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An extended superscaling analysis of quasielastic electron-scattering data is proposed by parametrizing
the scaling function as the sum of a symmetric function corresponding to the emission of a single particle
plus a contribution from the phase space of two-particle emission. The phase space of two-particle emission
(2p2h) is multiplied by a g-dependent parameter that has been fitted to describe the tail behavior of the
scaling function. This approach allows for an alternative description of the quasielastic electron scattering
data, incorporating the contributions from both single-particle and two-particle emission processes induced
by the one-body current and explaining the asymmetry of the scaling function. In a factorized schematic
model based on the independent-pair approximation, the 2p2h parameter is related to the high-momentum
distribution of the pair averaged over 2p2h excitations. However, in the phenomenological fitting approach
undertaken here, this coefficient includes other contributions such as interference with two-body currents
and effects of the final-state interactions. We present predictions for the inclusive two-nucleon emission

cross section induced by electrons and neutrinos.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Knowledge of the neutrino-nucleus interaction and the
electron-nucleus interaction is essential for current neutrino
experiments with accelerators [1-7]. The emission of one
nucleon is the most important contribution to the inclusive
cross section in the quasielastic (QE) region, centered
around @ = |Q?|/2m},, where @ is the energy transfer,
Q% =’ — ¢*> <0, and ¢ is the momentum transfer to a
nucleon with relativistic effective mass mj, [8—11]. Recent
theoretical work have shown the importance of two-particle
(2p2h) excitation in the QE cross section (about 20% of the
total cross section) [12-23].

The emission of two particles requires interaction mech-
anisms with a pair of nucleons. Regardless of the final-state
interactions, this can be achieved with meson-exchange
currents (MEC) [24,25] and with short-range correlations
(SRC) models [26-29]. Alternatively SRC have also been
introduced as a two-body correlation operator [12,30-33].
In Ref. [13] the two-body one-pion exchange operator is
modified to include SRC via the Landau Migdal para-
meters. One effect of SRC is to provide high momentum
components to nucleons due to the nuclear force at short
distances [28,29,34,35]. This is being exploited to extract
the number of SRC pairs from semi-inclusive and inclusive
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(e, ¢’ NN) reactions [36-38]. However, in general, SRC and
MEC interfere with each other, and it is not possible to
separate or isolate them from other effects such as final-
state interactions.

In this work, we present a method to obtain the
contribution to the inclusive response of 2p2h (two-particle,
two-hole) induced by the one-body current from the
phenomenological scaling function. The QE scaling func-
tion is obtained from the (e, ¢’) data by dividing by a single
nucleon cross section [39—-41]. The starting point is the
superscaling analysis with relativistic effective mass
(SuSAM¥*) that is based in the relativistic mean-field model
(RMF) of nuclear matter [8,9]. The SuSAM?* scaling
function describes most of the QE events but it contains
residual effects due to SRC, MEC and other contributions.
In Ref. [22] the MEC 2p2h contribution was subtracted
from the (e, ¢’) data, using a RMF calculation, and a new
scaling function was obtained without contamination from
the MEC 2p2h channel. But this function still contains
contributions from other non-QE mechanisms, in particular
from 2p2h excitations produced by the one-body current,
including SRC, interferences with MEC, and final-state
interactions (FSI).

To extract the 2p2h contribution of the one-body (OB)
current we assume that the tail of the scaling function,
f*(w*), for high values of the scaling variable, w*—or
equivalently for high values of the energy transfer—is due
mainly to the 2p2h phase space. In particular SRC produce
high-momentum components in the nuclear wave function
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while the excitation of nucleons with high momentum
implies high values of the scaling variable, y* > 1, which
gives a contribution to the tail of f*(y*). It is important to
note that the contribution of SRC to the 2p2h response is
entangled with other effects, such as interference with MEC
and FSI effects. This entanglement makes it not possible to
extract the SRC contribution unambiguously from the data
alone. In this work we assume that the 2p2h response
function induced by OB current can be parametrized with
a semiempirical formula similar to that of the MEC
responses [23]. By this assumption the 2p2h response will
be proportional to the 2p2h phase space and to the single-
nucleon response. The combined effects of SRC, MEC,
FSI, and possibly other nuclear dynamics will be encoded
in 2p2h parameters fitted to reproduce the tail of the scaling
function. Our approach is alternative and complementary to
current search on SRC pairs from inclusive electron-
scattering data in the zone of low-energy and high-
transferred momentum ¢ > 1.5 GeV/c. [37].

In this work we focus on intermediate momentum
transfer ¢ < 1 GeV/c. This region is of interest for neutrino
experiments where we are going to apply our results. One
of the processes we will analyze in this work is the emission
of two particles as a result of energy and momentum
transfers to a pair of correlated nucleons whose wave
function contains high-momentum components. In the
independent-pair approximation, the high-momentum
component is thought to originate from the interaction
between nucleon pairs in the nuclear medium, which can be
mathematically expressed as the solution to the Bethe-
Goldstone (BG) equation. We will demonstrate that the
product of the OB current with the high-momentum wave
function of a nucleon pair leads to an effective two-body
correlation current. If we make the approximation of
factorizing an average of the one-body current and the
phase space in this model, we obtain a coefficient that is
related to the average of the high-momentum distribution of
a pair of correlated nucleons.

In our scaling analysis, we observe that the scaled data,
when plotted as a function of the scaling variable, exhibit a
compatible behavior and can be effectively parametrized as
the sum of a symmetric scaling function and a 2p2h-like
contribution. This 2p2h-like contribution, proportional to
the 2p2h phase space, accurately reproduces the tail of the
data for high values of w, the 2p2h coefficients now being
adjustable parameters to describe the tail of the scaling
function.

To obtain the scaled data, we divide the cross section by
the averaged single nucleon response. By doing so, we can
assume that the 2p2h component of the scaling function
arises from the 2p2h emission induced by the one-body
current. This assumption is based on the observation that
the 2p2h-like contribution captures the high-energy tail of
the data. By parametrizing the scaling function in this way,
we are able to disentangle the 2p2h contribution from the

Iplh one and extract information about the underlying
dynamics of the reaction. This allows us to investigate the
role of 2p2h processes induced by the one-body current and
their impact on the scaling behavior observed in the
experimental data.

In the SuUSAM* approach the superscaling analysis of
electron scattering data is used to predict QE neutrino-
nucleus cross sections [42]. The neutrino (antineutrino)
cross section was extended to the 2p2h sector with a
relativistic MEC operator in the RMF model of nuclear
matter [23], where the semiempirical formula for
two-nucleon emission responses was fitted to the exact
results for momenta in the range g = 200 MeV/c and
2000 MeV/c. The semiempirical formula allows to com-
pute accurately the 2p2h MEC responses using an analyti-
cal formula, thus reducing the calculation time. Similarly,
in this work, we extend the new parametrization of the
scaling function to the case of neutrino scattering. We use
the same 2p2h parameters obtained from electron scatter-
ing, but multiply them by the weak responses of a nucleon
instead of the electromagnetic responses. By applying this
approach to neutrino scattering, we aim to investigate
the role of 2p2h processes induced by the weak one-
body current and their contribution to the charged-current
(CC) neutrino cross section. By utilizing the same 2p2h
parameters, we can effectively compare the 2p2h contri-
butions in electron and neutrino scattering and assess the
universality of the scaling behavior across different inter-
action channels.

The scheme of the paper is as follows. In Sec. I we
present the superscaling formalism. In Sec. III we study the
particular case of the correlation current in the independent-
pair approximation. In Sec. IV we introduce the semi-
empirical formula for the 2p2h response function induced
by the OB current. In Sec. V we presents the results.
Finally, in Sec. VI we draw our conclusions.

II. FORMALISM

We follow the formalism of Ref. [2]. We start with the
inclusive electron scattering cross section in plane-wave
Born approximation with one-photon exchange

do

10de omott (VLR (9, @) + v7R7(q, @), (1)

where the incident electron has energy e, the scattering
angle is 6, the final energy is energy €', and Q is the solid
angle for the electron detection. The energy transfer is
o = € — €, the momentum transfer is q. In Eq. (1) oo 18
the Mott cross section, v; and vy are kinematic factors
coming from the leptonic tensor

Q4 0 2
UL:?’ ’UT:tanzi—qu. (2)
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Finally, the longitudinal and transverse response functions,
only depend on (g, ) and are the following components of
the hadronic tensor
Ri(q.w) =W, Ry(q.w)=W!'+W2 (3)
where W is the nuclear-hadronic tensor, see Ref. [2] for
details.
In Refs. [22,23] we developed a model of the reaction

where the responses are the sum of QE plus 2p2h MEC
contribution

Ri(q.0) = R (q.0) + RY*C(q.0) + -, (4)

for K = L, T, where contributions of pion emission, and
beyond are not included in our model. The MEC responses
were studied in detail in [23], where a semiempirical
formula was derived from a microscopical relativistic
current in the RMF model of nuclear matter. We focus
in this work on the QE responses that we describe using the
SuSAM* approach [22,41]. This model is an extension of
the RMF model of nuclear matter [8], where the initial and
final nucleons are interacting with the nuclear mean field
and acquire an effective mass mj. The 1plh response
functions are

mk 2
RE (g, ) = (23)3 / &h (Ef;) S(E' - E— )
x 0(p' = kp)B(ky — h)2U g (5)

The initial nucleon has momentum h below the Fermi

momentum, i < k., and on shell energy E = /h? + m}>.
The final nucleon has momentum p’ = h + q, and the final

on-shell energy is E' = ./p”? + m}? Pauli blocking
implies p’ > kp. The U are the single-nucleon responses
for the 1plh excitation

U, =w", Ur =w'l +w?, (6)
corresponding to the single-nucleon hadronic tensor
I, .
w/w = EZ]%B (p/’ h)s’sJyOB (p/7 h)s’s (7)
ss’

and jpp is the electromagnetic-current matrix element
(o = (n/ Mo F v
Jop(P' )y = a(p)y | Fiy' +i5 =oQ, |u(h),,  (8)

N

where F; and F,, are the Dirac and Pauli form factors. To
compute the integral of Eq. (5), the usual procedure is to
change from variable 6, to E'. The integral over E’ is made
using the Dirac delta, this fixes the value of the angle

between h and q, cosé, = (2Ew + Q?)/(2hq), and the
integration over the azymuthal angle ¢ gives 2z by
symmetry of the responses when q is on the z-axis [2].
We are left with an integral over the initial nucleon energy

\% 2ﬂm7\,3
27)* ¢

R¥(q.0) =

/oo den(e)2Ug(e, q,®), (9)

where € = E/m}, is the initial nucleon energy in units of
my, and € = Ep/m}; is the (relativistic) Fermi energy in
the same units. Moreover we have introduced the energy
distribution of the Fermi gas n(e) = (e — €). The lower
limit, ¢, of the integral in Eq. (9) corresponds to the
minimum energy for a initial nucleon that absorbs energy
and momentum g¢. It can be written as (see Appendix C of

Ref. [2])
1
eonax{K\/1+——ﬂ,eF—2/I}, (10)
T

where we have introduced the dimensionless variables

A= w/2my, K = q/2my, r=x>-2% (11)

Now we define a mean value of the single-nucleon responses
[43] by averaging with the energy distribution 7(¢)

_ “den(e)Ug(e,q,®
Uk(q,a)):feo f‘ic)ien(i)q :

(12)

Using these averaged single-nucleon responses we can
rewrite Eq. (9) in the form

RY (g, 0) =

(27[)37211,(10 den(e). (13)

The superscaling function is defined as
4 * * ©
ngf (") = n(e)de, (14)
€o

where £ = er — 1 < 1 is the kinetic Fermi energy in units
of my. Note that this integral only depends on the variable
€9, Which in turn depends on (g, ®). The definition (14) is,
except for a factor, similar to that of the y-scaling function
f(y) [44,45], where the scaling variable y was the minimum
moment of the initial nucleon. In this paper we use the y*-
scaling variable. The minimum energy of the nucleon, €, is
transformed by a change of variable into the scaling variable,
y*, defined as

x _ €0—1

p— lsgn(/l—r). (15)
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In relativistic Fermi gas (RFG) and in nuclear matter with
RMF 1 < ¢ < €7 and consequently the RFG superscaling
function is zero outside this interval, that corresponds to
1 < |y*| for all nuclei. However, in a real nucleus the
momentum is not limited by kj, since nucleons can have
higher momentum, especially correlated nucleons can
greatly exceed the Fermi momentum. This has the effect
that the phenomenological superscaling function is not zero
for |y*| > 1. Equivalently, the high-energy tail of the
phenomenological scaling function, for yw > 1, can be
described as a consequence of two-particle emission induced
by the one-body current. This means that the observed
asymmetry in the scaling function can be attributed to the
contribution of two-particle emission processes.
Using V/(2z)* = N/(3zk}.) we can write

E fF P rn % *
B = Sz} NORS). (16)
NIF

where we have added the contribution of Z protons and N
neutrons to the response functions, and np = kp/mj. The
SuSAM#* approach, extends the formula (16) using a
phenomenological scaling function, obtained from experi-
mental data of (e, e'). In the SUSAM* of Ref. [22] the 2p2h
contribution of MEC was first subtracted from the inclusive
cross section and then divided by the contribution of the
single nucleon,

d d
f* _ (delm)eXP - (delm)MEC (17)
Qe oy(vpry +vrry)
where
_ 5 700+ NO 18
rk_m*r]31<( kT K)' ( )
N'TF

Second a selection of the QE data points was done by
noting that approximately half of the data collapse into a
point cloud around the RFG scaling function. This point
cloud constitutes the data that can be considered approx-
imately QE and we reject the rest, which contribute to
inelastic processes. Examples of the selected QE data are
shown in Figs. 1 and 2. In these figures, it is evident that the
scaled quasielastic data cluster together, forming an asym-
metric thick band that exhibits a tail for high energies. In
the results section, we will show that this tail can be
parametrized with a function that is proportional to the
2p2h phase space.

I11. 2P2H RESPONSE FUNCTIONS WITH
CORRELATED PAIRS

Before introducing our parametrization of the 2p2h
response due to the OB current, we first investigate the
expected structure of the 2p2h response functions in a
simple model. In this model, the OB current induces

/ / / ! / ’ / ’
P15, 51 Pa, Sa Py, 51 P2, S2

Pi—q,01 Py — ¢, 02
e 7
A A A A
hl,Sl hQ,SQ hl,sl hQ,SQ
(a) (b)
FIG. 1. Diagram illustrating the correlation current, Eq. (30).

The spins of the final particles are s| and s5, whereas o}, 6,
denotes one of the spin components of the relative wave function
of high momentum, represented by the shaded rectangle.

q=300 MeV /c

L+ q=100 MeV/c q=200 MeV/c

1r  q=400 MeV/c q=500 MeV/c q=600 MeV /c

0.4

E4

q=T700 MeV /c q=800 MeV/c
;&g | Fuds

q=900 MeV/c

q=1500 MeV /¢ q=2000 MeV/c

FIG. 2. Scaling function of the SuSAM* model (green)
compared to the contribution f3,, in the 2p2h channel (blue)
for several values of ¢, as a function of the scaling variable y*.
For each g we show only the scaled *C data for g + 50 MeV/c.
The original data are taken from [46,47].

two-particle emission when acting on the wave function
of a correlated pair of nucleons. This is expected to be one
of the contributions to the 2p2h response, although not the
only one. In this section, other effects, such as interference
with the two-body current, are not considered.

Our theoretical motivation is based on the RFG and the
independent-pair approximation or Bethe-Goldstone equa-
tion for the wave function of a pair of correlated nucleons in
presence of the nuclear medium. Our aim is not to develop a
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detailed and exhaustive microscopic model, but rather to
provide some basic outlines in a schematic model, as a
starting point for proposing a formula that accounts for the
fundamental ingredients that determine the 2p2h response.

For convenience we use here square brackets in the
notation of normalized states within the volume box V,
indicating that the states are normalized to unity within

the box
1 1
- - 1
2S> ® ‘2t>, (19)

while the absence of brackets indicates that the states are
normalized over the entire space to a Dirac’s delta of

momentum, 1.€.,
1 1
= —1). 20

eip-r

The previous states carry implicit spin and isospin indices,
which we do not write for convenience and to keep the
equations short in order to enhance clarity.

In the absence of correlations, the only mechanism of
interaction that can excite a 2p2h state is a two-body

current, particularly meson exchange currents, whose
matrix elements in the RFG can be written as
1) TH (27[>3 / /
([p1p3]|7#(q. @)|[h h,]) = V2 5(py +p,—q—h;—h,)
Xj”(p/lvpé’hth)’ (21)

where p) > kp and h; < kp. The two-body current func-
tions j*(p}.p5.hy, hy) also depends implicitly on spin-
isospin indices.

The corresponding inclusive hadronic tensor in the 2p2h
channel can be written as

Y Vv miy)* / /
ngzh(va) = (2n)° / d3pﬁd3péd3h1d3hzﬁwﬂv(m,Plz, hy, hy)0(py = ki)O(kY — hy)O(ph — ki )O(ky — hy)
152
S(E} + Ey — Ey — B, —w)8(py + P, —q—h; —hy), (22)

where E;, E are the on shell energies of nucleons with
momenta h;, p|, and with relativistic effective mass my},,
The function w*(p},p5.h;, hy) represents the hadron
tensor for a single 2p2h transition, summed up over spin
and isospin,

w(p', py, hy, hy)

LY

51808785 it

(1,2,1,2)57(12.1,2),,  (23)

where the two-body current function is antisymmetrized

JHU 2 01,2), = 4(1,2,1,2) = j#(17,2/,2,1).  (24)
The factor 1/4 in Eq. (23) accounts for the antisymmetry of
the two-body wave function with respect to exchange of
momenta, spin, and isospin quantum numbers, to avoid
double counting of the final 2p2h states.

Let us now consider the matrix element of the one-body
current J#(q, w) = Jiig = »_; J%, where the J% acts on the
ith particle. We have

(PiP3og hihy) = (pipy |/ + J5[hihy) =0 (25)
Indeed, a one-body current cannot produce 2p2h excita-
tions due to the orthogonality of plane waves (pj|h;) =

The situation changes when we consider that the two
states |h;) are interacting in the medium, with a short-range

|
NN potential Vy that produces scattering to unoccupied
states. If we turn on the NN interaction the wave function
[h h,) of the pair is modified, but due to Pauli blocking it
can only acquire momentum components above the Fermi
momentum. In the independent-pair approximation the
wave function |[h h,) is replaced by the correlated wave
function |®y, p,)

lhy hy) = (@ p,) = [hy hy) + [ADy ). (26)
where |A®y, ,) only has high-momentum components. In
the independent-pair approximation the wave function is
obtained from the solution of the BG equation for the
correlated wave function [48]. Since the NN interaction
conserves the total momentum, the correlated part of the
wave function in momentum space verifies

(P1P2|ADPy p,) = 8(py + P2 —hy —hy)Agpp p, (P).  (27)
where p = %(pl —p»,) is the relative momentum of the
nucleon pair. and Agy, », (p) is the relative wave function of
A®y, p,. From the BG equation, it is given by [49]

A@y,n, (p)= <p|2ﬂVNN|(ph1h2>7 (28)

O(p1—kp)0(pr—kr)
h2 _p2

where ¢y p,(p) is the relative wave function of @y, p, ,
p = 3" is the reduced mass of the two-nucleon system and
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h = (h; —h,)/2 is the initial relative momentum, while
pi = (h; +hy)/2+p and p, = (h; +h,)/2 —p. The
Pauli blocking functions in Eq. (28) ensure that the wave
function has high-momentum components. As we can see,
it is not possible to remove the dependence on the total
momentum h; + h, appearing in the Pauli-blocking step
functions. Therefore, a dependence of short-range corre-
lations on the CM momentum of the pair appears.

Now, by applying a one-body current to a system
of two correlated nucleons, it is possible to generate a
two-particle state that exists above the Fermi level. The
2p2h matrix element of the one-body current is computed
in Appendix A. It can be written similarly to Eq. (21)

(27)*
V2
X j!c{or(pll s p,27 hl ’ h2>

(P1P5] 1708 (@) [@h,n,]) = 5(pi +p,—q—h;—h,)

(29)

It is noteworthy that the matrix element describing the
effect of the one-body current on the wave function of two
correlated nucleons is formally similar to the matrix
element of a two-body correlation current, which is
represented by the function j&,,

j}clor(p/l, p/27 h] ) h2)
) q
= (2”)3163 (P}, Py — Q)A§0h|h2 <P' - 5)

; q
20y 0008~ g, (04 2. 30)

wyn (P1.P). by hy) = (27)°

+ 2(2ﬂ)°Re{j’§‘(p’1,p’1 -q)

In the independent pair approximation the 2p2h hadronic
tensor W4\, (g, @) due to SRC, is defined as the integral of
the correlated-pair tensor wi,,(p}.p5.hy, hy) over the
momentum space of 2p2h excitations, using Eq. (22).
The computation of this tensor falls outside the scope of
the present work. The proposed approach for such a
calculation would require solving the Bethe-Goldstone
equation for every nucleon pair h;, h, while considering
the center of mass of the two particles h; + h, # 0, and
performing a seven-dimensional integration. In Ref. [49],
the BG equation was solved for the particular case of back-
to-back nucleons, h; + h, = 0, moving along the z-axis in
a multipole expansion with a potential Vy fitted to NN
scattering data [50]. Although the computation seems
feasible, incorporating the center of mass for particles

Jn(h Py = )Aepy, (p’ N

where p’ = (p| — p5)/2 is the relative momentum of the
final particles.

The correlation current is the sum of the products of the
OB current multiplied by the high-momentum wave
function of the initial correlated pair. This is illustrated
in the diagrams of Fig. 1. The shaded rectangle represents
the correlations resulting in the production of high-
momentum components of the correlated pair (hy,h,).
One of the high-momentum nucleons absorbs a photon
with momentum ¢, while the other nucleon is emitted
through its interaction with the first nucleon. In Eq. (30) the
products are, in fact, a multiplication of spin matrices,
although we have left this out of Eq. (30) for clarity. The
complete formula dependent on spin is provided in
Eq. (A8). Note also that the current depends on isospin.
Hence, when the initial state consists of a proton-neutron
pair, the current acting on the first particle must correspond
to the proton current, while the current acting on the second
particle should correspond to the neutron current.

By inserting the correlation current (30) in Eq. (23) the
hadronic tensor for a 2p2h transition is obtained. The
isospin sums in Eq. (23) can be written as sums over pp,
pn, and nn correlated pairs. Therefore,

W (p', pa, iy, o) = Whp + Wy +win. - (31)

Writing explicitly the isospin indices, N,N' = p, n, the

diagonal components of the hadronic tensor wh,, are the
following
q g 614 (n! 1 NN’ i, 4 :
5 )| T 22 (P2 Py — Ay, ( P+
A NN’ /_ﬂ H Lol —aq)A NN’ / ﬂ 32
Phih, (P75 Jv(P2 Py — @)Agpy (P ‘|‘2 : (32)

|
moving in any direction requires careful consideration of
various technical details.

The phenomenological approach of scaling analysis relies
on the factorization approximation of the single-nucleon
response. In the subsequent section, we will explore the
consequences of adopting this approximation in the model
introduced in the current section. We will further generalize
it to derive an empirical factorized formula that can be
applied within the scaling approach. However, it is impor-
tant to note that the factorization approximation is a
simplification and may overlook certain many-body effects
that can play a role in the response. Therefore, the empirical
factorized formula should be seen as an approximation that
captures the main trends observed in the scaling behavior
rather than a complete microscopic description.
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IV. SEMIEMPIRICAL 2P2H
RESPONSE FUNCTIONS

The 2p2h response functions for two-body operators
(MEC) was explored in Ref. [23]. Our analysis revealed
that the responses of a pair can be factorized out of the
integral (22) with reasonable approximation. By doing so,
we derived a semiempirical expression for the MEC
responses, with the coefficients to be determined by later
fitting. In this work, we make the assumption that a similar
factorization occurs for the 2p2h response induced by the
one-body current. This implies that the 2p2h response can
be proportional to the phase-space integral of two nucleons.
In the framework of the RMF of nuclear matter the 2p2h
phase-space function is given by the integral

(my)*

E\E,E|E,

x O(p = ki )0(ky = h1)0(py — ki )O(kY —hy)
X S(E, +Ey,—E, —E,— )

x5(p)+py—q—h;—hy), (33)

Fyy(q.0) :/d3p1d3p’2d3hld3h2

where N, N’ can be proton or neutron, depending on the
initial correlated state pp, pn, or nn and k¥ is the Fermi
momentum of the nucleon of N kind. The phase space
function is roughly proportional to the number of 2p2h
excitations allowed by the kinematic for momentum and
energy transfer (g, ).

The concept of factorization in the 2p2h channel bears
some resemblance to that employed in the Iplh channel,
where the response was written as a single-nucleon
averaged response multiplied by the superscaling function.
In the 2p2h case, we will also define the two-nucleon tensor
averaged over the momentum space of 2p2h excitations, by
dividing the hadronic tensor over the phase space function
as follows:

W’fv”N/( @)

whv (g, w) = )
NN ( ) (2”)9 FNN/(q’ )

(34)

In the definition given in Eq. (34) W4\, (¢, ) can be in
general the exact hadronic tensor for 2p2h emission
including the one-body current and possibly other inter-
ference contributions, not only the correlations. This leads
to an exact factorization of the 2p2h hadronic tensor as the

averaged two-nucleon tensor multiplied by the phase space,
4 _
WNN’(q (1)) (27[)9 FNN/(q’ w)wl]l\/N/(q’w> (35)

In this formula the averaged two-nucleon tensor accounts
for the correlations and other interaction contributions such
as interferences with the two-body current, while the phase
space does not contain any information about them.

The phase space is exclusively related to the kinematics
of independent particles without interactions in the
Fermi gas.

To proceed further, we analyze the specific case of the
hadronic tensor in the model of independent pairs that was
introduced in the previous section. The average of the
tensor wh,, in Eq. (32) is typically complicated. Two
approximations lead to the simplification of this term. We
will make the assumption that the average of the product
can be written as the product of averages, and neglect on the
average the interference term between the two particles,
given by the last term in Eq. (32). In this way we obtain for
the diagonal components

Wi (@, @) = ) (|31 + 7 1P) x [Aof 12 (36)

where we use the notation

Lin1? = vl p — @) = /vy — ). (37)

[38)

— , q

BARF = ol (' +9)
' q

~aan (v-2) o

Therefore, by performing the factorization approximation
of the OB current in the independent-pair model and
neglecting the interferences, we find that the corresponding
hadronic tensor, based on Egs. (35) and (36), includes
the product of three factors; the 2p2h phase-space integral,
the averaged response of a single nucleon (coming from the
one-body current), and a factor related to the averaged
high-momentum distribution of a pair. In the semiempirical
formula for the 2p2h response we assume the same
factorization, we will replace this factor with an adjustable
parameter that is not necessarily associated solely with
correlations, as it will include contributions and interfer-
ences with other processes, particularly MEC. Hence, we
propose the following semiempirical formula for the 2p2h
responses induced by the OB current in electron scattering,

LIS}

R~ e i T )
< |2 E a0 @) 20p)
+NZF,(g.0)cf (0) (0% + 0F)
M p g oep@ein] 69

The mass of the pion (m,)* in the denominator has

been introduced for convenience by analogy to MEC

responses [23] and the mass of the nucleon m12v in the
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denominator is set so that the 2p2h parameters ¢} /(q) are
dimensionless.

In Eq. (39), we have separated the contributions of the
pairs, pp, pn, and nn. Each of them is proportional to the
sum of the corresponding single-nucleon responses, Uk
and/or U?%. This is because the photon can be absorbed by
both nucleons of the pair. Also, each contribution has been
multiplied by the number of pairs pp, pn, or nn and
divided by the total number of pairs, A(A —1)/2, to take
into account asymmetric matter Z # N. This approach
follows the lines of the model of Ref. [38].

Since we expect that the 2p2h parameters cx(q) are
related, at least partially, to the high-momentum compo-
nents of a nucleon pair, they should strongly depend on
isospin, given that the high-momentum components of
proton-neutron dominate over proton-proton and neutron-
neutron. Here we will assume that they are proportional
P (q) = c¥(q) = ack’(q), where a is a small constant.
Experiments on '°C have reported a number of np pairs
18 times larger than their pp counterparts [51,52]. Then a
reasonable value is « = 1/18.

Is also reasonable to assume that the c¥' coefficients are
the same for both the longitudinal and transverse response,
VN = ¢NN" = NN’ This assumption greatly simplifies the
semiempirical formula because it only depends on two
parameters ¢””" and a. It is important to note that this
assumption may not hold true in all cases, and care should
be taken when interpreting results obtained using this
simplification.

In the particular case of the factorized independent-pair
model neglecting the interferences, based on Eq. (36), the
2p2h parameter ¢ (q) is related to the average momentum
distribution of a proton-neutron pair in the 2p2h excitation

c’(q) n
Cods (X 180k, 0 Fa/2F). (0
515285,

However, in the real case, this may not necessarily hold true
because there are other mechanisms to consider, such as
interference with two-body currents, FSI, etc. Therefore, in
the present phenomenological approach, the 2p2h para-
meters are considered as adjustable quantities to reproduce
the tail of the scaling function. In other words, they quantify
to some extent the asymmetry of the phenomenological
scaling function (see next section).

In the case of symmetric nuclei, N =Z, Eq. (39)
reduces to

1% Z+a(Z-1)cP"(q)
K _
R2p2h_(2ﬂ)9F(q’w) 2Z-1  mims

(Uk+Uk). (41)

From the response functions we can write the semi-
empirical formula for the inclusive cross section in the
2p2h channel induced by the one-body current

do \"  opeV F(q, )" (@) Z+a(Z-1)
<d§2’de’>2p2h - (2r)° mmi 2Z -1

x [v, (U] + U}) + vr(UF + U})]. (42)
In the next section we use the '*C(e, ') cross section data
to fit the 2p2h parameter ¢?"(g) for each gq.

In the case of CC neutrino scattering the semiempirical
formula extends naturally by replacing the electromagnetic
single nucleon responses with the corresponding to the
n(v,u)p or p(v, u")n, assuming the same relation
between the 2p2h parameters of the nn and (pp in the

case of antineutrino) pairs to the np pairs in the initial state
" = cPP = acl"

do \* o0V F(q.0)c?(q) Z+a(Z-1)
dQde )y, (27)°  mimi 2Z -1
X [VecUcc +2Ve U + Vi Uy
Y VO £ 2V O], (43)
where oy is
G?cos? 0, kK o
_ Greosto K - 44
0= T O e op g

with G the Fermi constant and 0, the Cabibbo angle. The
lepton coefficients for neutrino scattering Vg are given in
Ref. [2]. The average single-nucleon responses Uy are
given in Appendix B. Here we use a new version of these
responses using the definition (12) with the distribution
n(e) obtained from the phenomenological scaling function.
This differs from the traditional definition [42] only for
w > 1, where the contribution of the nucleons with
momentum greater than ky is correctly taken into account,
while the traditional definition is an extrapolation of the
RFG where the nucleons are limited by kp [43].

Finally, in the semiempirical formula will make use
of the following approximation for the phase-space
function [53]:

*2 4m*2
Fyw (g 0) = (4kli )3 T8 [y — N
v (¢, @) = (dmkpky) 18 2mly + )2 — ¢

(45)

Equation (45) makes use of the frozen nucleon approxi-
mation to compute the integral (33). The exact phase space
was studied in depth in Ref. [54] as a function of (¢, w) for
the kinematics of interest for neutrino experiments,
g ~ 1 GeV, around the quasielastic peak. For these kin-
ematics it was seen that the frozen approximation gives
results very close to the exact value. The frozen approxi-
mation was also found to be quite accurate in the 2p2h
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MEC responses [55]. and in the semiempirical formula of
the MEC responses [23].

V. RESULTS

In this section, we extend the superscaling model
introduced in Sec. II and perform a new analysis of the
(e,e’) data assuming that the scaling function contains a
contribution from 2p2h that produces the tail of the
quasielastic scaling data. Therefore, in the extended scaling
model, we replace the quasielastic superscaling function
JoE with f Tpth T f 2p2h- The 2p2h component of the scaling
function is parametrized using the semiempirical formula
for the 2p2h response discussed in the previous section, and
thus it is proportional to the phase space function F(q, w).
This can be seen as an alternative to the traditional
superscaling analysis, which typically parametrizes the
2p2h component using Gaussian functions, while in this
approach, we impose an additional condition.

The extended scaling analysis is carried out in three
steps: (i) A preliminary scaling analysis is performed as
usual to obtain the function fp, after subtracting the
contribution of the MEC from the data, Eq. (17); (ii) For
each value of ¢, the 2p2h parameter is adjusted such that the
function f§p2h reproduces the high-energy tail of the scaling
function f§g; (iii) The contribution of Fapon is subtracted
from the data, and a new scaling analysis is performed to
extract the 1plh scaling function f7,;,.

After this procedure, it is observed that the resulting
fipmn function is compatible with a symmetric function,
indicating that the assumed dependence for the tail is
appropriate. In other words, the tail of the scaling function
is consistent with the phase space function, and this is in
agreement with the hypothesis that the tail is generated by
2p2h excitations. This is why the symmetric scaling
function is referred to as f',;, because it no longer includes
2p2h contributions, which have been subtracted from the
analysis.

For each value of g, the coefficient ¢/"(q) is fitted from
the phenomenological scaling function fg under the
hypothesis that the high energy tail (w* > 1) is produced
mainly by 2p2h excitations, In Fig. 2 we show the
experimental data of f ¢ for 12C and for different g values.
These data have been obtained from the inclusive cross
section by subtracting the 2p2h MEC contribution
and dividing by the single nucleon cross section,
Eq. (18). The Fermi momentum is ky = 225 MeV/c and
M* = mj,/my = 0.8 [22]. The errors of these parameters
were estimated in Ref. [41] in a y? fit. They are Ak =
8 MeV/c and AM* = 0.044. From the figure we see that
the scaling is only approximate and the data are concen-
trated in a narrow band. The band is shown in Fig. 3 for
g <1000 MeV/c. The scaling model is based on two
assumptions; first the single-nucleon factorization, which

1

R for
08| pAe ’

fg'uSAM"

f2*p72h
0.6 +

S @)

0.4+

0.2+

FIG.3. Experimental data of the scaling function fy compared
to the 2p2h contribution. Only data with ¢ < 1000 MeV /c are
shown. The solid line is the SUSAM* fit.

can be done assuming that the FSI are small in the
quasielastic region. The second assumes that the scaling
function depends solely on the scaling variable, which is a
consequence of approximating the nuclear system by an
infinite Fermi gas. The small-scaling violation can be
attributed to nuclear effects that breaks this approximation
such as FSI, finite size and off shell effects. Still the band of
Fig. 3 is well-defined following the shape of an asymmetric
bell, with an evident tail on the right. The phenomeno-
logical scaling function of the SuSAM* model is obtained
by fitting a sum of Gaussians to this band,

Fopy) = aze™ V' ="/ Qa) | pe='=)*/Ch) - (46)

Note that there are no QE data above y* = 1.5. Then it is
not possible to know from the data how the tail
would extend above this value. This is because the region
yw* > 1.5 requires high values of the energy far from the QE
region. For low ¢ there are not enough cross section data
in this region, and for higher momentum transfer,
g > 500 MeV/c we enter the inelastic zone with pion
emission and the data no longer scale.

If we assume that the tail of the scaling function is
primarily due to the emission of two nucleons, then the
semiempirical formula offers a theoretical framework to
extrapolate the model to high values of y* (or high-energy
transfer w). This hypothesis is supported by numerous
calculations [26,33,56,57] which have shown that 2p2h
inclusive responses exhibit an increasing behavior with
energy transfer, contributing to the formation of a tail in the
cross section at high energies. Although these calculations
are based on various MEC and/or SRC models using
different approaches, they all qualitatively resemble the
2p2h phase space, which aligns with the semiempirical
approach proposed in this work.

In Fig. 2 we show the 2p2h contribution to the scaling
function using the semiempirical formula, for different
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values of g <2000 MeV/c. In all panels the SUSAM*
scaling function, faE(l,l/*), is also shown. The 2p2h results
have been obtained by dividing the semiempirical formula,
Eq. (42) by the averaged cross section of the single nucleon
as in Eq. (17)

(—df;lf/ )2p2h
S « . 47
Tapon om(vpry + vrrr) 47)
Dividing Eq. (42) over (18) this gives
. VF(q,0)mynikZ+a(Z-1)cP"(q)
f2p2h<q’w) = nor (48)

(2r)?  Z&p 2Z-1  mim}

Note first that f3 (¢, @) does not scale, i.e., it depends on

y but also on ¢. Second the dependency on energy of
fﬁpzh(q, ®) comes solely from phase space. This is because

the single nucleon cross section has canceled with the
denominator in Eq. (47). Then here the 2p2h contribution
to the scaling function is parametrized with a function
increasing with energy as the phase space times a parameter
that is ¢ dependent. The 2p2h parameter ¢””(g) is chosen to
make 7y, to coincide with the tail of the scaling function

for w* = 1.5. The 2p2h coefficients are given in Table I for
g =100 up to 1000 MeV/c. In the table we provide
two sets of coefficients corresponding to the parameter
a=1/18 and also @ =0 (neglecting the pp and nn
contribution). It is found that the coefficient c¢”"(q)
decreases with ¢g. Roughly it behaves as ¢?"(q) ~ 1/q.

Since the experimental data of the scaling function are
distributed in a thick band, as seen in Fig. 2, the coefficients
cP"(g) have an uncertainty that can be estimated by fitting
the lower or upper part of the band for y* = 1.5. The error
in ¢”"(q) is approximately 38% and it is large because it
corresponds to the uncertainty of the scaling function in the
tail zone for y* = 1.5.

Our fit has been made for ¢ < 1000 MeV/c that is the
region of interest for electron and neutrino scattering.
For higher ¢ the right side of the QE peak is missing from
the data due to pion emission. In Fig. 3 we show
the contribution f3,, calculated with Eq. (48) for
the kinematics of all the QE experimental data with
g < 1000 MeV/c. We see that these points generate a
band that can explain the tail of the scaling function. To
compute f7,,, for arbitrary g-values we have interpolated
the coefficients ¢””(g) using the formula

3000
2500 parametrization
o
2000 + Valencia
Ghent
S 1500 f
Q
1000
500
1
0

200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400
q [MeV/c]

FIG. 4. Fitted values of the coefficients of the semiempirical
formula with error bars compared to the interpolating function
of Eq. (49).

* *
my +qmy

P (49)

cP(q) = ay

that fits well the ¢ dependence of ¢”"(g) with the parameter
aoy = 345 £+ 130, for a = 1/18 (see Fig. 4).

As an example, the decrease of ¢””(q) is also expected in
the particular case of the independent-pair factorized
model. In fact it can be observed from Eq. (28) that the
high-momentum function Agy, p,(p) has a denominator of
h* — p?, causing the average distribution |Agy p, (P +
q/2)|? to rapidly diminish as ¢ increases. However in this
simplified model, the precise dependence may not neces-
sarily follow the exact form described by Eq. (49).

Once the coefficients of the semiempirical formula have
been fitted, we propose to carry out a new scaling analysis
without the contribution of the emission of two particles. To
do this we subtract the f7,;, contribution from the f; data.
Since the MEC contribution had already been subtracted,
the new data no longer contain 2p2h contribution and can
thus be considered purely 1plh data. The result of this new
scaling analysis is shown in Fig. 5. As we see, after the
subtraction a new band of points is obtained that is
symmetrical, since the emission of two nucleons has been
eliminated. A new phenomenological scaling function can
now be fitted with a Gaussian

Fiom*) = be™ @/, (50)

The fitted coefficients are a =0.744 +£0.082 and
b = 0.682 + 0.102. The errors in the parameters have been

TABLE L. Coefficients of the semiempirical formula for different values of the parameter o. The estimated error of ¢?"(q) is 38%.
q (GeV/c) 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1

cP(a=0) 8067 2750 1558 1008 733 550 458 367 312 275
cP(a = ﬁ) 7710 2628 1489 964 701 526 438 350 298 263
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FIG. 5. Experimental values of the scaling function of '*C
before and after the subtraction of the 2p2h contribution. The
solid line is the new SuSAM* 1plh scaling function.

estimated by fitting Gaussians to the upper and lower part
of the band.

With the present approach we can compute the inclusive
effective section of electrons and neutrinos by adding
separately the contributions of SUSAM* 1plh + 2p2h plus
MEC contributions,

do do n do 4 do
dQde’ \dQde' )\, \dQde ) 50, \dQde ) v’
(51)

€ = 560 MeV, 6 = 145°

where the Iplh cross section is computed with the scaling
function (50), the 2p2h with the semiempirical formula
fitted above, and the MEC with the semiempirical formula
fitted in [23].

Results are shown if Fig. 6 for electrons and Fig. 7 for
neutrinos. In Fig. 6 we show the inclusive cross section of
12C for several kinematics as a function of . We show the
separate contributions of the three terms of Eq. (51) and the
total contribution of the model. The pion emission is not
included.

The w-dependence of the SuSAM*-2p2h is similar to the
MEC contribution and extends from the QE peak to the dip
region and also to the A region. The order of magnitude is
similar to the MEC, except at the A peak where the MEC
are larger. For incident electron energy € = 680 MeV we
compare with the SRC model of Ref. [26] whose results are
quite similar to ours. The present results are also similar to
the SRC calculation of *Fe(e, ¢’) of Ref. [58].

A similar behavior is seen in Fig. 7 where we show the
(Vo ) cross section from %0 and '*C for fixed neutrino
energy and for two scattering angles as a function of w.
A comparison with the SRC results of [13] is also shown
for %0 and 6, = 60°.

In Fig. 8, we present a detailed comparison between the
SuSAM* 2p2h contribution to the cross section and the
SRC models discussed in Refs. [26] and [13]. Firstly, we
observe that both models exhibit a similar dependence on
, which is consistent with the 2p2h phase space upon
which our parametrization of the scaling function tail is

€ = 680 MeV, 0 = 60°

0.5 ‘ 3 R
Z 04 Total — it 2o d ey
2 . otal — { I }l
2 Ip-1h SuSAM* — i 2| ; sl 1]
= 03 2p-2h MEC — g L5 ; N Hﬂ
S 0 | 202 SUSAME — g ’ s i H
s I
= 01 05
% 0 . ) 0 & = ‘---‘- Lo~
0 100 200 300 400 500 O 100 200 300 400 500 600
€ =730 MeV, § = 37.1° € = 2130 MeV, 0 = 16°
25 45
= 40
E 20 + 35
-
= 15 30
= 25
S 10! fg i
’% 5 I
< 5t : P 10
S i 5t
= 5
0 0 =

w [MeV]

0 100 200 300 400 500 600

0 100 200 300 400 500 600
w [MeV]

FIG. 6. Calculations of the 12C(e, ¢') cross section in the separated 1p1h, 2p2h, and MEC channels for several kinematics. The total is
the sum of the three channels. In the case ¢ = 680 MeV we compare with the SRC-2p2h of Ref. [26]. The experimental data are

from [46,47].
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FIG.7. Calculations of the '*C and '°O (v, ) cross section in the separated 1p1h, 2p2h, and MEC channels for fixed neutrino energy.
The total is the sum of the three channels. In the case '°0, 0, = 60° we compare with the 2p2h model of Ref. [13].

based. Additionally, the order of magnitude of the cross-
section is similar to what is obtained with our parametriza-
tion of the 2p2h scaling function. This suggests that both
models reasonably describe the tail of the phenomeno-
logical scaling function.

€ = 680 MeV, 0 = 60°

= 0.5 : : :

g 04 | Ghent - - - -
~

2 03}
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FIG. 8. Detailed comparison of the SuSAM*-2p2h results with
the models of Refs. [13,26] for electron and neutrino scattering.

This comparison provides further support for the idea
that the tail of the scaling function can be attributed to 2p2h
contributions and that our parametrization captures its
behavior effectively. However, it’s important to note that
while these models exhibit qualitative agreement, there
may still be quantitative differences due to various factors
such as different assumptions, formalism, or input param-
eters used in each model.

Using the results of these models, we can take advantage
of them to readjust the coefficient ¢”"(q) that results from a
microscopic calculation. In the case of the Ghent calcu-
lation, the kinematics correspond to momentum transfer
values varying in a small interval around g = 600 MeV /c.
The fit to the semiempirical formula of 2p2h provides a
theoretical value of the coefficient c¢”"(q), which is shown
as a data point in Fig. 4. We see that its value is slightly
lower than the SuSAM* value but within its uncertainty
interval. The kinematics of the Valencia model corresponds
to q values around 650 MeV/c. The adjusted value of
cP"(q) to this model also shown as a data point in Fig. 4, is
also below the SUSAM* value from, but always within the
error interval.

Using the results of these microscopic models to readjust
the 2p2h parameter is a valid approach. While there are
differences between the microscopic models and our semi-
empirical formula, the adjusted values of ¢”"(g) obtained
from these models are consistent with our fits and within
the error intervals. Indeed, the comparison between differ-
ent theoretical calculations, such as those based on elec-
trons and neutrinos and involving different kinematics, can
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provide valuable insights into the compatibility and
consistency of these models. The fact that our pheno-
menological parametrization of the 2p2h function in the
SuSAM#* scaling analysis shows agreement with these
theoretical calculations highlights another useful aspect
of the extended scaling approach.

The parametrization of the 2p2h response presented in
this scaling analysis is similar to the pure phase-space
model proposed by Mosel et al. [59], which is imple-
mented in the GiBUU event generator. In this scheme, the
2p2h response is parametrized as the product of the 2p2h
phase space and the dipole electromagnetic form factor,
which is proportional to the single-nucleon response in
our parametrization. The present work further strengthens
the validity of this approach for its use in neutrino
scattering cross section calculations. Additionally, the
parameters of our model are alternatively fitted to qua-
sielastic scaling data, which is associated with the high-
energy tail of the electron scattering data. This highlights
the potential of this approach to describe both quasielastic
and 2p2h processes in neutrino-nucleus scattering and
supports its application in the analysis of neutrino scatter-
ing experiments.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, this work presents a extension of the
superscaling analysis of electron scattering data using a
new parametrization of the phenomenological scaling
function in the quasielastic peak. The new parametrization
assumes that the high-energy tail of the scaling function is
produced by the emission of two nucleons with the one-
body current through the 2p2h phase space function. By
incorporating this 2p2h contribution and considering the
interference effects with two-body currents and other
processes, we account for the phenomenological aspects
of two-nucleon emission with the OB current and its
contributions to scaling violation.

The new parametrization allows for the restoration of
symmetry in the Iplh scaling function with respect to the
scaling variable y*. It effectively separates the 1plh and
2p2h contributions, providing a clearer understanding of
the underlying physics in the scaling analysis. Importantly,
the new 1plh + 2p2h parametrization describes the experi-
mental data as well as the traditional parametrization. It
captures the features of the scaling function, including the
tail region, and provides a consistent description of the
observed scaling phenomena.

We have also studied a simple model based on the
independent-pairs approximation to investigate the basic
structure of two-particle emission in the factorized scaling
analysis. In this schematic model, the 2p2h parameters are

related to the average high-momentum distribution in a
2p2h excitation. In reality, the coefficients that characterize
the high-energy tail of the scaling function encompass
additional entangled contributions, including interference
effects from MEC and FSI. Although the current phenom-
enological analysis offers valuable initial insights, a com-
prehensive understanding of the influence of SRCs on the
scaling function’s high-energy tail necessitates a more
detailed investigation using a realistic model.

An important utility of this extended scaling analysis is
that it provides a procedure to derive a simplified expres-
sion for the two-nucleon emission cross section in nuclei.
This simplified expression can be valuable in reducing the
computational effort required for simulations of neutrino-
nucleus interactions. By parametrizing the 2p2h response,
it also offers a method to compare different models of the
process, including comparisons between electron scatte-
ring and neutrino scattering at different kinematics. This
capability can be particularly useful in Monte Carlo event
generators used for the analysis of neutrino oscillation
experiments with accelerators.
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APPENDIX A: MATRIX ELEMENT OF
THE OB CURRENT WITH
CORRELATED NUCLEONS

Here we derive the matrix element of the OB current
between a correlated pair and a two-particle state above the
Fermi level, Egs. (29) and (30). It is obtained as the sum of
the OB current acting on each of the particles,

(PP 08 (@) [[@n,n,1) = (PIPLIIVY + J5[[AP 1))
(A1)

Let us calculate the matrix element of J/ writing explicitly
the spin indices. We assume that the two-hole uncorrelated
state is |h;s h,s,). The corresponding correlated wave
function is denoted by

[@5,) = [hisihosy) + [AQLR ), (A2)
where |A®y'P ) carries the high-momentum compo-

nents. First we introduce a complete set of momentum
states
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([P s1pass ]| [A®y R ])

= / Epidpyy ([pisiphsh]l i [pi161p202)

0103

x <P10'1P202|[A‘Dflllsﬁz]>- (A3)

The first matrix element inside the integral is

(pys1p5s5 ][4 [pio1paos) = ([p)si]1/4|[p1o1]) (Phsh|paoy)

(2z)
== 0P —pi-4q)
x jop(P1- P} — @)y,
X 8(py — P2)3y,0, (Ad)

where jop is the OB current function given in Eq. (8) in the
electromagnetic case, and we have exchanged the bracket
of p) for p;. The matrix element of the high-momentum
wave function is

S8 2” 3 S8
(P101P202 |[ADY ﬁ2]> (V) <P161P202|A‘Dh1,ﬁ2>
27)3
= O )+~ o)
X Agp's (P) sy, - (A5)

Inserting Eqgs. (A4) and (AS5) into (A3) and integrating
using the Dirac deltas we obtain
IR SEAAIEN AR

(27)°
= o(p| +ph

s]v p/ _p/ -
X Z]OB P} Pl — )\lm Phin, <%

!
015

(A6)

—q—h;,-h,)

Proceeding analogously to calculate the matrix element of
J,, we obtain the equation

_ A 2
Uc, = . {Wl % —wyA? = 2wy [1 + Ep(w*? + a?)] -

2 K2
U=" {—w17+w2/12+2/1w2[1 +&r(p? +a®) Fwo[1 +28p (w2 + a?) +- & (y* + 2%y + 24 )]}+4K2W4,

_ T
Ur =2w, + 2W2/1K—2 [1+&p(y™ +a?)] -

+ oA + 2aws[1 + Ep (w2 + a?)] + wa[l + 2Ep (' + a?) + E:(y™ + 2a%y*? + 2a*))] + 422wy,

([P s pas3] |5 [APyTET)

27)°
=(V2 s(py +ph
; 55, (P1— P +q
S 010 ) A, (PR

7
192

—q—h; —h,)

(A7)

By analogy with Eq. (21), the 2p2h correlation current
function turns out to be

jcor(pllv p,27 hl ’ h2)

, a5 (P1—P2—q
= (2x)3 H I N
(27) Z;JOB(pl’pl q)sa Py h,( 3 iy

. P, —p>+q
+ (271 o5 Ps — @) g AphE, (41 5 ) i
o S, 0

APPENDIX B: AVERAGED SINGLE-NUCLEON
RESPONSES IN THE SUSAM* MODEL

The single-nucleon responses can be extended beyond
values |y*| > 1 using the energy distribution function (B1)
obtained form the superscaling function by differentiating
the two sides of the Eq. (14) with respect to ¢,

2 1 df*(y")

n(eg) = 3ll/ dy*

(B1)

We use the noncorrelated superscaling function f*(y*) =
bexp(—(w*)*/a?) to compute the energy distribution
and the averaged single-nucleon responses, Eq. (12),
giving n(ey) = — % f*(y*). The single-nucleon responses
Uk(e, g, ) for neutrinos (antineutrinos) are given in the
Appendix C of Ref. [2]. The averaged single-nucleon
responses after integration over € are given by

(B2)
wo[l 4 28 (w2 + a®) + E(p** + 2a%y*? + 2a4)]} —4Jkwy,  (B3)
(B4)
TZ
Wy w5 (14 286y 4 @) G+ 2a% 4 2a%)] = S (BS)
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Op =2ws = {2+ L+ &2+ )]} (B6)

The single-nucleon structure functions, wy, w,, wz, and wy
are given [2] by

wi = 12G3)? + (1 +7)G3. (B7)
ZG*V 2 2G*V 2
sz( £ ) +1(2Gy) + G2, (B3)
1+7
wy = G2G3Y, (B9)
(Ga — TGTD)Z
== B10
Wy A7 ( )

where G} and G}/ are the electric- and magnetic-isovector
form factors G}y, = (Gify — Giy)/2 modified in the
medium with the relativistic effective mass [60]. For the
axial form factor, G,, we use dipole parametrization with

axial mass M, = 1.032 GeV. Finally, the pseudoscalar
form factor Gy = 4mym}yG,/(m2 — Q?).

For electron scattering the equations are similar for
U, =U¢c and Uy, without the axial contribution,
w3 = wy = 0. For protons and neutrons the corresponding
structure functions are

W = 7(Giy) (BI1)

G* 2 G* 2

ngz( E) +T( M) , (B12)
1+7

with the electric and magnetic form factors

G.=F, —
E 1 Tm

"WE, Gy =F +"NF, (B13)
N my

For the F; form factors of the nucleon, we use the Galster

parametrization [61].
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