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Abstract A review is presented of the antinucleon-nucleon interaction, and some related issues such as fundamental symmetries, annihilation mechanisms, antinucleonnucleus scattering, antiprotonic atoms and neutron-antineutron oscillations. The
overall perspective is historical but the modern approaches are also presented.

Introduction
The positron was discovered in 1932 by Anderson [1], and further studies confirmed
that it has the expected properties, in particular, the same mass as the electron and
the opposite charge. It was thus reasonably anticipated that the proton should also
possess an associated antiparticle, the antiproton, though the proton is not exactly
a Dirac particle since its magnetic moment substantially deviates from the Bohr
magneton, as shown by Stern in 1933 (see, e.g., [2]).
It was also expected that the antiproton would hardly be detected with cosmic
ray experiments, and a dedicated accelerator was built at Berkeley, the Bevatron (at
that time, 109 eV was denoted 1 BeV), to produce and study antiprotons. This was
a remarkable technical achievement, both for the accelerator and the detector. The
antiproton was discovered in 1955 by a team led by Chamberlain and Segrè. One
year later, the charge-exchange cross-section p̄p → n̄n gave access to the antineutron
n̄, partner of the neutron n. See, e.g., the Nobel lectures [3].
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In successive experiments, the antiproton-proton symmetry has been checked
with a greater and greater accuracy. The charge to mass ratios |q|/m turn out identical to about 10−10 , and the magnetic moments |µ| to about 10−9 [4].
Before the Berkeley measurements, one anticipated an analogy of the NN interaction with the e+ e− one in QED, where the elastic interaction is mediated by
photon-exchange and annihilation by fusion into two or three photons, as shown in
Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1 Contributions to the elastic and annihilation e+ e− cross-sections.

If one naively believes that the antiproton-proton interaction is dominated by the
mechanisms shown in Fig. 2, with one-pion exchange and annihilation mediated by
a very short range baryon-exchange, one predicts the following hierarchy for the
annihilation ( p̄p → mesons), elastic ( p̄p → p̄p) and charge-exchange ( p̄p → n̄n)
cross sections
σann < σel < σce ,
(1)
the second inequality resulting straightforwardly from a ratio of isospin ClebschGordan coefficients. Actually, the inverse ordering was observed, with the annihilation cross section σann nearly twice larger than the elastic one, σel , and the chargeexchange one, σce , being rather suppressed. This pattern of the antiproton cross
sections motivated a flurry of phenomenological studies which eventually forced to
a drastic revision of our view of the annihilation mechanisms.
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Fig. 2 Simple mechanisms contributing to the NN interaction: one-pion exchange, and annihilation
into ρπ by baryon exchange

In this review, we follow the traditional path which describes the antinucleonnucleon interaction (NN) as a long-range part due to meson exchanges “supplemented” by annihilation. In fact the main pattern of the NN interaction is that of a
very strong annihilation with a tail of Yukawa-type contribution. Filters are required
to see the latter on the top a very strong absorption. We then resume the discussion by an outline of the more modern approach, base on effective theories. For an
introduction to this physics, see, e.g., [5, 6, 7, 8, 9].
A word about the experimental framework. An intense program of studies of
antiproton-induced has been performed, in particular at CERN and Brookhaven,
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using secondary beams, i.e., antiprotons just produced on a production target.
Such beams had a large momentum spread and were much contaminated by other
negatively-charge particles such as kaons (K − ) and pions (π − ). For a summary of
early results, see, e.g., [10]. The method of stochastic cooling has been developed
at CERN [11]. The main purpose was to build a high-energy collider to discover
the W ± and Z 0 , the bosons mediating the week interactions. A low-energy branch,
LEAR (Low Energy Antiproton Ring), was also set-up [12], and used to study the
interaction of slow antiprotons. Stochastic cooling has also be implemented at Fermilab with high-energy p̄p collision leading in particular to the discovery of the
top quark, and also medium-energy antiproton hitting a hydrogen gas target to form
charmonium resonances [13], as pioneered in the R704 experiment at CERN [14].
At CERN, the LEAR facility has been dismantled, but the ELENA decelerator gives
access to very-low energy experiments [15]. For years, it has been proposed to
resume experiments with antiprotons in the GeV energy range, as in the “SuperLEAR” project [16, 17]. This will eventually be the case with the program around
PANDA [18] at Darmstadt.

From nucleon-nucleon to antinucleon-nucleon
The case of QED
In principle, the same amplitude M (s,t) describes both e− e− and e+ e− scattering,
the former for s > 4 m2e and t < 0, and the latter for s < 0 and t > 4 m2e . Here, me is
the electron mass, and s and t are two of the Mandelstam variables describing the
1 + 2 → 3 + 4 reaction with quadri-momenta p̃i ,
s = ( p̃1 + p̃2 )2 ,

t = ( p̃1 − p̃3 )2 ,

u = ( p̃1 − p̃4 )2 ,

(2)

which fulfill s + t + u = m21 + · · · + m24 .
It is simpler, however, to compare the amplitudes Ma (s,t) for e− e− → e− e− and
Mb (s,t) for e+ e− → e+ e− for the same values of s and t. The result, sometimes
referred to as the C-conjugation rule, is the following. If


!


+
+
+···+
+
+··· +···
Ma = 
(3)
= Ma1 + Ma2 + · · ·
then Mb = −Ma1 + Mb2 + · · · , that is to say, the contributions with the exchange of
an odd number of photons flip sign.
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The case of strong interactions
Nothing prevents from using the C-conjugation rule for hadrons. In particular, if
M (pp → pp) = Mπ +Mρ +Mω +· · · according to the mesons that are exchanged,
then M ( p̄p → p̄p) = Mπ − Mρ − Mω + · · · The rule holds also for a continuum
of exchanges, e.g., for two-pion exchange, π 0 π 0 and the C-even part of π + π − exchanges are unchanged when going from pp to p̄p, while the C-odd part of π + π −
flips sign.
However, it is convenient to relate amplitudes with the same isospin, for instance,
pp → pp for NN and n̄p → n̄p for NN. This is achieved with the G-parity rule of
Fermi and Yang [19]: if in isospin I
I
M I (NN) = MπI + Mππ
+ MωI + · · · ,

(4)

I ), then
according to the mesons that are exchanged (ρ is included here in Mππ
I
− MωI + · · ·
M I (NN) = −MπI + Mππ

(5)

This was the basis of nearly 50 years of phenomenological studies.

Consequences of the G-parity rule
First a remark on the isospin structure. The charge-exchange cross section being
governed by
Mce ∝ M 0 (NN) − M 1 (NN) ,
(6)
its suppression results from a cancellation between the I = 0 and I = 1 amplitudes.
This turns out to be a very severe constraint.
The second observation deals with the average properties of the long-range interaction. The NN potential is weakly attractive, as seen from the shallow binding of
the deuteron, and the absence of dineutron. In the conventional picture of meson exchanges, this is understood by some cancellation between the attractive contribution
of f0 exchange2 , and repulsive contributions such as ω exchange. Once the G-parity
rule is applied, one gets a coherent attraction in the NN case. Of course, the risk
is that models with large coupling constants, but properly tuned by cancellations to
reproduce the NN data, would give an unrealistic NN attraction.
Already in [19], and later in the “bootstrap” era [20], this attraction suggested a
composite picture of mesons as NN bound states. Among the many difficulties in
this approach, one can mention the breaking of “exchange degeneracy”: for instance
the ω meson with isospin I = 0 and the ρ meson with I = 1, both with spin-parity

2 Better known in the nuclear physics community as ε or σ exchange, or as the scalar-isoscalar
part of two-pion exchange
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J P = 1− , have nearly the same mass, while the meson-exchange part of the NN
interaction is more attractive for I = 0 than for I = 1 [21].
Two decades after Fermi and Yang [19], Shapiro and his collaborators [22], and
others [23], came back on this idea, and proposed that the NN bound states and
resonances are associated with new kind of mesons, preferentially coupled to NN,
named “quasi-nuclear” states or “baryonia”. We return to this question in the section
devoted to hadron spectroscopy.
Another consequence of the G-parity rule is a change of the spin dependence of
the interaction. In the NN case, the most salient feature is the presence of a strong
spin-orbit component, at work in nucleon scattering and in the spectroscopy of nuclear levels. For NN, the spin-orbit component is moderate, but a very strong coherence is observed in the tensor component, especially for I = 0. In nuclear physics,
it is well known that the tensor potential is crucial to achieve the binding of the
deuteron, but the fraction of 3 D1 admixture into the dominant 3 S1 remains small,
of the order of 5 %.3 In the case of NN, there are cancellations among the various
meson exchanges contributions to the spin-orbit potential, but coherences for the
tensor component, especially for I = 0 [24].

Optical models
Once the long-range NN interaction is derived from the NN one by the G-parity
rule, it has to be supplemented empirically by short-range terms. The elastic ( p̄p →
p̄p), charge-exchange ( p̄p → n̄n) and annihilation ( p̄p → mesons) integrated crosssections have been analyzed by Ball and Chew [25], Lévy [26], . . . , who concluded
that one needs a strong absorption even in the partial waves with angular momentum
` > 0. This was confirmed in explicit fits with optical potentials [27, 28].
One may wonder: why an optical potential? Because this is a valuable tool to
study antiprotonic atoms, antiproton-nucleus and antinucleus-nucleus interaction,
etc. Some of the applications will be outlined in the next sections. If, for instance,
one studies the strangeness-exchange reaction p̄p → ΛΛ , one should in principle
setup a cumbersome system of coupled channels p̄p ↔ mesons ↔ ΛΛ , in which the
mechanism of K, K ∗ exchange, or internal conversion ππ → KK could be somewhat
lost. Instead, an optical model provides the adequate distorted waves for the initial
and final states.
Anyhow, further optical potentials were elaborated in the same spirit as [28],
namely: start from a meson-exchange model of the long-range nucleon-nucleon interaction, apply the G-parity rule, and replace its short-range part by an empirical
complex core whose parameters are adjusted to fit the NN data. One may cite the
Dover-Richard [29] or Kohno-Weise [30] potentials, with always the same conclusion: one needs a very strong absorption up to at least 0.8 fm. In a baryon-exchange
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In the limit of very strong tensor forces, this percentage can reach 2/3.
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picture, this implies very wide form factors; this means it becomes more appropriate
to speak of the size rather than of the range of annihilation. See, also, [31].

Spin observables
There has been early measurements of the polarization (or analyzing power) in the
elastic reaction. In the LEAR era, it could have been envisaged a thorough investigation of the spin observables, but this was not approved by the CERN committee in
charge, in view of the very packed program of experiments. The aim was twofold:
probe our understanding of the NN interaction, and, possibly, build a set-up for polarizing antiprotons, by filtering or transfer. For a summary of the available data,
see, e.g., [7, 9].
Figure 3 shows the analyzing power of elastic p̄p scattering at momentum plab =
679 MeV/c [32]. The moderate values can be understood to be due to a moderate
spin-orbit component, or to a strong tensor component acting beyond first order, or
to a combination of both.
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Fig. 3 Analyzing power of p̄p → p̄p at plab = 679 MeV/c [32].

As for the phenomenology of spin observables, it has been noticed that they are
sensitive to the high partial waves and thus to the meson-exchange tail of the interaction. Simulations have been attempted with a spin- and isospin-independent
complex core and a long-range part given by the G-parity rule [33, 34]. The polarization (or analyzing power) is rather moderate, but some rank-2 observables sensitive to the tensor interaction are rather pronounced. This implies that experiments
should be performed with two simultaneous spin measurements, and beam or target polarized longitudinally rather than transversally. A striking prediction is that a
charge-exchange reaction on a longitudinally-polarized proton target will produce
polarized antineutrons.
Interesting spin effects are not restricted to NN → NN. They are also at work
in other N-induced reactions such as p̄p → π + π − , K + K − or ΛΛ . The latest measurements of annihilation into two pseudoscalars, ππ or KK, have been done by the
collaboration PS172 with a polarized target [35]. The analyzing power (or asym-
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metry, somewhat improperly called polarization) turns out extremal (|An | ∼ 1) in
some wide ranges of energy and angles, as seen in Fig. 4. This means that one of
the transversity amplitudes dominates. The pattern observed in Fig. 4 has been explained from different viewpoints, such as initial [36] or final state [37] interaction.

Fig. 4 Asymmetry in the reactions p̄p → ππ (left) and p̄p → KK (right), as measured by the
PS172 collaboration [35].

The p̄p → ΛΛ (and also some other hyperon-antihyperon final states) reaction
has been measured at LEAR by the PS185 collaboration. Even without polarized
target, interesting results can be obtained [38], as the weak decay of Λ or Λ informs
about its spin. The most striking result is the suppression of the spin-singlet fraction. A complete reconstruction was possible with the data taken using a polarized
proton target [39]. The detailed measurement of the p̄p → ΛΛ has reactivated the
studies about the constraints among the various spin observables. Very often, when
two observables X and Y which belong to the interval [−1, +1], the set {X,Y } is
restricted to a subset of the square [−1, +1]2 , such as the disk X 2 + Y 2 ≤ 1 or the
triangle Y − 2 |X| + 1 ≤ 0. For triples of observables, a variety of subdomains of the
cube [−1, +1]3 are obtained [40]. Checking such constraints is a prerequisite for
any amplitude analysis.

NN interaction in effective theories
Chiral effective theory has been proposed by Weinberg for the study of the nucleonnucleon interaction and other hadronic systems at low-energy. It has become very
fashionable. The NN potentials based on this approach have now become the ultimate standard in the field. For an introduction, see, e.g., [41], and for the appli-
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cation to N̄N, [42] and refs. there. In this approach, the NN interaction consists of
one-pion-exchange and a series of contact terms with an increasing power of the
incoming and outgoing momenta. A sample of diagrams picturing the first contributions is shown in Fig. 5. For more details, see [42]. The aim is to provide a more

rs

Fig. 5 Some contributions to the NN interaction in chiral effective field theory. The disk and square
contact terms differ by the number of powers of the momenta.

consistent and systematic approach. However, the low-energy constants are tuned to
fit a set of N̄N phase-shifts that are not free from ambiguities. This strategy could
perhaps be improved. Remember that early NN potentials were fitted to reproduce
some phase-shifts (see, e.g., [43]), while more recent models are tuned directly to
the NN observables (see, e.g., [44]).

Annihilation mechanisms
General considerations
Several important questions are related to annihilation:
1. Can one account for the overall strength of the absorptive component of the NN
interaction ?
2. Can one understand the main patterns of the observed branching ratios p̄p → ππ,
K̄K, πππ, . . . at rest and in flight? What is the role of final-state interaction?
3. Is annihilation an adequate doorway to study the spectroscopy of the light mesons
and identify some light exotics?
4. Is the optical model well suited to account for annihilation?
5. Can one understand annihilation in terms of the quark content of the nucleon and
antinucleon?
Anyhow, annihilation is a fascinating and long-debated issue, and there is no consensus at present whether annihilation shall be described at the hadronic level or at
the quark level.
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Baryon exchange
As reminded in the introduction, the analogy with the e+ e− annihilation in QED
suggests a mechanism of baryon exchange, with some examples in Fig. 6. Also
shown is an example of iteration, that contributes to the NN amplitude. The large
mass of baryons implies a range of about 0.1 fm, but some form factor corrections
are in order, in which case it is more appropriate to talk about the size rather than the
range of the annihilation. Note that if the nucleon or nucleon resonance is replaced
by a hyperon, then some strange mesons can be produced. The appealing aspect
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Fig. 6 Some annihilation diagrams driven by baryon exchange: production of two pions, production of several pions though meson resonances, iteration of two-pion production without and with
form factors.

is that one can build NN potential in which both the elastic and absorptive parts
are described in terms of hadrons, with the same coupling constants, see, e.g. [45].
However, all the diagrams with baryons in the mass range 1-3 GeV have about the
same range, and it is not clear how the series of diagrams converges.

Annihilation viewed in terms of quarks
Already at the beginning of the quark model, or, say, of the SU(3) flavor symmetry, a
systematics of the branching ratios was attempted (without an estimate of the overall
annihilation cross-section) [46]. The mechanism corresponds to the rearrangement,
as schematically shown in Fig. 7. It was revisited in the 80s, in particular by Green
N̄

m1
m2

N

m3

Fig. 7 Rearrangement of the three quarks of a nucleon and the three antiquarks of an antinucleon
into three mesons.

and Niskanen [47] and by Pirner et al. [48], who demonstrated that it gives the right
order of magnitude for the strength of annihilation.
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The validity of this approach was much debated. First it was argued that the annihilation has to be short-ranged, on the basis of very general properties of scattering
amplitudes [49]. But, again, this is not a question of range, but a problem of size, as
strictly speaking, rearrangement is not “annihilation”. Once the diagram of Fig. 7
is estimated with harmonic oscillator wave functions for mesons and baryons, or,
more precisely, its iteration NN → mesons → NN can be estimated, and the result
is a separable interaction [47, 48] with the form factors directly related to the size
of the hadrons.
Another concern is related to the belief that planar diagrams should dominate.
In the terminology spelled out in Fig. 8, the planar diagrams are A2 or A3. The

R3

R2

A3

A2

Fig. 8 Some diagrams contributing to the NN annihilation.

dominance of planar diagrams has been revisited by Pirner [50], who concluded that
the rearrangement diagrams is not suppressed. The respective role of the A2, A3,
R2 and R3 diagrams was also discussed phenomenologically, see, e.g., [51, 52, 6].
Clearly, R3 alone cannot produce kaons, unless some rescattering such as ππ → K̄K
is introduced. On the other hand, A2 and A3 tend to produce too many kaons, and
thus require the introduction of an empirical “strangeness suppression factor”.

Phenomenology of annihilation
Many data have been accumulated over the years, in particular at Brookhaven and
CERN. The measurements at rest are listed together with the pressure in the target,
from which one can infer the percentage of S-wave annihilation, as seen in the
section on antiprotonic atoms.
One should stress that probing an annihilation mechanism is not an easy task.
Each branching ratio is typically of the form
B(NN → m1 m2 . . .) = P(NN) × PS × |M (NN → m1 m2 . . .)|2 ,

(7)

involving the probability P to find NN in the appropriate partial wave, the phasespace factor PS, and the square of the amplitude. In protonium (for annihilation at
rest), and to a lesser extent in flight, there are dramatic differences among the various
S-wave or P-wave probabilities P corresponding to different spin or isospin. Predicting the P factors would require a reliable model of the NN interaction probed
with spin-observables that have never been measured. For instance, an observation
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that B(ρφ )  B(ωφ ) would indicate either that the short-range protonium wave
function has more I = 0 than I = 1, or that the quark diagram interfere constructively for ωφ and destructively for ρφ .

NN interaction and hadron spectroscopy
The physics of antiprotons has always been closely related to the hadron spectroscopy. Even before the era of stochastic cooling, a lot data have been collected on
annihilation at rest, and several light meson resonances have been identified thanks
to NN. This search has been resumed at LEAR, in particular with the Asterix, Obelix
and Cristal-Barrel experiments with the aim to detect new kinds of light mesonic resonances, for instance qq̄g hybrids. For a review of light-meson production at LEAR,
see, e.g., [8, 53].
Historically, the physics of low-energy antiprotons has been developed in the
80s to study baryonium. The name “baryonium” denotes mesons that are preferentially coupled to baryon-antibaryon channels. The baryonium was predicted by Rosner [54], on the basis of duality arguments (for a review, see, e.g., [55]): schematically, a reaction a + b → c + d can be described either as a sum of s-channel resonances or t-channel exchanges; then, a coherent dynamics in the t-channel implies the existence of s-channel resonances; for NN, the meson-exchanges in the
t-channel are dual of s-channel NN resonances. Some indications were found in
the 70s, as reviewed by Montanet in [56], and these discoveries have motivated the
construction of the low-energy facility LEAR at CERN. Unfortunately, none of the
peaks discovered in antiproton-induced reactions were confirmed at LEAR. On the
other hand, baryon-antibaryon pairs are sometimes observed in the decay of heavy
quarkonia of flavored mesons. See, e.g., the review on non-qq̄ mesons by Amsler
and Hanhart in [4].
On the theory side, there has been several approaches to baryonium, anticipating
the complementarity and emulation between the tetraquark models and the molecular picture of exotics. The baryonium has been modeled as a color-3̄ diquark and
a color-3 antidiquark (without any strict derivation of such clustering). Even more
speculative is the so-called mock-baryonium with a color-6 diquark and a color-6̄
antidiquark. In the string dynamics, one can view mesons, baryons and baryonia as
successive stages of the construction, as pictured in Fig. 9. For its link to QCD, see
e.g., [56, 57].

Fig. 9 String picture of mesons, baryons and tetraquarks (baryonia in the light sector)
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Another approach is based on the NN interaction. Unlike some speculations in
the 60s, tentatively associating NN states with ordinary mesons, Shapiro and his followers associated such NN states with new kind of mesons, the baryonia [23, 22].
This was named “quasi-nuclear” picture, but it became “molecular”. In the above
references, the NN spectrum was first calculated using the real part of the interaction, and then the effect of annihilation was discussed in a rather empirical (and
optimistic) manner. More serious calculations, using the whole optical potential,
have shown that most of the states are washed out by annihilation [58, 59], while a
few states might survive [60].

Antinucleon-nucleus interaction
Elastic scattering
At the start of the LEAR facility, the angular distribution of p̄ 12 C, p̄ 40 Ca and p̄ 208 Pb
elastic scattering have been measured [61]. Some of the results are shown in Fig. 10.
Data have been collected later at other energies and with other targets.
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Fig. 10 Angular distribution for p̄ scattering on the nuclei 12 C, 40 Ca and 208 Pb at kinetic energy
Tp̄ = 180 MeV [61]. The electronic retrieving of the data is due to Matteo Vorabbi.
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Fig. 11 Left: angular distribution for p̄ scattering on 18 O and 16 O at 178.7 MeV[62]. Right: angular
∗
distribution of the 12 C( p̄, p̄)12 C reaction for the 3− excited state at 9.6 MeV. The incident p̄ has
an energy of 179.7 MeV
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The results have been interpreted in terms of an optical potential, either empirical,
or derived by folding the elementary N̄N amplitudes with the nuclear density, see,
e.g., [63, 64, 65].
A comparison of 16 O and 18 O isotopes, see Fig. 11, does not indicate any striking
isospin dependence of the p̄N interaction, when averaged on spins. However, at very
low energy, some isospin dependence is suggested by the data and analyses by the
PS179 and OBELIX (PS201)[66, 67].

Inelastic scattering
In between elastic scattering and annihilation, there is an interesting window of
inelastic scattering, p̄A → p̄A∗ , where A denotes an excited state of the nucleus A.
It gives access to the spin-isospin dependence of the elementary N̄N amplitude, as
stressed in [68]. A generalisation is the charge-exchange reaction p̄A → n̄B(∗) .
Some results have been obtained by the PS184 collaboration on 12 C and 18 O
[69], and analyzed in in [68, 70]. See Fig. 11.

Neutron-antineutron in nuclei
The antinucleon-nucleon interaction plays a crucial role when estimating the lifetime of nuclei from a given rate of neutron-to-antineutron transitions, as predicted
in some theories of grand unification. The instability of nuclei is an efficient alternative to free-neutron experiments, such as the one performed at Grenoble [71], with
a limit of about τnn̄ & 10−8 s for the oscillation period.
A crucial feature is that the neutron-to-antineutron transition and the subsequent
annihilation occurs at the nuclear surface. This alleviates the fear [72] that the phenomenon could be obscured in nuclei by uncontrolled medium corrections. Another
consequence is that the schematic modelisation of nucleons and antineutrons evolving in a box, feeling an average potential hVn i or hVn̄ i, does not work too well. It
is important to account for the tail of the neutron distribution, where n and n̄ are
almost free.
In pratice, there are several variants, see, e.g., [73]. The simplest is based on the
Sternheimer equation, which gives the first order correction to the wave function
without summing over unperturbed states. In a shell model with realistic neutron
(reduced) radial wave functions un`J (r) with shell energy En`J , the induced n̄ component is given by
−

w00n`J (r) `(` + 1)
+
+Vn̄ (r) w0n`J (r) − En`J w0n`J (r) = γ un`J (r) .
µ
µ r2

(8)
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Here µ the reduced mass of the n̄-(A − 1) system, Vn̄ the complex (optical) n̄-(A − 1)
potential, and γ = 1/τnn̄ the strength of the transition. Once wn`J is calculated, one
can estimate the second-order correction to the energy, and in particular the width
Γn`J of this shell is given by
Γn`J = −2

Z ∞
0

Im{Vn̄ } |wn`J (r)|2 dr = −2 γ

Z ∞
0

un`J (r) Im{wn`J (r)} dr ,

(9)

and is readily seen to scale as
Γn`J ∝ γ 2 .

(10)

An averaging over the shells give a width per neutron Γ associated with a lifetime T
T = Tr τn2n̄ ,

(11)

where Tr is named either the “reduced lifetime” (in s−1 ) or the “nuclear suppression
factor”. The spatial distribution of the wn`J and the integrands in (9), the relative
contribution to Γ clearly indicate the peripheral character of the process. See, e.g.,
[74, 75] for an application to a simulation in the forthcoming DUNE experiment
and to Super-Kamiokande, and refs. there to earlier estimates.
For the deuteron, an early calculation by Dover et al. [76] gave Tr ' 2.5 ×
1022 s−1 . Oosterhof et al. [77], in an approach based on effective chiral theory, found
a value significantly smaller, Tr ' 1.1 × 1022 s−1 . However, their calculation has
been revisited by Haidenbauer and Meißner [78], who got almost perfect agreement
with Dover et al. For 40 Ar relevant to the DUNE experiment, the result of [74] is
Tr ' 5.6 × 1022 s−1 .

Antiprotonic atoms
Exotic atoms
Exotic atoms are systems in which an electron is replaced by an heavier negatively
charged particle. Among them, the muonic atoms µ − p or µ − A, where A denotes a
nucleus, are useful tools to probe the structure of the positive kernel. However, it
should be noted that the stability does not always survive the substitution e− → µ − .
For instance, pµ − e− is unstable, unlike H− (pe− e− ). Among exotic atoms, hadronic
atoms h− p or h− A, where h− denotes π − , K − or p̄, are of special interest, as they
probe the interplay between the long-range Coulomb interaction and the short-range
strong interaction. The simplest model consists of the Schrödinger equation
[−∆ /(2 µ) +Vc +Vs − E]Ψ = 0 ,

(12)

where µ is the reduced mass, Vc is the Coulomb term, Vs the h− -nucleus stronginteraction potential, and E the energy, whose difference δ E = E − Ec with respect
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to the pure Coulomb case Ec is referred to as the level shift. In most cases, ordinary
perturbation theory is not suited to estimate δ E and the deformation of the wave
function Ψ . For instance, a hard core of small radius gives a tiny δ E, while the first
order correction is infinite! The expansion scheme is actually the ratio a/R of the
scattering length in as to the Bohr radius. For S waves, the leading term is
δ E ' −Ec

4a
,
nR

(13)

where n is the principal quantum number. This formula, referred to as the DeserTrueman formula [79, 80], works quite well, as long as |a|  R. It can be extended
to non-Coulomb interaction in the long range, see, e.g., [81]. More recently, the
problem has been formulated in the framework of effective theories [82].

Level rearrangement
The changes undergone by (13) at large |a| are better seen the way initiated by
Zel’ldovich [83] and Shapiro et al. [22], who rewrote (12) with a potential Vc +
λ Vs , and studied how the spectrum evolves as λ is varied. A typical example is
shown in Fig. 7. If the range of Vs is made shorter, then the behavior is sharper,
almost like a staircase function. See, e.g., [84, 85], and also [86]. As a consequence,

1
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0.

-0.1

-0.2
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-0.3

2S
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-0.4

Fig. 12 First three levels of the S-wave solution of (12) with V (r) = −1/r + λ a2 exp(−a r). The
pattern of rearrangement is shown here for 2 µ = 1 in (12), and a = 100 in the potential V (r).

an anomalously large energy shift would indicate a bound or virtual state near the
threshold.

16

Jean-Marc Richard

Protonium
The analysis of protonium is more delicate than the above one-channel modeling.
At long distance, the wave function is pure p̄p. At shorter distances, there is an
admixture of n̄n, and one of the isospin components, I = 0 or I = 1, dominates,
depending on the partial wave. This is important to understand the branching ratios
of protonium annihilation.
For angular momentum ` > 1, the energy shifts are negligible. For ` = 1, they are
dominated by the one-pion-exchange tail of the interaction, as shown in [87]. For
l = 0, there is a net effect of the absorptive part of the interaction, with δ E complex,
and a positive real part, i.e., a repulsive effect.
For the experimental results, see, e.g., [88] and refs. therein. The average shift
is δ E = (712.5 ± 20.3) − i (527 ± 33) eV. An attempt to separate 1 S0 and 3 S1 gives
a smaller shift and a larger width for the former, in agreement with the potentialmodel calculations [89, 90, 91].

Antiproton-nucleus atoms
The latest calculation of the antiprotonic-deuterium atom has been performed in [92],
with an optical potential input into the Faddeev equations. References can be found
there to earlier estimates based on mere folding of the NN amplitude with the deuterium wave function.
For heavier nuclei, there are fits based on an empirical Wood-Saxon potential or
on a potential proportional to the nuclear density ρ(r) [93, 94]
U(r) = −

2π 
µ
1+
ā ρ(r) ,
µ
m

(14)

where m is the antiproton mass, µ the reduced mass, and ā an effective (complex)
scattering lenght. A good fit is obtained with Re{ā} ∼ Im{ā} ∼ 1 fm. More ambitious are the attempts to derive the potential from the “elementary” NN interaction
[95, 63, 96].

Antiprotonic helium
In 1964, Condo proposed that metastable states could be formed in exotic Helium
atoms He h− e− [97, 98]. Such states have been observed at CERN in antiprotonic
Helium [99]. At first, such states look just as a curiosity of the three-body problem.
Actually, antiprotonic atoms have emerged as a remarkable precision laboratory to
measure the antiproton properties (mass, charge, . . . ) and even the fine-structure
constant [100].
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Day-Snow-Sucher effect
The process of formation of antiprotonic atoms has been much studied [101]. A lowenergy antiproton is slowed down by electromagnetic interactions and captured in
some high orbit. The electrons of the initial atoms are expelled during this capture
and the series of transitions of the antiproton towards lower states, preferentially
through circular orbits with ` = n − 1. In a vacuum, protonium annihilation is negligible in high orbits with l > 1, at the level of about 1 % in 2P, and 100 % in 1S [87].
However, in a dense target, it often happens that the protonium state goes inside the
ordinary atoms, where it experiences a Stark mixing of levels with the same principal number n but orbital momentum lower than ` = n − 1, eventually down to ` = 0,
where annihilation might occur. This is the Day-Snow-Sucher effect [102]. It plays
a crucial role when analyzing the results of annihilation at rest: the changes of the
branching ratios as a function of the density of the target allow one to determine the
contributions of S-waves vs. the ones of P-waves.

Antiprotons in the Universe
A major issue in cosmology is why matter is seemingly dominant over antimatter, and whether some pieces of antimatter remain. For instance, the AMS experiment,installed on the International Space Station, has measured a p̄/p ratio of about
0.2 × 10−3 [103]. AMS has also detected antinuclei in cosmic rays and one should
discuss whether they are primary or secondary objects.
The question of antimatter in the Universe is recurrently addressed. Till the 70s,
some models were elaborated with a symmetric (matter vs. antimatter) Universe,
with the key issue of how matter domains have been separated from the antimatter
ones. In this context, an amusing correlation was made between a positive energy
shift in protonium and a repulsive interaction (due to annihilation) between matter
and antimatter [104]. The more recent scenarios assume that thanks to CP violation
(charge conjugation times parity) [105], the Universe is dominated by matter from
its very beginning. Now a very small amount of CP violation has been detected in
neutral kaons [106] and later in mesons carrying heavy flavor [107], but this is just
of beginning.

Outlook
The physics of low-energy antiprotons is extremely rich at the interface of nuclear
physics and quark physics, and also atomic physics and physics beyond the standard
model. The experimental activity has been dramatically vitalized in the 80s with
the advent of stochastic cooling. Today, a very ambitious program of high-precision
measurements is carried out with very low energy antiprotons. In the near future, the
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physics of charm and strangeness should get interesting information from mediumenergy antiprotons.
Acknowledgments: The author thanks M. Asghar for useful comments.
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