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The next generation of long-baseline neutrino experiments will be capable of precision measurements
of neutrino oscillation parameters, precision neutrino-nucleus scattering, and unprecedented sensitivity
to physics beyond the Standard Model. Reduced uncertainties in neutrino fluxes are necessary
to achieve high precision and sensitivity in these future precise neutrino measurements. New
measurements of hadron-nucleus interaction cross sections are needed to reduce uncertainties of
neutrino fluxes. We report measurements of the differential cross section as a function of scattering
angle for proton-carbon interactions with a single charged particle in the final state at beam momenta
of 20, 30, and 120 GeV/c. These measurements are the result of a beam test for EMPHATIC, a
hadron-scattering and hadron-production experiment. The total, elastic and inelastic cross-sections
are also extracted from the data and compared to previous measurements. These results can be used
in current and future long-baseline neutrino experiments, and demonstrate the feasibility of future
measurements by an upgraded EMPHATIC spectrometer.

I. INTRODUCTION

Measurements of hadron interactions spanning two or-
ders of magnitude (1−100GeV/c) of incident particle mo-
menta are of crucial importance for reducing the neutrino
production modeling uncertainty in accelerator-based and
atmospheric neutrino experiments. The neutrino flux un-
certainty is the dominant uncertainty in many neutrino
measurements, including neutrino nucleus cross-section
measurements, sterile neutrino searches, and CP violation
measurement in atmospheric neutrinos. Long-baseline
neutrino experiments are entering a precision era with
the future Hyper-Kamiokande [1] and DUNE [2] projects.
Uncertainties in the energy dependence of the neutrino
flux and cross section are amongst the most challenging
systematic uncertainties in these neutrino experiments.
Neutrinos are produced by the decays of hadrons pro-

duced in proton interactions in nuclei. Since it is at best
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extremely difficult and time consuming to measure the
neutrino beam flux as a function of energy, Monte Carlo
simulations based on hadron interactions and decays are
used to make a-priori predictions of the neutrino flux. This
approach is limited by the sparse hadron interaction data
often with significant errors, and hadron interactions are
the dominant systematic uncertainty in the neutrino flux
prediction. Interpolation and extrapolation of the hadron
interaction cross section using phenomenological mod-
els introduces additional uncertainties. Measurements of
hadron interactions are used to constrain or scale the mod-
els to provide a more precise prediction of the neutrino
flux. A good example of how data are used in neutrino
flux simulations can be found in [3].

Many of the hadron interaction data relevent to GeV-
energy neutrino flux predictions were taken in the sec-
ond half of twentieth century. Although these data are
very valuable, they are insufficient for the precise neu-
trino flux predictions due to low precision and lack of
error covariances. In more recent years, experiments like
NA61/SHINE [4–7], HARP [8, 9] or MIPP [10–12] took
valuable data with the direct requests and input from the
neutrino experiments. These data include cross-section
and hadron production measurement for various targets
and beam momenta. Even with these data, the typical
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neutrino flux uncertainty in the current generation of the
accelerator-based neutrino experiments is between 5%
and 15% due to limited phase space coverage and other
sources of systematic uncertainties.
The neutrino flux uncertainty directly affects all mea-

surements done in a single (near) detector where far-to-
near detector cancellation is not possible. However the re-
duction of the neutrino flux uncertainty is also important
for neutrino oscillation measurements, in particular mea-
surements of CP violation in the lepton sector. Constrain-
ing the νe/νµ ratio and measuring νe cross-section is of ut-
most importance for reducing the systematic uncertainty
in CP violation measurements in the Hyper-Kamiokande
and DUNE experiments [1, 13]. These cross sections will
be measured in the intermediate water Cherenkov detec-
tor (IWCD) in Hyper-Kamiokande and the DUNE near
detector. However, these measurement is limited by the
neutrino flux uncertainty and reduction of the flux un-
certainty to levels of 3% are necessary. Another example
is the measurement of CP violation in atmospheric neu-
trinos, which is limited by the neutrino flux uncertainty
coming from the sub-20 GeV/c cosmic ray interactions
with the atmosphere.

Several missing pieces of data are necessary to re-
duce the neutrino flux uncertainty in current and future
accelerator-based and atmospheric neutrino experiments:

1. hadron production in sub-10 GeV pion and kaon
interactions on carbon, aluminium, titanium and
iron,

2. hadron production in sub-20 GeV proton-air inter-
actions (or equivalent targets),

3. measurements of coherent elastic and quasi-elastic
interactions of hadrons for carbon, aluminium, ti-
tanium and iron targets between 1 GeV/c and
120 GeV/c,

4. measurements of strange hadron production in
proton-carbon interactions to validate older mea-
surements.

The detailed explanation of each point is out of scope of
this paper and can be found in [14]. This paper describes
a measurement of (3) above which is possible using data
from an early beam test of EMPHATIC (Experiment to
Measure the Production of Hadrons At a Testbeam in
Chicagoland). Future EMPHATIC measurements will
address the remaining items in the list.

II. EMPHATIC EXPERIMENT

EMPHATIC is designed to study hadron interactions
in the 2− 120 GeV/c range at the Fermilab Test Beam
Facility (FTBF). The physics program of EMPHATIC
covers previously listed requirements for the improvement
of the neutrino flux in the upcoming long-baseline neutrino
oscillation experiments [14].

The EMPHATIC design exploits ~10 µm spatial reso-
lution of silicon strip detectors that results in a compact
hadron spectrometer. The dipole magnet is a custom-built
Halbach array of NdFeB magnets with a

∫
Bdl of approxi-

mately 0.25Tm. Beam particle identification is done using
gas and aerogel threshold Cherenkov detectors. Identi-
fication of secondary particles is done by time-of-flight
measurements in resistive plate chambers (RPCs) and by
measuring the Cherenkov angle in aerogel ring imaging
detector (ARICH) based on the Belle-II design [15]. A
lead calorimeter at the downstream end of the experiment
enables separation of electrons, muons and hadrons. The
total length of the spectrometer is approximately 2 m.

In this paper, we present the results of an EMPHATIC
test-beam measurement done in January 2018 using only
silicon strip detectors to record particle trajectories. No
magnet and no detectors for secondary particle identi-
fication were used in the test-beam setup. The results
include differential cross-section for p+C→X± at 20, 30,
and 120 GeV/c, where X± is a single charged particle
within 20 mrad, the acceptances of the tracking detec-
tors used in this measurement. This enables the mea-
surements of forward scattering (coherent elastic and
quasi-elastic interactions). The event topology with a
single forward charged particle includes coherent-elastic
interactions, quasi-elastic interactions and some inelastic
interactions. Coherent elastic interactions are defined
as scattering off the whole nucleus. Both the incident
particle and the target nucleus survive in this case. In
quasi-elastic interactions, the target nucleus is fragmented
while the incident hadron survives. And finally, inelastic
interactions are those in which at least one new meson
is produced. We have also fitted a simple model to our
data to extract useful quantities such as total and elastic
cross-section. Results are compared to both Monte Carlo
predictions and other measurements.

III. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

The EMPHATIC test-beam measurements were done
at the FTBF. The facility provides a primary 120 GeV/c
proton beam from the Main Injector, or a secondary beam
with momentum above 2 GeV/c.The beam is delivered
in 4 s spills every minute. The intensity is tunable from
1 kHz to 100 kHz and the typical beam spot area is 2 cm2.
The momentum resolution of the secondary beam (∆p/p)
is approximately 2%. The FTBF provides a set of gas
threshold Cherenkov detectors for secondary beam par-
ticle identification. Pion identification is possible above
5 GeV/c, while kaon identification is only possible above
18 GeV/c. The pressure in the first Cherenkov detector
was tuned to detect positrons, muons and pions in the
secondary beam. The trigger includes signals from the
first Cherenkov detector in the anti-coincidence with two
scintillators to remove all particles except kaons and pro-
tons. The pressure in the second gas Cherenkov detector
was tuned to detect kaons, which can be separated from
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p [GeV/c] Target Number of triggers [106]

20 carbon 0.463
20 empty 0.410
30 carbon 1.031
30 empty 0.197
120 carbon 1.013
120 empty 1.068

TABLE I: Collected number of triggers

the protons during the data analysis.
The FTBF also provides a set of silicon strip detec-

tors (SSDs) with effective area of 3.8× 3.8 cm2 and the
strip pitch of 60 µm. Each detector has two silicon strip
planes for measuring two independent dimensions. For
the EMPHATIC beam test, four detectors were placed
upstream of the target and three detectors were placed
downstream of the target. In addition to silicon strip
detectors, the FTBF provides a silicon pixel telescope
consisting of eight pixel planes located between four up-
stream SSDs and the target. Four of the planes have
sensitive area of 3.24× 1.62 cm2 and the other four have
an area of 1.62× 2.43 cm2. Due to inefficiencies with the
pixel data acquisition and the smaller effective area, data
from the pixels are not used for this measurement. In-
stead, the pixel telescope is treated as a passive material
in the beamline and data are corrected for energy losses
in this material. The schematic overview of the setup
with defined coordinate system is shown in Fig. 1.

The target is made of Toyo Tanso IG-43 graphite which
is the target material of choice in the T2K beamline. The
same graphite was used for NA61/SHINE measurements.
The target thickness is 2 cm which is approximately 5%
of the interaction length. The measured target density is
1.83± 0.04 g/cm3.

IV. SIMULATION AND DATA ANALYSIS

The data collected with graphite and empty targets are
summarized in Tab. I. The empty target data are used
for silicon strip alignment and for estimating background
interactions in the data analysis. The alignment is done
by selecting 10000 empty target events with a single hit
per silicon strip plane. A simple line fit is used to fit a
track in each event. The tracking plane positions and
angles are determined by minimizing the sum of χ2 values
for all 10000 track fits. Any position misalignment is at
sub-micron level and any angular misalignment is below
0.01 mrad.
After the alignment, angular resolution is determined

for each dataset by fitting upstream and downstream
tracks separately and calculating the angle between them
in x-z and y-z planes. A Gaussian is fit to the angular
distributions and the width divided by

√
2 is taken as the

effective angular resolution. The effective angular resolu-
tion includes intrinsic angular resolution of the detector

and smearing effect caused by multiple scattering in the
detector material.
Silicon strip efficiencies are also calculated based on

the empty target data. For a given silicon strip plane,
events are selected by requiring a single cluster per plane
in all other planes. A track is fitted for each event and
extrapolated to the selected plane and checked if there
is a cluster present within ±60 µm. The efficiencies are
better than 99%. Both, the angular resolution for different
datasets and silicon plane mean efficiencies are presented
in Fig. 2.

The positions and efficiencies of the silicon strip planes
obtained from these studies as well as beam-profile mea-
surements from data are used as input parameters in
Geant4-based Monte Carlo simulation[16]. Angular dis-
tributions from the data are used to validate the simu-
lation. The simulation includes silicon strip and pixel
planes, target and trigger scintillators. In total, 10 mil-
lion beam protons are simulated for each beam settings
with FTFP_BERT and QGSP_BERT physics lists from
Geant4.10.05.p01. The simulation is used to estimate
detector, acceptance and reconstruction inefficiencies and
corresponding corrections are applied to data. Addition-
ally, simulated events are used for some of the systematic
studies described in Sec. VI.
The measurement of the forward differential cross-

section without final-state momentum measurement is
based on the assumption that four-momentum transfer t
is approximately equal to t ≈ −p2bθ2 for small t, where pb
is the incident beam momentum, and θ is the scattering
angle. This approximation is valid for coherent elastic
and quasi-elastic interactions. However, it cannot be used
for the inelastic scattering. The measurements presented
here include proton-carbon differential cross-section for
events with a single charged particle emitted from the
target within ±20mrad with respect to the beam particle.
Such interactions also include inelastic scattering where
for example a neutron and pion are emitted in the for-
ward detection. Therefore, the approximation for t does
not hold for these events. It is possible to remove inelas-
tic events by applying an undesirable model-dependent
correction. Instead we report dσ/d(p2bθ

2):(
dσ

d(p2bθ
2)

)
i

=
1

Npot

Ni
nd ·∆(p2bθ

2)i
, (1)

where Npot is the number of protons on target, Ni is the
corrected number of events with a single downstream track
in a p2bθ

2 bin i, nd = 0.000179mb−1 is the target number
density multiplied by the target length and ∆(p2bθ

2)i is
i-th bin width. A set of cuts is applied to the data to
remove any background interactions.

A. Event selection

The event selection is divided into upstream and down-
stream track selection. The purpose of the former is to
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FIG. 1: Schematic overview of the experimental setup. The first trigger scintillator and gas Cherenkov detectors are
located several meters upstream, and are not shown.

select a pure proton sample and to remove any interac-
tions upstream from the target. The purpose of the latter
is to select a pure sample of events with a single scattered
charged particle downstream of the target.
Beam particle identification is done by using gas

Cherenkov detector available in FTBF. One detector used
in anti-coincidence with the trigger scintillator is used to
remove pions and electrons in the beam. The gas pressure
in the second detector was set above the kaon threshold.
Kaons and any electrons and pions remaining are removed
by cutting out the signal in the recorded ADC distribution
as shown in Fig. 3. Protons are part of the pedestal since
they did not produce any Cherenkov light. The average
number of photoelectrons detected from kaons passing
through the detector is around 30. Any non-proton con-
tamination after the cut is estimated by fitting the kaon
signal and pedestal to be much smaller than 1%. The
120 GeV/c beam is a pure proton beam since it comes
directly from the Main Injector and Cherenkov detectors
are not necessary in this case.
Additional cuts are applied to remove most of the in-

teractions in the upstream silicon strips and trigger scin-
tillator. Only events with a single upstream track with
a hit cluster in each plane and a sufficiently low χ2 are

selected. Additionally, events with tracks in the tails of
the beam divergence (dx/dz and dy/dz) distributions are
removed since these are mostly coming from the upstream
interactions. The estimated number of the upstream in-
teractions remaining after the selection is below 0.1%.
However, these do not include interactions in the silicon
pixel layers that are between the upstream strip layers
and the target. Finally, a cut is applied to the incoming
beam particle so that scattered particles within ±20mrad
always falls within the acceptance of the downstream
silicon strip layers.

The purpose of the downstream selection is to identify
forward scattered beam protons and remove hard inelastic
interaction in the pixel telescope, target, and downstream
SSDs. Selected events have only one reconstructed track
with a hit cluster in each downstream plane and the χ2

value below 6. An additional cut is applied to remove
interactions in silicon pixel layers. The upstream and
downstream tracks in an event are extrapolated toward
the center of the target. A cut is applied on the x and y
distances between the tracks. If an interaction happened
somewhere outside of the target, the difference in x and
y positions would be larger. The cut on the x and y
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FIG. 2: The effective angular resolution vs. beam momentum (a) and mean silicon plane efficiencies (b). The angular
resolution is shown for both, the empty and the carbon target data. Multiple scattering in the target makes the

effective angular resolution in the carbon target data worse at low momentum. The vertical red line in the efficiency
plot separates upstream and downstream planes.
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FIG. 3: The ADC count distribution for the PMT in the second gas Cherenkov detector for 30 GeV/c data. Selected
events are located between dashed red lines.

distances is defined as:

|xup − xdown| > 3 · σx + 3 · σθx · |zvert − ztarg| (2)

where σx is a width of the x distance distribution and
σθx is a width of θx distribution. A schematic of the x
and y cut is shown in Fig. 4.
To illustrate the effect of the x and y cuts, a recon-

structed angle vs. reconstructed vertex position distri-
bution is shown in Fig. 5 before and after applying the
cuts. Several peaks are visible in the distribution. The
first peak from the left corresponds to the last upstream
silicon strip plane. The next four peaks correspond to the

eight pixel planes (pixel planes come in pairs, which are
only 5 cm apart. The largest peaks shows interactions in
the target. The last peaks correspond to the first down-
stream silicon strip plane. After x and y cuts are applied,
inelastic interactions outside of the target are removed in
both data and simulation.

The raw differential cross-section needs to be corrected
for various inefficiencies such as: SSD inefficiencies, recon-
struction inefficiencies, selection inefficiencies and interac-
tions outside of the target. The efficiency corrections can
be grouped into two groups: corrections based on Monte
Carlo simulation and corrections based on the data.



6

z

x

y

Trigger
scintillator SSD SSDPixel telescope

Moving table
Target

∆x

FIG. 4: A schematic of the x and y cut. If interaction happens in a pixel plane, x and y distances between upstream
and downstream tracks at target z position will be significantly different than zero.

B. Monte Carlo correction factors

Monte Carlo efficiency includes silicon strip efficiency,
reconstruction efficiency and selection efficiency. However,
it does not include smearing effects caused by detector
resolution. The efficiency factor is defined as:

εi =
Ni,sel,true
Ni,true

, (3)

where i is the p2θ2 bin number, Ni,sel,true is the num-
ber of selected downstream tracks in the true bin i, and
Ni,true is the number of true tracks in the bin i before
the selection. The efficiency is calculated only for beam
particles hitting the target without any prior interaction.
The correction factor is defined as an inverse efficiency.
A Geant4 based Monte Carlo simulation has been used
to calculate the corrections. The simulation includes the
target, silicon strip layers, silicon pixel layers and the
trigger scintillator. Two physics lists are used to calculate
the correction factor: FTFP_BERT and QGSP_BERT
from Geant4.10.05.p1. The Monte Carlo efficiency is pre-
sented in Fig. 6. The differences in efficiency between
datasets come from the differences in the fraction of in-
elastic events. Selected events with a single forward low
momentum charged proton or pion tend to have lower
efficiency. The probability of scattering in downstream
tracking layers and multiple scattering increases for low
momentum particles. Therefore the χ2 of these tracks
tends to be higher on average, resulting in lower efficiency.

C. Data correction factors

Pixel interactions removed by ∆x and ∆y cuts are
elastic interactions with higher four-momentum transfer

and inelastic interactions. Since they happen before the
beam hits the target, any interacting beam particle is
lost and needs to be removed from the number of protons
on target. A normalization correction is applied to the
number of incoming beam particles. The correction is
estimated from the empty target data:

NPOT,cor = Ntout,rem · C ·
Ntin,POT
Ntout,POT

, (4)

where Ntout,rem is the number of removed pixel interac-
tions in the empty target data, C is the purity correction
based on simulation, and Ntin,POT

Ntout,POT
is the ratio of number

of selected events after upstream selection in the carbon
target and empty target data. The purity correction is a
ratio of the true removed pixel interactions and the total
number of removed events. Empty target data is used for
this correction to avoid any bias from including interac-
tions in the target. The normalization correction is 2.0%,
2.3%, and 3.0% for 20, 30, 120 GeV/c data respectively.

V. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES

Several systematic contributions are considered in the
analysis: beam purity, the number of interactions in up-
stream detectors (beam loss), target density and thickness
uncertainties, and efficiency variations. As previously
mentioned, kaon contamination in the proton beam after
gas Cherenkov cut is estimated to be negligible. Beam
loss is caused by interactions in the pixel telescope as
explained in the previous section. Since the beam loss is
between 2% and 3% and the purity correction is around
95%, any systematic uncertainty is going to be small. The
beam loss systematic contribution includes the statistical
uncertainty from the empty target data and purity varia-
tion estimated by using FTFP_BERT and QGSP_BERT
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FIG. 5: Reconstructed angle vs. reconstructed vertex z position for proton-carbon data (a) and FTFP_BERT
G4.10.04.p2 Monte Carlo (b) at 30GeV/c before (top) and after (bottom) x and y cuts. First peak at z = −70 cm
shows interactions in the last upstream silicon plane. The next four peaks are in fact four double peaks (clearly visible
in simulation) and they show interactions in eight pixel planes. The large peak at z = 70 cm includes interactions in

the target, and the last peak includes interactions in the first downstream silicon strip detector.

physics lists. Values are below 1% for all three datasets.
A normalization uncertainty from the measured target
density and thickness is estimated to be 2% and it is the
dominant contribution at low p2θ2.

The efficiency uncertainty includes contributions from
MC statistics, SSD plane efficiencies, differences in χ2

distributions between data and MC, differences in angu-
lar resolution, and model differences. Silicon efficiencies
in simulation are reduced in all planes by their uncer-
tainties, and the efficiency is reevaluated. The difference
between the nominal and reevaluated efficiency is taken
as a systematic uncertainty.

A similar approach is used for the variation of cut
parameters. The χ2 distribution from the data has a
longer tail compared to the distribution from simulation.
This is caused by a small number of track clusters with
multiple active strips in data. These clusters are created
by a passing charged particle and emitted delta electron.
Delta electrons induce signals in the neighbouring strips
and create a systematic shift in the measured position
of the original particle. Reconstructed tracks with such

clusters will have increased χ2 value. The χ2 value used
in MC cut is adjusted so that the fraction of removed
events is the same as the one in the data. The efficiency
is reevaluated after using the new cut and the difference
is taken as a systematic uncertainty.

Similarly, the angular resolution in Monte Carlo sim-
ulation can be from 3% to 7% different from the data,
depending on the dataset. Angular resolution parame-
ters in ∆x and ∆y cuts are varied within ±7% and the
difference is taken as a systematic uncertainty.

Finally, differences in efficiency estimated with
FTFP_BERT and QGSP_BERT are used as a system-
atic uncertainty. These differences are caused by the
variation in the number of events with a single low mo-
mentum pion in the forward direction. Low momentum
pions (< 5 GeV/c) have lower selection efficiency com-
pared to elastically scattered beam particles. Effective
angular resolution for these pions is worse due to increase
in multiple scattering. Therefore, these pions will be over-
represented in the tails of the angular distribution or they
will have increased χ2 values. The difference between
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FIG. 6: Downstream selection efficiency for proton-carbon data at 20 GeV/c (a), 30 GeV/c (b), and 120 GeV/c (c) for
FTFP_BERT and QGSP_BERT G4.10.05.p1 physics lists.

models is largest for higher p2θ2 values because of higher
fraction of low momentum pions.

Two co-dominant contributions in the efficiency un-
certainty are coming from SSD efficiency variations and
angular resolution differences and are between 1% and 2%.
The total efficiency uncertainty is between 2% and 3% and
it is the dominant systematic uncertainty contribution at
higher p2θ2.

VI. DIFFERENTIAL CROSS SECTION
RESULTS

Differential cross-section results are presented in Fig. 7.
Comparisons with FTFP_BERT and QGSP_BERT
physics lists are also included. Both physics list give
a similar predictions with significant differences from the
data. The differences vary from 0 to 40%. Total, statis-
tical, and systematic uncertainties are also presented in
Figs. 8-10.

A. Model fits

To compare our results with previous data it is necessary
to extract total, coherent-elastic or inelastic cross-sections.
Typically, the total cross-section can be extracted by
doing transmission measurement in which the number
of surviving beam particles is related to the total cross-
section:

NS = N0e
−ndσtot , (5)

where NS is the number of surviving beam particles, N0

is the initial number of beam particles, nd is the tar-
get number density multiplied by the target thickness,
and σtot is the total cross-section. An alternative ap-
proach is to measure the differential cross-section and
use the optical theorem to extract the total cross-section.
The optical theorem states that the total-cross section
is proportional to the imaginary part of the scattering
amplitude at t = 0 GeV2. An advantage of EMPHATIC
is in the ability to do a combined measurement with
both techniques, since all interacting and non-interacting
events have been recorded.
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FIG. 7: The p+C differential cross-section at 20 GeV/c (a), 30 GeV/c (c), and 120 GeV/c (e), and their corresponding
comparisons to the FTFP_BERT and QGSP_BERT models from Geant 4.10.05.p01 (b), (d), and (f).

Coherent elastic and quasi-elastic proton-carbon inter-
actions are governed by non-perturbative QCD, and there
are no simple QCD predictions for our measurements.
However, we have fitted a simple phenomenological model
to the data to extract desired parameters. Similar models

have been used in many older measurements such as [17]
and more recently in proton-proton interactions in AT-
LAS experiment [18, 19]. The full model used in the fit
is:
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FIG. 8: The total, statistical and systematic uncertainty for p+C differential cross-section at 20 GeV/c (a) and
different contributions to the systematic uncertainty (b), correlation matrix (c).

M(p2θ2;A,B,BpN , BI , σtot, σtot,pN , C,Λ) =
1

16π

(σtot
~c

)2
(1 + ρ2)e−Bp

2θ2 (6a)

+
1

16π
H(p2θ2 − Λ)

(
8παZ1Z2~c

p2θ2

)2

e−Bp
2θ2 (6b)

−2
1

16π
H(p2θ2 − Λ)(ρ cos ∆Φ + sin ∆Φ)

σtot
~c

8παZ1Z2~c
p2θ2

e−Bp
2θ2 (6c)

+N(A) · 1

16π

(σtot,pN
~c

)2
e−BpNp

2θ2 (6d)

+
1

16π

(
C

~c

)2

e−BIp
2θ2 (6e)

+H(10−4[GeV 2]− p2θ2)
1

nd · 10−4[GeV 2]
e−(σtot+σC−el+σC)·n·d (6f)

The model assumes that the nucleon distribution inside carbon nucleus follows the normal distribution and the
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FIG. 9: The total, statistical and systematic uncertainty for p+C differential cross-section at 30 GeV/c (a) and
different contributions to the systematic uncertainty (b), and correlation matrix (c).

coherent-elastic differential cross-section Eq. 6a is an expo-
nential function of the four-momentum transfer (t ≈ p2θ2).
The normalization is determined by the optical theorem
and relates to the total cross-section σtot, while the expo-
nential parameter B is proportional to the sum of squares
of proton and nuclear radii. Often, it is assumed that the
coherent nuclear amplitude is purely imaginary. However,
this is not well measured and we assume a small real
amplitude as well. The ratio of the real to imaginary part
of the amplitude is denoted as ρ.
The Coulomb differential cross-section (Eq. 6b) is a

simple Rutherford formula with the exponential form
factor. It is assumed that the carbon nuclear charge
density follows the nucleon distribution. This assumption
follows from the work by Kopeliovich and Tarasov [20].
The Coulomb scattering is divergent at t = 0 GeV2 and

we include a cutoff parameter Λ to remove the divergence.
Possible interference between coherent-elastic and

Coulomb scattering is included in the third line of Eq. 6.
Interference is zero if the nuclear amplitude is purely
imaginary. However, we have already assumed that this
is not the case. In addition, the nuclear amplitude gains
a modifying phase ∆Φ due to the presence of Coulomb
field.

Quasi-elastic interactions are defined as elastic interac-
tions on a single nucleon. Therefore, quasi-elastic differen-
tial cross-section (Eq. 6d) will have the same t dependence
as coherent-elastic differential cross-section, but only with
different parameters. The effective number of nucleons
visible to a beam proton is denoted as N(A)

Inelastic contamination (Eq. 6e) in our measurements is
mostly coming from events with a single forward charged
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FIG. 10: The total, statistical and systematic uncertainty for p+C differential cross-section at 120 GeV/c (a) and
different contributions to the systematic uncertainty (b), and correlation matrix (c).

particle (mostly pions). We assume that such background
mostly comes from ∆ resonance production. Also, Geant4
simulation suggests that the background is almost flat
in p2θ2 or has a exponential shape with a small slope.
Therefore, we assume the same functional dependence
as coherent-elastic and quasi-elastic differential cross-
sections, only with different parameters.
Finally, non-interacting contributions (Eq. 6f) is cal-

culated by using Eq. 5. Instead of using only the total
nuclear proton-carbon cross-section, we have also inte-
grated Eq. 6b and Eq. 6c to get the total effective cross-
section. The number of surviving particles is normalized
to get the same dimension as the differential cross-section.
The Heaviside step function ensures that surviving beam
particles are only placed in in the first true p2θ2 bin
(0− 10−4 GeV2).

The full model is first smeared to account for the bin
migration. Migration matrices are generated from the
empty target data and the Geant4 simulation of the mul-
tiple scattering in the target (see Fig. 12). The χ2 is
minimized by varying the model parameters. The relative
phase ∆Φ is not an independent parameter and it is taken
from the calculation by Kopeliovich and Tarasov [20]. The
ρ parameter is set to be a constant with a value of −0.13,
taken from [21]. Since N(A) and σtot,pN appear only as
a product, they are merged into a single parameter. The
fits are presented in Figs. 13 - 15. All of the model
contributions are also shown. The χ2/ndf values for all fit
configuration are presented in Fig. 11. Since the inelastic
background has the same functional p2θ2 dependence as
the quasi-elastic differential cross-section and they are
similar in size, corresponding fit parameters have large
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uncertainties. Therefore, we are not confident in reporting
these values independently.

However, we extracted the elastic slope B and the total
cross-section σtot. The total coherent elastic cross-section
σel is calculated by integrating Eq. 6a. Additionally, the
total inelastic cross-section is estimated as σtot − σel. To
estimate systematic uncertainties, fits are repeated in dif-
ferent configurations. The ρ parameter is varied between
−0.20 and −0.05 according to [21]. The migration matrix
is recalculated by using the PDG approximation of the
multiple scattering in the target:

θ0 =
13.6MeV
βcp

z

√
x

X0

[
1 + 0.038 log

(
x

X0

)]
(7)

The initial value of Λ parameter is varied within its uncer-
tainties and fixed during the fit. The value of Λ is around
2 · 10−5 GeV2 for all datasets. The values of the extracted
parameters and their uncertainties for different datasets
are summarized in Tab. II.

A comparison of the cross-section results with the older
measurements is presented in Fig. 16. The statistical and
systematic uncertainties of the extracted cross-sections
are similar in size. The main reason for the large sys-
tematic uncertainty is coming from the variation of the
ρ parameter. Unfortunately, our current data and meth-
ods do not allow us to extract the ρ parameter with any
precision due to large migration between the first four
upstream bins. To improve this in the future, we will re-
duce the migration effect by reducing the material budget.
Additionally, removing inelastic backgrounds by using a
momentum measurement will allow us to measure the
quasi-elastic cross-section.

VII. SUMMARY AND FUTURE
MEASUREMENTS

We have measured forward differential cross-section in
proton-carbon at 20, 30, and 120 GeV/c with a simple

setup consisting of silicon strip detectors. These results
feature a novel technique that uses both transmission
measurement and the optical theorem to extract the cross-
section. Future EMPHATIC runs will have momentum
measurements and the particle identification for secondary
particles. Additionally, the material budget will be signif-
icantly reduced (by 40%), since the dead material (pixel
telescope) will be removed. With increased statistics and
these improvements, we will be able to greatly reduce our
uncertainties on the extracted cross-sections. A fast DAQ
rate will allow us to take many different datasets and
create a cross-section table for the important interactions
contributing to the neutrino flux in different experiments.
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FIG. 12: Migration matrices for 20 GeV/c data (a), 30 GeV/c data (b), 120 GeV/c data (c).
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FIG. 13: The model fit for 20 GeV/c data.
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FIG. 14: The model fit for 30 GeV/c data.
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FIG. 15: The model fit for 120 GeV/c data.
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(a) (b)

(c)

FIG. 16: Comparisons of the total (a), elastic (b), and inelastic cross-section (c) obtained from the fits with older data.
The total cross-section is compared to the data from Bellettini et al. [17]. The elastic cross-section is compared to
values obtained from Bellettini et al. [17] and Schiz et al. [22]. The inelastic cross-section is compared to the results

from Bellettini et al. [17], NA61/SHINE collaboration [4, 6], Denisov et al. [23], and MIPP collaboration [24].
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TABLE III: Measured differential cross-section for 20 GeV/c data.

p2θ2 range dσ/d(p2θ2) Stat. error Stat. error Syst. error Syst. error Tot. error Tot. error
[GeV/c] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [%] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [%] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [%]

0.0000− 0.0025 2052289.364 7126.864 0.347 53265.051 2.595 53739.724 2.619
0.0025− 0.0050 6793.436 412.672 6.075 180.526 2.657 450.430 6.630
0.0050− 0.0075 4828.061 349.346 7.236 132.106 2.736 373.489 7.736
0.0075− 0.0100 3857.142 312.856 8.111 105.574 2.737 330.188 8.560
0.0100− 0.0150 2674.627 184.129 6.884 74.013 2.767 198.447 7.420
0.0150− 0.0200 2142.355 165.286 7.715 59.941 2.798 175.820 8.207
0.0200− 0.0250 1732.284 149.091 8.607 49.076 2.833 156.961 9.061
0.0250− 0.0300 1206.000 124.389 10.314 33.697 2.794 128.873 10.686
0.0300− 0.0350 888.948 107.017 12.039 25.047 2.818 109.909 12.364
0.0350− 0.0400 803.549 102.051 12.700 23.286 2.898 104.674 13.026
0.0400− 0.0450 655.121 92.648 14.142 18.295 2.793 94.437 14.415
0.0450− 0.0500 328.323 65.665 20.000 9.419 2.869 66.337 20.205
0.0500− 0.0550 493.315 81.101 16.440 15.138 3.069 82.501 16.724
0.0550− 0.0600 603.047 89.897 14.907 18.037 2.991 91.689 15.204
0.0600− 0.0700 403.360 52.513 13.019 11.561 2.866 53.771 13.331
0.0700− 0.0800 394.693 52.278 13.245 12.9776 3.288 53.865 13.647
0.0800− 0.0900 377.595 51.867 13.736 12.053 3.192 53.249 14.102
0.0900− 0.1000 344.685 49.751 14.434 10.870 3.154 50.925 14.774
0.1000− 0.1100 268.391 44.123 16.440 8.946 3.333 45.021 16.774
0.1100− 0.1200 315.072 48.048 15.250 10.701 3.396 49.225 15.624
0.1200− 0.1300 177.247 36.180 20.412 5.573 3.144 36.607 20.653
0.1300− 0.1400 199.990 39.221 19.612 6.306 3.153 39.725 19.864
0.1400− 0.1500 258.929 45.074 17.408 8.222 3.175 45.817 17.695

TABLE IV: Measured differential cross-section for 30 GeV/c data.

p2θ2 range dσ/d(p2θ2) Stat. error Stat. error Syst. error Syst. error Tot. error Tot. error
[GeV/c] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [%] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [%] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [%]

0.0000− 0.0025 2069050.634 3828.485 0.185 53689.117 2.595 53825.446 2.602
0.0025− 0.0050 8299.600 244.317 2.944 219.998 2.651 328.771 3.961
0.0050− 0.0075 5170.900 192.708 3.727 137.906 2.667 236.969 4.583
0.0075− 0.0100 3837.658 166.384 4.336 104.313 2.718 196.379 5.117
0.0100− 0.0150 2799.597 100.695 3.597 75.476 2.696 125.841 4.495
0.0150− 0.0200 2044.561 86.092 4.211 55.046 2.692 102.185 4.998
0.0200− 0.0250 1463.394 73.078 4.994 39.521 2.701 83.080 5.677
0.0250− 0.0300 1134.254 64.421 5.680 31.196 2.750 71.577 6.311
0.0300− 0.0350 789.365 53.710 6.804 22.106 2.800 58.081 7.358
0.0350− 0.0400 660.948 49.402 7.474 18.443 2.790 52.732 7.978
0.0400− 0.0450 514.906 43.832 8.513 15.346 2.980 46.440 9.019
0.0450− 0.0500 491.541 42.946 8.737 13.618 2.770 45.053 9.166
0.0500− 0.0550 378.509 37.851 10.000 10.880 2.875 39.384 10.405
0.0550− 0.0600 393.893 38.624 9.806 11.484 2.916 40.296 10.230
0.0600− 0.0700 317.420 24.637 7.762 8.860 2.791 26.181 8.248
0.0700− 0.0800 289.509 23.638 8.165 8.024 2.772 24.963 8.623
0.0800− 0.0900 306.383 24.530 8.006 8.860 2.892 26.081 8.513
0.0900− 0.1000 253.683 22.250 8.771 7.710 3.039 23.547 9.282
0.1000− 0.1100 256.723 22.603 8.805 8.440 3.2886 24.128 9.398
0.1100− 0.1200 212.069 20.696 9.759 6.613 3.118 21.727 10.245
0.1200− 0.1300 201.800 20.180 10.000 6.466 3.204 21.191 10.501
0.1300− 0.1400 205.943 20.292 9.853 6.225 3.023 21.226 10.307
0.1400− 0.1500 178.935 19.075 10.660 5.725 3.200 19.915 11.130
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TABLE V: Measured differential cross-section for 120 GeV/c data.

p2θ2 range dσ/d(p2θ2) Stat. error Stat. error Syst. error Syst. error Tot. error Tot. error
[GeV/c] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [%] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [%] [mb·(GeV/c)−2] [%]

0.0000− 0.0025 2073312.212 2521.099 0.122 53750.653 2.593 53809.744 2.595
0.0025− 0.0050 10237.337 177.832 1.737 266.174 2.600 320.114 3.127
0.0050− 0.0075 6173.195 137.968 2.235 160.449 2.599 211.611 3.428
0.0075− 0.0100 4520.413 118.183 2.614 117.526 2.600 166.672 3.687
0.0100− 0.0150 2933.287 67.383 2.297 76.317 2.602 101.807 3.471
0.0150− 0.0200 1897.459 54.169 2.855 49.458 2.607 73.351 3.866
0.0200− 0.0250 1268.315 44.400 3.501 33.121 2.611 55.393 4.367
0.0250− 0.0300 945.892 38.424 4.062 24.812 2.623 45.739 4.836
0.0300− 0.0350 735.341 33.883 4.608 19.339 2.630 39.014 5.306
0.0350− 0.0400 521.670 28.630 5.488 13.663 2.619 31.723 6.081
0.0400− 0.0450 490.855 27.789 5.661 12.930 2.634 30.650 6.244
0.0450− 0.0500 390.669 24.908 6.376 10.461 2.678 27.016 6.915
0.0500− 0.0550 351.783 23.664 6.727 9.422 2.678 25.470 7.240
0.0550− 0.0600 334.268 23.233 6.951 9.088 2.719 24.947 7.463
0.0600− 0.0700 263.960 14.687 5.564 7.130 2.701 16.327 6.185
0.0700− 0.0800 206.983 13.091 6.325 5.698 2.753 14.277 6.898
0.0800− 0.090 216.332 13.391 6.190 6.132 2.834 14.728 6.808
0.0900− 0.1000 196.612 12.853 6.537 5.723 2.911 14.070 7.156
0.1000− 0.1100 199.731 13.199 6.608 5.827 2.918 14.428 7.224
0.1100− 0.1200 142.426 11.054 7.762 4.012 2.817 11.760 8.257
0.1200− 0.1300 158.757 11.800 7.433 4.873 3.070 12.767 8.042
0.1300− 0.1400 127.473 10.478 8.220 3.985 3.126 11.210 8.794
0.1400− 0.1500 150.903 11.407 7.559 4.651 3.082 12.319 8.164
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