelerator Research Complex (JPARC) may
be used to eliminate or constrain these models [73]. The main goal of the experiment is
to measure the ratio (K™ — u™ + v,)/T(KT — e + v,). They expect to see 10'°
K* — p* 4+ v, events [74]. The branching ratio for this decay channel is 0.6355 [2].

Of particular interest for new particle searches is the decay channel Kt — put +
v, + et 4+ e . Fig. 6.1 shows the lowest order diagrams for Standard Model QED. The
full branching ratio for this decay channel is calculated to be 2.49 x 1075 [75]. For their
expected 50% acceptance of ete™ coincidences, the total number of such decays E36 can

expect is

NEK" = p +y,+em+e)
KT s+ tet +e)

= N(KT — u*
2 F(K+_>,UJ++VN) ( M +VM)

~ 2 x 10° (6.3)

If no new particles are present, there will be about 1000 such events per bin (bin size
of 1 MeV) in the vicinity of me. = 30 MeV. Here, m,. is the energy of the e*e™ pair. The

amplitude for the QED prediction is

iM= —%(—z-e>2vusa<p1>w<p2>;7§(x/ifkmum — H7,) (6.4)



() He0
e+(p2) K+(K)
K+(E)_ o y(q,)
e-(p1) y(@) e+(p2)
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v(q) e—~(p1)
(1)
, e+(p2)
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e—(p1)
v(a)

FIG. 6.1: QED background for K+ — u* +v,.

where

(2k — q')* 2P+ o ~P
2k g +q%  21-¢ + g2 v(d)

zfzmma+f( -

H = =iy = Arlg - (k= )9 = (k= d)'d") = Aa(a®9” = "),

and
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(6.5)

(6.6)

Values for V;, A;, Ay, and f; can be found in Poblaguev et al. [76]. Vi, Ay, Ay are
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given by

—ﬂmk(A1,A27W> = (FA7R7 Fv)a (6-7)

where F)y = 0.031, R = 0.235, and Fy, = 0.124. It is important to note that our normal-
ization of fy is different from Poblaguev et al. Their value of f = 160 MeV corresponds
to V2 fx in our normalization.

A sign of a new particle would be the observation of more events than the QED pre-
diction at some value of m... One extension to the Standard Model that will produce more
events is the dark photon. As the name suggests, the dark photon shares many properties
with the photon of QED. To account for the amplitude of dark photon interactions, the

photon’s propagator and coupling in Eq. (6.4) are modified:

—1 —1

_ 6.8

q? @ —m%, +imyl’ (68)
—ieyt — —ieey”. (6.9)

In the above expressions m 4 is the mass of the dark photon, I' is its decay rate into
et +e7, and ee is its coupling. If a dark photon exists, a bump in the data will be centered
around the propagator’s pole and will determine the dark photon’s mass. The size of the
deviation will indicate the value of €. Of course, a lack of deviation from the Standard
Model will place constraints on m 4. and ee.

There are already many experimental constraints on dark photon parameters (see
Beranek and Vanderhaeghen [77] for a constraints plot in the low energy region relevant
to the JPARC experiment). As an example of JPARC’s experimental resolution, we cal-
culated the signal of a dark photon with the currently allowed parameters m 4 = 30 MeV

and € = 1072, The result is shown in Fig. 6.2. The dotted red curve is the expected signal
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from QED while the black curve is the signal due to QED and an additional dark photon.
The simulated data points possess error bars accounting for the statistical uncertainty of
1000 events per bin. Given the relative size of the bump and error bars, it will be very

hard for JPARC to detect the presence of dark photons.
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mee(MeV)

FIG. 6.2: QED prediction for K+ — pu* + v, + e + e~ (red, dashed curve) and the prediction
with an additional dark photon (black curve). Data points are simulated and possess error bars
accounting for the statistical uncertainty.

JPARC could be quite sensitive to the lepton universality-violating particles present in
proton charge radius puzzle models. The model of Batell et al. [65] contains dark photon-
esque particles that possess an additional coupling to right-handed muons. To account for
this particle’s effect on the amplitude K™ — pu* + v, + e* + e, the photon’s propagator

and coupling are modified to

—1 —1

(N , 6.10

q? @ —m?, +imaT ( )
—ieyH — —ikey* — igg’y“(l +9°), (6.11)

where m 4 is the mass of the new particle, I" is its decay rate into et + e~, and ke is its
coupling to all particles, and gg/2 is its additional coupling to right-handed muons. Batell

et al. give several values of m 4/, k, and gr that they claim satisfy all present constraints.
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Fig. 6.3 displays the predictions of their parameter values. This signal is several orders of
magnitude greater than the one due to “standard” dark photons. A dark photon with the
Batell et al. parameters should be detectable.

The particles in our model for the proton charge radius puzzle do not couple to
electrons and would not contribute to this decay channel. In future work we may introduce

a small electronic coupling to our model and calculate its contribution to T'(K* — pt +

Jr —
vy t+et+e).
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FIG. 6.3: QED prediction for K+ — u* + v, + et + e~ (red, dashed curve) and the prediction
with the additional lepton-universality violating particle of Batell et al. (black curve). Data
points are simulated and possess error bars accounting for the statistical uncertainty.
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