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Abstract. We review the compelling case for establishing a capahititgccelerate positrons at
Jefferson Lab. The potential appplications range fromtihg@ysof two-photon exchange and deeply-
virtual Compton scattering to exploiting the charge curnepak interaction to probe the flavor
structure of hadrons and nuclei. There are also fascinadiegs for using such a capability to
discover new physics beyond the Standard Model of nuclehparticle physics.
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INTRODUCTION

While there are really only a few reasons for tackling théiaift and expensive chal-
lenge of providing positron beams at a laboratory like Jsffie Lab, they are com-
pelling. In important circumstances one can use the imenfee with single photon ex-
change to clearly isolate a particular piece of physics.niplas include the study of
the two-photon exchange contribution to elastic scatieand the extraction of infor-
mation on the generalized parton distributions (GPDs). dlierge current processes,
(e",ve) and (et ve), uniquely isolate either positively or negatively chargpearks,
respectively, and can therefore provide important infdromaon the flavor structure
of nucleons and nuclei. Finally, there are a number of iisterg possibilities, including
e —e~ annihilation, which have the potential to reveal physicsiie of that described
within the Standard Model. We set the stage for the main ptatiens at the workshop
by outlining just a few of the possible highlights.

INTERFERENCE

One of the technical triumphs of the JLab program, basedsanigth duty factor, high
polarization and intensity, is that one can measure readdrjzation in processes like
(e,€N). The application of this process to elastie- p scattering led to the discov-
ery that, contrary to the conclusions based on using a Ragérdeparation, the shape
of the electric and magnetic form factors of the proton way déferent. Indeed, the
ratio Gg /Gy drops rapidly towards zero & increases towards 7 - 8 GéVl]. Ex-
tensive theoretical studies have shown that this diffex@senost likely a consequence
of two-photon exchange, which seems to have a much biggecteih the Rosenbluth
separation than on recoil polarization[2, 3]. Experimeotafirmation of this explana-
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tion would be simple if one could compaeg ande™ scattering, with the sign of the
interference term being different in these two cases.

Turning to a different topic, the challenge of resolving stwecalled “spin crisis” has
been with us for more than 20 years [4]. Those two decadespafrerental work have
provided an enormous amount of information and in many wagscrisis has now
been resolved [5, 6]. From accurate measurements of thermpspin structure function,
g‘l)(x), we now know that the quarks carry about one third of the prefon, not zero as
appeared possible back in 1988. We also know that the spiedday polarized gluons
in the proton is an order of magnitude smaller than that reguio resolve the crisis
through thdJa (1) axial anomaly. On the other hand, crucial non-perturbasfects of
hadron structure, namely relativistic quark motion, thpdrfine interaction in QCD [7]
and the pion cloud required by chiral symmetry [8], all actéduce the spin carried
by the quarks. These effects account fully for the modertgorgpin sum and hence
resolve the spin crisis.

Of course, one really wants to confirm this theoretical exgleon by independent
experimental tests. Key to this is the realization that fthe mechanisms just outlined
have the effect of replacing quark spin by quark and antrqgaebital angular momen-
tum [9] and the ideal method to access that experimentallgiisg the GPDs [10]. The
GPDs are extracted from deeply-virtual Compton scattgffiCS) through the inter-
ference between the Bethe-Heitler process and DVCS [11} ifkerference changes
sign when one switches froet to e™ and this is critical to being sure that one has cor-
rectly recognized the interference term rather than tharsgaf the DVCS amplitude.
With its unique access to the critical valence region JLal) s upgrade to 12 GeV,
is ideally placed to determine the amount of orbital angalamentum carried by the
quarks and access to high intensity beams of polarizedrpositvould be extremely
valuable.

Charged current measurements

Another major technical development at JLab has been thigyabiperform remark-
ably precise measurements of parity violating electrotagag (PVES). This has en-
abled the accurate determination of the strange vectoermumatrix elements in the
proton [12/ 18, 14], with the result that strange quarks toute less than 5% of the
magnetic moment or charge radius squared of the proton El5Slich measurements
are the QCD equivalent of the determination of the Lamb s$hi@ED, as the strange
quarks are not part of the valence structure of the protoncanttibute only through
vacuum fluctations. Calculations based on lattice QCD andemrochiral extrapolation
technigues are in excellent agreement with the experirnesgialts, albeit with errors an
order of magnitude smaller [17,/18] — a unique occurence idanostrong interaction
physics.

In contrast with the strange elastic form factors, the expental determination of
the difference in thes and s parton distributions have proven far more difficult/[19],
largely as a consequence of the difficulties associatedvathrino experiments. Such
a difference was anticipated more than 20 years ago on thie bashe fluctuation



p — KTA [20]. Indeed, it is now known that the chiral non-analytihbeior of s(x)
and s(x) is different and hences(x) — s(x) must be non-zera_[21]. High luminosity
electron and positron beams, preferably at a future elediemlron collider such as
ELIC proposed at JLab, would permit one to accurately magp difference, which
also has consequences for the search for new physics in pleer@osuch as the NuTeV
anomaly [22].

The quest to understand the role of the quark and gluon degfdeeedom in defin-
ing the properties of atomic nuclei is one of the great chnglés facing modern nuclear
physics. The nuclear EMC effect, which was discovered nfaar & quarter of a century
ago [23], provides compelling evidence that the structdira lsound “nucleon” differs
in a fundamental way from its free counterpart! [24] and yé&t #vidence is largely
ignored as inconvenient by the community. The quark-mesapling (QMC) model
is an extremely efficient and effective formalism with whichinvestigate the role of
quarks and gluons in determining nuclear properties [[25, f26m the saturation of
nuclear matter to the EMC effect. Within the QMC model, asdnitodern incarnation
based upon the chiral symmetric, covariant, confining NJidehadeveloped by Bentz,
Cloét and Thomas [27], the paradigm which has underpinnelkautheory for over 70
years is replaced by the understanding that what occupedksrsbdel orbits in atomic
nuclei are not free neutrons and protons but quark clustgnsnucleon quantum num-
bers whose structure has self-consistently adjusted ttota mean scalar and vector
fields in the nuclear medium [28]. This picture has been ssfadly linked to conven-
tional many-body theory through the derivation of an eqentenergy functional which
yields a remarkably successful density-dependent fordeeoSkyrme type. Recently
applications of the QMC model include an explanation of tkigegimental absence of
>-hypernucleil[29, 30], the prediction of weak binding fefhypernuclei, interesting
predictions for the photo-production of hypernuclei [3aflanew results for the proper-
ties of dense nuclear matterfequilibrium, including hyperons [32].

In the present context, it is especially interesting to niegediscovery of the isovector
EMC effect by Cloétet al. [33]. In particular, even if one makes an “iso-scalarity”
correction to the structure function of Fe by subtracting structure functions of the
4 extra neutrons, one cannot eliminate so easily their tetiacall of the remaining
neutrons and protons. Because of the isovector repulsibmelbe d-quarks and the
attrraction betweed'’s andu’s, thed-quarks will have a different distribution in Bjorken-
x than theu-quarks. The sign of this effect is obviously the same asabsbciated with
normal charge symmetry violation (CSV) [36, 34], itself ampiortant object of study
in modern hadron physics, and together these two effe@sffeudo-CSV” associated
with the iso-vector EMC effect and regular CSV associatdétl ua- d mass differences),
can account for the NuTeV anomaly. Far from being a disagpwEnt, in the sense that
there is no evidence for physics beyind the Standard Mdulslstipport for an iso-vector
EMC effect provides powerful support for this new paradigmrfuclear structure, itself
a remarkably important issue.

The unambiguous confirmation of the difference predicteC€logtet al. betweerda
andup in a nucleus with N£ Z, even after correcting for the excess neutrons (or prgtons
is possible using a comparison of charge current deepstielscattering. Once again,
a high energy, high luminosity collider such as that propasieJLab, would be ideal.
Other tests which have been proposed include the comparfsami-inclusiverr™ and



1 deep-inelastic scattering at 12 GeV at JLab [35] but the dimampons of final state
interactions have the potential to complicate the inteégi@n there. This is not an issue
for the charged current comparison.

BEYOND THE STANDARD MODEL

A comparison of the charged current cross section for elestand positrons as function
of polarization at HERA showed the potential for testing 8tandard Model in this
way [37]. However, lack of luminosity meant that it was neeempetitive with other
methods. An electron-ion collider with luminosity at thevéé of 10> cm?/sec, as
proposed at JLab, may well turn this around.

Another rather different approach will be described at theeting by Bogdan Wojt-
sekhowskil[38]. There have been suggestions for some tiatethexcess of 511 KeV
X-rays from the galactic center may signal the existence éw, lightU-boson with
mass in the range of a few to tens of MeV. The most promisindhateto search for
such a particle would be i@ — e~ annihilation using an intense positron beam, at JLab
possibly at the FEL. For more details we refer to the presiemtaf Wojtsekhowski.

CONCLUSION

More details of the ideas presented here and a number ofsothiébe found in these
proceedings. Even from this introductory taste, it showddcckear that the initiative to
develop a positron capability at JLab is very well motivaseientifically. There are
some very important issues that can be addressed and r@swllyan this way and | am
sure that these will prove compelling when it comes to findimgnecessary resources.
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