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Wide-angle photo- and electroproduction of pions to twist-3 accuracy
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We investigate wide-angle photo- and electroproduction of pions within the handbag mechanism in
which the y*)N — zN’ amplitudes factorize into hard partonic subprocess amplitudes, y*'qg — z¢’, and
form factors representing 1/x-moments of generalized parton distributions (GPDs). The subprocess is
calculated to twist-3 accuracy taking into account the 2- and 3-body Fock components of the pion. Both
components are required for achieving gauge invariance in QED and QCD. The twist-2 and twist-3

distribution amplitudes (DAs) of the pion as well as the form factors are taken from our study of z°
photoproduction. Extensive results on photoproduction of charged pions are presented and compared to
experiment. Predictions on electroproduction of pions as well as on spin effects are also given. As a
byproduct of our analysis we also obtain the complete twist-3 subprocess amplitudes contributing to deeply

virtual electroproduction of pions.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Hard exclusive processes have attracted much attention
in recent years. The main interest has been focused on the
deeply virtual processes for which the virtuality of the
photon provides the hard scale. Examples for such proc-
esses are deep-virtual Compton scattering or meson pro-
duction (DVMP). The basis of the theoretical treatment of
these processes is the representation of the amplitudes as a
convolution of a hard partonic subprocess and soft hadronic
matrix elements, parametrized as generalized parton dis-
tributions (GPDs) [1,2]. Besides the deeply virtual proc-
esses also wide-angle ones have been investigated for
which the hard scale is provided by a large momentum
transfer from the photon to the meson. Large momentum
transfer is equivalent to large Mandelstam variables s, —¢
and —u. The first process of this type, studied within this
handbag mechanism, has been wide-angle Compton scat-
tering (WACS). There are reasonable arguments [3,4] that,
for this kinematical situation, the Compton amplitude
factorize into a product of perturbatively calculable par-
tonic subprocess amplitudes and form factors of the
nucleon representing 1/x-moments of zero-skewness
GPDs. Since the relevant GPDs in this case, H, E and
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H at zero-skewness for valence quarks are known from an
analysis of the nucleon’s electromagnetic form factors [5,6]
one can compute the Compton form factors and sub-
sequently the Compton cross section. The results agree
fairly well with experiment [7]. We stress that in this
calculation no free parameter is fitted to the WACS data.
The authors of Ref. [8] extended the approach advocated
for in [4] to photoproduction of uncharged pions and p
mesons. It however turned out that the calculated cross
sections are way below the experimental data. An attempt
[9] to improve this (twist-2) analysis by taking into account
twist-3 contributions in the Wandzura-Wilczek (WW)
approximation, i.e., with only the ¢g Fock component of
the pion considered, failed too—the twist-3 contribution in
WW approximation is zero in wide-angle photoproduction
of pions. This is in sharp contrast to DVMP where the WW
approximation is nonzero [10,11] and plays an important
role in the interpretation of the data on deeply virtual pion
electroproduction [12—14]. With the arrival of the CLAS
data [15] on wide-angle photoproduction of 7z mesons the
handbag mechanism has again been taken up by us [16].
Now, as a further development of the previous study [9], the
full twist-3 contribution to the subprocess amplitude is
included in the analysis. Both its parts, the one from the ¢g
Fock component of the pion as well as that from its ggg
Fock component, are connected by the equations of motion
and both are required to accomplish gauge invariance. The
twist-3 contributions to the hard subprocess go along with
leading-twist transversity GPDs, Hy, E; and Hy and the
corresponding form factors. We stress that this twist-3
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effect, although being formally suppressed by p,/+/s at the
amplitude level, is very strong due to the large mass
parameter, y,. As shown in [16] the twist-3 contribution
dominates the twist-2 one analogously to the case of deeply
virtual 7° electroproduction [11,13,14]. The outcome of
[16] is that the CLAS photoproduction data [15] can be
fitted with reasonable pion distribution amplitudes (DAs)
and soft form factors. Twist-3 effects may also be generated
by twist-3 GPDs [17] for which no enhancement similar to
U, parameter is known. These twist-3 effects are expected
to be small and are therefore neglected in [16] as well as in
the present work.

The present work is an extension of our previous analysis
of wide-angle 7° photoproduction [16]. We now apply the
handbag mechanism to twist-3 accuracy to wide-angle
photoproduction of charged pions and, in addition, we
also investigate wide-angle electroproduction of pions. The
latter process with its large variety of observables may
allow for a detailed study of the dynamics of this process
and to fix the pion DAs and form factors in detail. The large
—t behavior of the transversity form factors encodes the
large-t behavior of the transversity GPDs. The latter is
required for the understanding of the parton densities in the
transverse position plane. We think that the present study is
timely because of planned experiments at the Jefferson
laboratory.

The paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II we
recapitulate the handbag approach to photo- and electro-
production of pions to twist-3 accuracy. In the next section,
Sec. III, we present the results for the subprocess ampli-
tudes and discuss their properties as well as their photo-
production limit, Q> — 0, and the DVMP limit, 7 — 0, for
which the subprocess amplitudes also hold. The soft
physics input to the handbag mechanism, namely the pion
DAs and the form factors, are discussed in Sec. IV. In the
next section, Sec. V, our results for photoproduction of
charged pions are presented and compared to experiment.
In Sec. VI we show predictions for the partial cross sections
of pion electroproduction. Section VII is devoted to a
discussion of spin effects and in Sec. VIII remarks are made
concerning the uncertainties of our predictions. The paper
ends with the usual summary. In an Appendix we compile
the familiar evolution properties of the DAs.

II. THE HANDBAG MECHANISM

The arguments for factorization in the wide-angle region
of electroproduction are the same as for Compton scattering
[4] and photoproduction [8]. Thus, we can restrict ourselves
to the repetition of the most important arguments for
factorization and the phenomenological ingredients of
the handbag mechanism. Prerequisite for factorization of
the electroproduction amplitudes into hard subprocesses
and soft form factors, is that the Mandelstam variables s, —¢
and —u are much larger than A?> where A is a typical

hadronic scale of order 1 GeV. The virtuality of the photon,
0?2, is not regarded as a hard scale. Thus,

0% < —t, —u. (1)

The mass of the pion is neglected. Corrections due to the
nucleon mass, m, of order m”/s or higher are also
neglected. It is advantageous to work in a symmetrical
frame which is a center-of-mass frame (c.m.s.) rotated in
such a way that the momenta of the ingoing (p) and
outgoing (p’) nucleons have the same light-cone plus
components. In this frame the skewness, defined by

_-p)
T 2

is zero. Starting from a c.m.s. in which the ingoing proton
moves along the 3-direction whereas the outgoing one is
scattered by an angle € in the 1-3 plane, one needs a rotation
in that plane by an angle 9, defined by the condition

[p|(1 +cos ) = [p’|(1 +cos (§ = 0)) + O(m?/s).  (3)

in order to arrive at the symmetric frame (p and p’ are
the 3-momenta of the nucleons). The solution of the con-
dition (3) is

-1 1
ST 020" — st [0*(0* + 507 — 251)

+ dsty/=us] + O(m?/s). )

cosd =

In the photoproduction limit, 0? — 0, this becomes

cos 9 — \/?—0059/2+(’)(m2/s). (5)

In the new, rotated, c.m.s. the nucleon momenta read

2\2 2
p= [p*,%sin@,—s;\/g sin&,O},
_ S g VS
p= [p+,8p+s1n (9-0), 3 sin (9 9),0}, (6)
where
pt= —ﬁwﬂ V=u+ Q*/(2V5s)) + O(m?/s).

(7)

The parametrization of the momenta of the virtual photon, g,
and of the meson, ¢’, is obvious. As for wide-angle Compton
scattering or photoproduction of mesons it is assumed that
the parton virtualities are restricted by k? < A? and that the
intrinsic transverse parton momenta, k,;, defined with
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respect to their parent hadron’s momentum, satisfy the
condition k%,/x; < A%. Here, x; denotes the momentum
fraction that parton i carries. On these premises one can show
that the subprocess Mandelstam variables § and # coincide
with those of the full process, meson electroproduction off
nucleons, up to corrections of order A?/s,

where k; and k;- = k; + g — ¢’ denote the momenta of the
active partons, i.e., the partons to which the photon couples.
Thus, the active partons are approximately on-shell, move
collinear with their parent hadrons and carry a momentum
fraction close to unity, x;,x;~1. As in deeply virtual
exclusive scattering, the physwal situation is that of a hard
parton-level subprocess, y*q, = Pq, (P = n*,7°), and a
soft emission and reabsorption of quarks from the nucleon.
Up to corrections of order A/+/—t the light-cone helicity
amplitudes for wide-angle electroproduction of pions,
Mgv’-w’ are then given by a product of subprocess ampli-
tudes, H, which will be discussed in Sec. III, and form
factors, R; and S;, which parametrize the soft physics that
controls the emission from and reabsorption of a quark by the
nucleon,1

0
o+;4+ _EZ[ m,u
7

1)+ 2ARE (1))

VML <>}
MG, = BOZ[ HO/I;MRP()
T HE <>]+eOHO LS. 9)

where y denotes the helicity of the virtual photon and v (¢/) is
the helicity of the ingoing (outgoing) nucleon. The helicity of
the active incoming quark is denoted by A and e is the
positron charge. Note that, for the sake of legibility, helicities
are labeled by their signs only.

The soft form factors, Rf and S?, represent specific
flavor combinations of 1/x-moments of zero-skewness
GPDs. The form factors R}, RY and R} are related to
the helicity nonflip GPDs H, H and E, respectively. The S-
type form factors, S%, S% and S% are related to the helicity-
flip or transversity GPDs Hy, E; and H, respectively. The
GPDs E and E; and their associated form factors decouple
at zero skewness.

' is neglected in the wide-angle region.

The amplitudes for helicity configurations other than
appearing in (9) follow from parity invariance

MOPI/—/,{D_ ( )ﬂu+vMP

0/ yv* ( 1 O)
An analogous relation holds for the subprocess amplitudes
‘H. With the help of (10) the amplitudes for longitudinally
polarized photons simplify drastically

Mg+,0+ = eOH(I)J+,0+R,I4)(t)’
MOP—,0+ = eng—,0+SIT)(t)- (11)

In contrast to the transverse amplitudes, twist-2 and twist-3
contributions are separated here: The nucleon helicity
nonflip amplitude, Mg 404 18 pure twist-2 while the flip
one is of twist-3 nature.

The handbag mechanism can be interpreted as
Feynman’s end-point mechanism [5]. As we said above
the handbag mechanism is restricted to the kinematical
situation where all three Mandelstam variables are suffi-
ciently large compared to the hadronic scale AZ. It is,
however, conceivable that in the asymptotic regime of very
large Mandelstam variables the hard perturbative mecha-
nism [18,19], for which all partons inside the nucleon
participate in the hard process, dominates. Since each
additional parton requires one more hard gluon to be
exchanged, the higher Fock components of the nucleon
are suppressed by inverse powers of s compared to the
valence Fock component. This is to be contrasted with the
handbag mechanism where there is only one active parton.
All other partons inside the nucleon are spectators and the
summation goes over all Fock components. Thus, it
appears to be plausible that the handbag mechanism
provides a larger contribution than the hard perturbative
mechanism at least at large but not asymptotically large
Mandelstam variables. Indeed the latter mechanism pro-
vides results for form factors and WACS which are way
below experiment if evaluated from plausible DAs. A
calculation of wide-angle photoproduction within that
approach has only attempted once [20]. The results are
at drastic variance with experiment [21] and need verifi-
cation since the applied integration method is questionable
and is known to fail for WACS [22,23].

III. THE SUBPROCESS AMPLITUDES

The calculation of the amplitudes for the subprocess
v*q, — Pgq, to twist-3 accuracy is a straightforward gen-
eralization of our calculation of the process yg, — 7°q,
[16]. In the definitions of the soft pion and nucleon matrix

“In electroproduction of charged pions there is also a con-
tribution from the pion pole. Even though the pole is important in
the DVMP region it can be neglected in the wide-angle region

where the pole at t = m2 is very far away.
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elements we are using light-cone gauge: the plus compo-
nent of the gluon field is zero. All possible Wilson lines
become unity in that gauge. It is to be stressed that our
method for calculating the subprocess amplitudes is similar
to the light-cone collinear factorization approach advocated
for in [24,25] for the case of electroproduction of trans-
versely polarized vector mesons.

Typical lowest-order Feynman graphs for the process of
interest are depicted in Fig. 1. The four graphs of type (a)
are relevant for the 2-body contributions. With the help of
the projector of a massless gg pair on an outgoing massless
pion [9,26] (P = 7, 70, isospin invariance is assumed)

a n 5m 75 75
PP( b) e f Cah ! { o T, + v
2,lm 2 /"_'ZNC P r—*‘Nc \/qu¢ ( /'lF) H (‘MF)\/E
X | pup (i)~ 7k (5o iE) + 0 b (5, 17) 0 (12)
T — =0 — T — T
p s HF 66l41/ q/ . k; 7o\Ts HF 66ﬂvq 7o\T> UF akl,, -

the subprocess amplitudes for the twist-2 and the 2-body
twist-3 contributions can easily be calculated. The familiar
twist-2 DA is denoted by ¢, whereas ¢,, and ¢, are the
two 2-body twist-3 DAs. The DA ¢/, is the derivative of
¢, With respect to the momentum fraction, z, the quark
entering the meson carries. Their definitions can be found
for instance in Appendix A of [16]. For convenience we
omit their scale dependence (see the Appendix) in the list of
variables in the following. Furthermore, f, in (12) is the
usual decay constant of the pion (f, = 132 MeV); a(l) and

@ (b)

(d)

FIG. 1. Typical leading-order Feynman graphs for y*q — Pgq.
(a) For the 2-body twist-2 and twist-3 Fock components of the
meson. (b) and (c) Contributions from the ¢ggg Fock component
with and without triple gluon coupling. (d) A soft contribution
which is to be considered as a part of the 2-body twist-3 DAs.

|

b(m) represent flavor (color) labels of the quark and
antiquark, respectively. N is the number of colors. The
Dirac labels are omitted for convenience. The flavor weight
factors are

1
757

Cu =~ = Cd=cl=1. (13)

All other C# are zero.

In (12), k| denotes the intrinsic transverse momentum of
the quark entering the meson. It is defined with respect to
the meson’s momentum, ¢’. The quark and antiquark
momenta are thus given by

ky,=1q" +ky, ky =79 — k., (14)
where 7=1—17 and ¢’ - k;, = 0. After the derivative in
(12) is performed the collinear limit, k| = 0, is to be taken.

The mass parameter u, is large since it is the pion mass,

m,, enhanced by the chiral condensate

ms

S 15
M= o o (15)

by means of the divergence of the axial-vector current.
Here, m,q) are the current-quark masses of the pion’s
constituents. Following [10,11] we take the value 2 GeV for
this parameter at the initial scale py =2 GeV. Its uncer-
tainty is, however, large.3 The mass parameter evolves with
the scale; see the Appendix. For the factorization and
renormalization scale we choose

~>
=

, (16)

w |

3Using, for instance, the values for the current-quark masses
quoted in [27], one obtains yu, (uy) = 2.64701) GeV for the case
of the 7°. Values of 1.8 GeV and 1.9 GeV at y are advocated for
in [28,29], respectively.
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which takes care of the requirement that both ¢ and u should
be large. The strong coupling, a,(ug), is evaluated in the
one-loop approximation from Agcp = 0.22 GeV and four
flavors (ny = 4).

A. The twist-2 subprocess amplitudes

As shown in [8] at leading-order (LO) of perturbative
QCD the twist-2 (light-cone) helicity amplitude for trans-
versely polarized photons reads

Ve |t

Pw2
H(M,;M —h

2 ’“+Q2

W (200 0)-c01,
g )
0 ‘“”’((gff o) |

and for longitudinally polarized photons

W (ab) Q \% —its 1
(}))/110/12 = 2\/_/1 Ay Q2 / dz, (T)
fie, (1+ zit)ey,
— = ~ , 18
x <§(Q2‘Z' —tr) ta(Q*r - t%)) (18)
where
a C
K" = 2V2ma, (i )Cy o (19)

C

As usual, Cr = (N2 —1)/(2N¢) is a color factor and
e, (eyp) is the charge of the flavor-a(b) quark in units of the
positron charge. The summation over the same flavor labels
is understood. The twist-2 contribution only affects the
subprocess amplitudes for quark helicity nonflip, the quark
helicity-flip amplitudes are zero. Leaving aside the pion
DA the subprocess amplitudes are expressed in terms of the
Lorentz invariant Mandelstam variables. Thus, in any other
c.m.s. the expressions (17) and (18) hold too. In any case
we assume that in the symmetric frame the pion DA is the
usual one.

In the photoproduction limit, Q> — 0, the longitudinal
amplitude vanishes « Q (see Table I). For the transverse
amplitude, taking into account the 7 — 7 symmetry prop-
erty of pion DA, we recover the result derived in [8] which
we explicitly quote for later use:

20 _>01 dr
Hg/lt/ulz fﬂ\/_/
x (1 +22u)3 — (1 — 24p)0) (% +e—;> (20)

B. The 2-body twist-3 contributions

Let us now turn to the 2-body twist-3 contribution to the
subprocess amplitudes. It is tightly connected to the 3-body
twist-3 contribution through the equations of motion
(EOMs). In fact, for light-cone gauge which we have
chosen for the vacuum-pion matrix element (more details
on that choice for the twist-3 calculation have been given in
[16]), the 2-body twist-3 DAs are related to the 3-body one,
$3:(74. 75, 7,), integrated upon the momentum fraction the
constituent gluon carries:

Wy (€) + < Bh(5) = buale) = PEM(2),
T 1
#hap (1) = ¢ Pro(0) =5 6ao(0) = HEM(@). (1)
where
i) =2l [Ty (e rmnn). @)

As the 2-body DAs ¢, depends on the factorization scale,
see the Appendix. We also omit the scale dependence in its
list of variables. The parameter f5, plays a similar role as
the pion decay constant for the twist-2 DA. It also evolves
with the factorization scale.

With the help of the relation (21) for the 2-body twist-3
DAs we can express the corresponding helicity amplitudes
in terms of, say, ¢,, and $EM:

HP3498 = HP b 4 HPID (23)

Here the 7 — 7 symmetry property of ¢,, and ¢,, was
used. Note that the 3-body DA possesses the symmetry
property

¢3ﬂ(1a7 Tp» Tg) = ¢3JT (Tbv Ta» Tg)’ (24)

which we also use in the following in order to simplify the
expressions for the subprocess amplitudes. For transversely
polarized photons we find
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HPJ/’”,; o f V=it § Q2 /1d ¢n’p() Q2 (2/14_/‘)_51‘(2/1 /u)
(N7 M s Q2l+ Q2 Qz_ —’l:T R
(e . Ca_
X[(Qz-_h )(5-%) ool a(s-5)} @
and
pgEM 1 V-is 1 ! Q%024 +pu) —51(24—p)
Ho-x.ﬂz :E fﬂ”ﬂA+Q2t+Q2/ dr E?M( ){ 3
y {_(QZ (er—tr)+t—(Q27—i%)> (e_a_@)_< A )HQZ@}
7(Q%* —ir)? 7(Q*t —17)? 5 a 2(Q*t—1r) ©(Q*—17) o n
20° % €q €p
gt (5 5) ) 2
For longitudinally polarized photons we obtain
Pibey (ab) ov=-i Grp(t) (1(Q>+37) (ea e\ e
Ho o = 2\/_ fnﬂn( ) 5L 0% ) d Q%—1r\ Q%t—ir \§ - Q P (27)

and

" a i il
HP—(//IOA = _f bfzr/"ﬂA / ¢EOM |:<< Q ~ + ~

Q*t—-1r)?  (Q*c—11)?

¢ 2Q2A - Q% +51\ (e, e, it 4 ep
THO%E—70) | 20050 —i7) ) (? - E) + (%Z(sz Zi0) (0% - ?%)) E} ' (28)

Because of the derivative with respect to the quark transverse momentum involved in the projector (12) terms
proportional to the square of propagators are generated in the amplitudes (25)—(28). All these terms are unproblematic with
one exception”: the term « 0?7/(70? — 71)2 in (25) leads to

lim H073,(0%) = (24 = it ot —5<ﬁ—%”>¢ﬂp<0> (29)

in the photoproduction limit, Q> — 0, provided the integration is performed before the limit is taken. Since the DA ¢, p» does
not vanish at z = 0 the integral (29) is in conflict with our study of wide-angle pion photoproduction [16] where we found
that the ¢, contribution to the subprocess amplitudes is zero. This latter result also implies that the WW approximation is
zero in wide-angle photoproduction. We regard this apparent contradiction between photoproduction and the Q% — 0 limit
of electroproduction as a relic of the k| -dependence of the projector (12). Although the term (29) is of minor numerical
importance we prefer to have a smooth transition from electro- to photoproduction which we achieve by allowing for a
mean-square quark transverse momentum, (k3 ), in the propagator 7Q* — 77 of the relevant term

1 0%t
/O Aoy (1) 2 Qz— o / b ®) Gt T (30)

With this regulator, being reminiscent to the k; dependence of the propagator, we arrive at

. P, .re
lim H,7,(0%) = 0 (31)

*In this context it is important to realize that ®EOM vanishes at the end points 7 = 0 and 1; see Eq. (59) below.
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TABLE 1. Power behavior of various twist-2 and twist-3
contributions for transverse and longitudinal photons for
0? — 0. The singularities (32) and (42) are already subtracted.
Note that, according to the prerequisite of the handbag mecha-
nism, —7 and —i are of the order of §.

H Transverse Longitudinal
Twist-2 ~1z ~Le 2
wis ; e
1st- - eHx 2 Nf/r ng
Twist-3, 2-body, (,{),,p ~J‘T#QT S/‘ NG
ist- S Jaz O
Twist-3, Cr, ¢, ~Ls N%%
ist- - far f32 O
Twist-3, 3-body, Cg ~Ls N%W

and so obtain consistency with the photoproduction analy-
sis. Following [10] we adopt the value 0.5 GeV? for (k% ) in

our numerical studies. It is straightforward to show that the

subprocess amplitude H,, ﬁ”gﬁ, Eq. (27), vanishes in the

photoproduction limit Q% — 0.

In Table I we list the power behavior of various
contributions to the subprocess amplitudes for Q% — 0.
The @EOM part for longitudinally polarized photons,
Eq. (28), is singular in the photoproduction limit

O ,,W/ pEOM (es-e—;)

(32)

PLgEOM Q2—>0 1

7_(O 200 T \/—

As we will see in the following section, this singularity is
canceled in the full subprocess amplitude by a

corresponding singularity in the 3-body contribution.

Subtracting the singularity (32) the remaining contribution
]:OM

to HO 10, Vvanishes in the photoproduction limit; see
Table 1. Hence, the only 2-body twist-3 contribution that

. . . c . PgEOM
survives in the photoproduction limit is Ho_ﬁzﬂi as we

found in [16].

C. The 3-body twist-3 contributions

Typical lowest order Feynman graphs relevant for the 3-
body twist-3 contributions are shown in Fig. 1(b)-1(c). The
16 Feynman graphs (b) and (c) make up the 3-body
contribution. Graphs of type (d) for which the constituent
gluon of the pion couples to one of its quark constituents,
are soft contributions and are to be considered as parts of
the 2-body twist-3 meson DA. In light-cone gauge the
gluon field, A,(x), appearing in perturbation theory, is
related to the gluon field strength tensor G, which
defines the 3-body DA, ¢5,, [30] by (n being a lightlike
vector)

Ar(z) = limn* Am doe=°G},(z + no). (33)

e—0

In connection with the definition of the 3-body twist-3 DA
(see, for instance, [29,31]) this relation between A, and G,
allows to derive the 3-body projector, ggg — =, to be
used in perturbative calculations involving the g¢gg
Fock component [16]. For an outgoing pion this projector
reads

(ab)p.r o _if37r(:uF) (t )lm Vs vp ¢3ﬂ<ra77b’7’-gaﬂlf)
P3 Im - ouwq g (34)
g 2\/ 2NC CFV \/— Tg
The transverse metric tensor is defined as
) k/l/ /p+qlvk/p
o= (B ) -
j
and " = 4"/2 is the SU(3) color matrix for a gluon of color r while g denotes the QCD coupling.
For the sake of legibility we split the 3-body contribution into two parts:
HEPw3qag — HP.4939-Co 4 HP-999:Cr (36)
The first part is proportional to the color factor
1
CG - CF - ECA, (37)

which appears only in the 3-body twist-3 contributions. Here, as usual, C, = N.. The second part, H"3-949.Cr is
proportional to Cr as is the case for the 2-body contributions. For transversely polarized photons the 3-body twist-3

contributions read
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P.aagCo _ e, e
R 3 O (@02 + ) =312 ) (S )
ldr [*dz, 1 1
& ez - ), 38
<[ [t (2 ) (38)
and
7 V—it'§ tdr Q* (22 +pu) =51 (22—
s = [ / (o7 =y { S )

- [(%" _e_;> ( (0°7 - IT)(T— 7y) - 1(Q%r—1 ff)(Qz(:ﬂL 7,) —1(7 - Tg)))
O, il -z, ﬁ} N (e——@>} (39)

C2H(Q%— 1) (1 - t,) i°

respectively. For longitudinally polarized photons they are given by

_ a C \/_ a e ldr T, 1 ,i
HPAICo — 9\ /adab)y, €6 2 < ”) / A ’¢3ﬂ )< ~ o ) (40)

Crs+Q? T-17, (Q%7-1Ir)r,
and
. tdr, e, e it
HP.,qc],(],Cp =2 (ab) . / / . o Za_ b _ 9
02,02 V2RE" fie 2 + i+ 02 — (e %) 5 a)\#(Q*7-1r)(7-1,)
in 20+ 31 1-(1+0%7, e
e + 2Q g >+ 2_( AQ_)-" Th}. (41)
{010+ 1) —Hi=r,) 20707 —17)) T HOT - -1,) i
Evidently, Hg'_‘fgf‘” is singular in the photoproduction limit
439.C Q=0 V=ife, e ldr
H(I))'—qﬂc.]gzc — \[ f 3t A <A b) A A T.T =Ty 7,). (42)
The 7,-integral in this relation is just f,u,$5™/(2f3,); see (22). Using this we notice that the singular part of Hy 19Cr

O _
exactly cancels that of ’HO ~o1 given in (32). Subtracting this singularity from Hg‘_a?ng this amplitude vanishes

proportional to Q in the photoproduction limit as HOP‘_a?gfc does; see Table 1.

D. Remarks concerning gauge invariance

Probing current conservation of the twist-3 amplitudes we find that the 2-body twist-3 contributions proportional to ¢,
as well as the 3-body twist-3 contributions proportional to C respect it while the other two don’t. Replacing the photon
polarization vector by the corresponding momentum in the EPM contribution the term

(ab) 1
PM _ Kp = e, ep dr
HPn AT 2 _ / _ EOM 43
elm \/_fﬂ'l’lﬂ ( Q )(3 ft) 0 T(ft—TQz) 72 ( )

is left over. Expressing CIDEgM through the 3-body DA with the help of Eq. (22) one sees that (43) is canceled by a

corresponding term from the 3-body twist-3 contributions proportional to Cr. Hence, the sum of H7#:"" and HF-499-CF
respects current conservation.

We also have proven that the 2- and 3-body twist-3 contributions are separately gauge invariant with respect to the choice
of the covariant gluon propagator
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k”k”
9" =Cema

.‘/

(44)

where k, is the momentum of the virtual gluon and ¢, an
arbitrary gauge parameter. We also checked the invariance
of the subprocess amplitudes with respect to axial light-
cone gauges [32,33]

'k + ntky

, 45
n-k, (45)

where n is an arbitrary lightlike vector and n - k, # 0. In
contrast to the covariant gauges the separate pieces,
HP4=" and HP 449-Cr | are not invariant with respect to

For transversely polarized photons the sum (46) reads

QP m
Hg’_iﬁ,’f” = f 3y 02 Q2 / de / dTyhse (7,7 —

axial gauges but their sum does not depend on n. Thus, we
can conclude that the twist-3 subprocess amplitudes are
QCD gauge invariant. The choice of gauge for the external
gluon was discussed in [16].

E. The complete twist-3 amplitude

In order to present finally a gauge invariant result we
have to add H"%=" [(26), (28)] and HP949Cr [(39), (41)]

HPCrbse — HPHM 4 }Paa9Cr (46)
Since $EOM is an integral upon the 3-body DA ¢, see
Eq. (22), the sum (46) can solely be expressed through ¢5,
and simplifications occur.

.-~ ){ (2,1+u)—st(2ﬂ 1) KT_%
i+ 0%

: <f(Q2' —ir)(z-1,) T(Q%—17)

0%(1 - 0*)(7-1)

(Q*(r+1,) -

(14 0Y)rE(0% — 10)X(Q%* — %)

€p

20%(7 - 1)

>_< Q% (7 —1) N 1 ) ﬁ}
’z, t1(Q%7 —ir)(Q*r - 1T)r, TH(T-1,)) 0*

2 (?a - _> (7 + 0)e2(0% — i) (0% = 17)

For longitudinally polarized photons we have

a
HECits = 2/2¢ bfam V / d / dt on(r.

79){ (‘ Q% -0,

Tg}. (47)

17 —1,) + iz, _ 1a(i+ Q)
+ 7(Q%7 — ?’L’)Tg(% -1,) 7(Q*r -17)*(Q*(r + 7 9) — 17— Tg))> <
B sz(%—’l') 1 e,

There is no singularity for Q> — 0 in the amplitude for

longitudinally polarized photons, the singularities (32) and

(42) cancel as mentioned before. The amplitude H(};'_ifo‘f‘”

vanishes proportional to Q for Q> — 0.
The complete twist-3 subprocess amplitude is given by
HP,tw3 — HP.(/),,p.reg + HP.qq_g,CG + HP,CF,()M. (49)
It meets all theoretical requirements concerning gauge
invariance. For longitudinally polarized photons the three
contributions in Eq. (49) vanish in the photoproduction
limit as well as in the DVMP limit, see Tables I and II.

TABLE II. Power behavior of various twist-2 and twist-3
contributions for transverse and longitudinal photons for 7 — 0
in the generalized Bjorken regime where § and —it are of the order
of Q%

H Transverse Longitudinal
Twist-2 ~ LV ~Ix
. 00 0
Twist-3, 2-body, ¢, ~ fé;;,, - % %
Twist-3, Cp, ¢, N% N%%
Twist-3, 3-body, Cg ~D V=
Q 0’ 0
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For nonzero 7 and Q7 the propagator denominators
7Q? — 71 and 7Q? — 71 do not have a pole in the physical
region 0 <7 <1; see Fig. 2. Consequently, all twist-3
contributions are free from singularities generated in the
end-point regions where either 7 or 7 tends to zero. Possible
factors 1/7 or 1/7 are canceled by the end-point zeros of
G3n» 1.6, JEOM. In the limits 7 — 0 and Q? — 0, however,
propagator poles occur which lead to singularities in the
¢, contribution since this DA does not vanish for 7 — 0 or
1. For the photoproduction limit the singularity has already
been discussed by us; see Eq. (29) and the ensuing
paragraph. For the DVMP limit see Sec. III G.

F. The photoproduction limit, Q> — 0

For later use we also quote the complete photoproduction
limit of the twist-3 subprocess amplitude

W Q—>0 N
Ho =k f30(20 — )V =ii3

/ A Y a7 = 1007,)
XK?‘M)C—?*%)

Cs 2 1
+—= <6—+ﬁ>] (50)

Crrr St \ § i

This amplitude is in agreement with the results presented in
[16]. It is free of end-point singularities. The Q% — 0 limit
of the twist-2 subprocess amplitude is given in Eq. (20).

Properties of the photoproduction limit have been dis-
cussed above. The behavior of the various contributions to
the subprocess for Q> — 0 are listed in Table I.

G. The DVMP limit, 7 — 0

The subprocess amplitudes discussed in this section hold
in any c.m.s. as well as in the limits Q> — 0 and 7 — 0. The
latter limit is the region of DVMP where factorization of the
leading-twist contribution has been shown to hold for large
Q? [2], for instance in Ji’s frame [34]. In this frame in which
skewness is nonzero, § and # are related to Q? by

Pd) l"\t e :S\'eb
HO lIM (2j’+ﬂ)KP fﬂluﬂ\/ §|:?a+55:|

() 1C 2
H 41905 (20 + p)ky f3,,(1 ———A> g
2Cr -5
P.Craps, | itfe, Sep
2% (24 Jo (a2l
Ho il — = ( + 1" fan s(§+ﬁﬁ

Q*< —t Q> —

FIG. 2. The function 7 = lfQ/zt/,
scale is used.

For — Q?/1 > 1 a logarithmic

x=¢ L
2w & Ty

0, (51)

i.e., § and & are of order of Q2. The behavior of the various
contributions to the subprocess amplitudes for 7 — 0 are
compiled in Table II. One sees from that table that the
asymptotically dominant contribution comes from longi-
tudinally polarized photons at the twist-2 level. In fact, the
7 — 0 limit of (18) is the familiar LO, leading-twist result
[2]. On the other hand, the transverse leading-twist ampli-

tude vanishes proportional to v/—7 and, compared to the
longitudinal amplitude, is suppressed by 1/Q. Table II also
reveals that all twist-3 contributions for longitudinally

polarized photons vanish ~v/—7 as a consequence of
angular momentum conservation. The twist-3 contributions
for transversely polarized photons remain finite for 7 =0
but are suppressed by p,/Q or fz,/Q compared to the
dominant twist-2 contribution for longitudinally polarized
photons.

It is also informative to see the twist-3 subprocess
amplitudes in the DVMP limit:

e, e lde (7 dr,
s T u) 0 T/o rg(r—rg)%”(r’r %)
lde (7 dr,
— T =Ty T,). 52
> A z A Tg(f' Tg) ¢’§ﬂ(7 T Tg Tg) ( )
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In the DVMP limit only the helicity nonflip amplitude

Hé’;”ﬁ is left over while Hg;’fii vanishes « 7 as a

consequence of angular momentum conservation. Thus,
a full twist-3 DVMP analysis modifies the WW approxi-
mation employed in [10,11] by a change of the DA ¢,,
generated through the 3-body DA via the equation of
motion (21) and by the additional 3-body contributions.
From the properties of the 3-body DA, ¢5, [see Eq. (55)],
it is clear that the 3-body contributions’ given in (52) do not
have end-point singularities. On the other hand, the ¢,
contribution possesses an end-point singularity since this
DA does not vanish at the end points as we already
remarked. This singularity has been regularized in
[10,11] by keeping the quark transverse momentum in
the propagators. More details on the twist-3 contribution in
the DVMP limit will be given in a forthcoming paper [35].

IV. DAs, FORM FACTORS AND PARAMETERS

For the soft physics input to our calculation of pion
electroproduction we use the same DAs and form factors as
for 7° photoproduction [16]. Thus, for the twist-2 pion DA
we use the truncated Gegenbauer expansion

$(7) = 677[1 + a, C* (27 — 1)], (53)

with the recent lattice QCD result on the second
Gegenbauer coefficient [36]

a> (i) = 0.1364 + 0.0213 (54)

at the initial scale py = 2 GeV. The coefficient a, as all
other expansion coefficients depend on the factorization
scale, pr, which is defined by (16). The corresponding
anomalous dimensions are quoted in the Appendix.

For the 3-body twist-3 DA we follow [31] and use the
truncated conformal expansion

1
P32 (Tas T Tg) = 360%71)75 [1 + 601,05 (7Tg -3)

+ @y0(2 = 4,1, — 87, + 815)

+wl.](37’-a7b —279+3T§):|, (55)

with
wio(po) = —2.55, wao(ko) = 8.0, w11 (#o) = 0.0.
(56)

The coefficients @,y and @;; mix under evolution; see the
Appendix. The 3-body DA is normalized as

°Note that the 2-body twist-3 contribution proportional to
HEOM and contributing to HCr¥s vanishes for 7 — 0.

1 z
/o d’c/o dt s, (7,7 — 7, 17,) = 1. (57)

For the parameter f5, we take
F3z(1g) = 0.004 GeV2. (58)

This parameter as well as the expansion coefficient w, have
been derived from QCD sumrules [29]. According to [29] the
uncertainties of these parameters are large of the order of
30%. The expansion coefficient @, has been adjusted by us
[16] to the CLAS data on z° photoproduction [15].

Using (55), we obtain the function ¢EP™ from the
integral (22)

1
EOM (7) = 120&1(1 -7)3 |1 +Zw1,0(1 —77)

S bz
2 ) 1 5
+-wy (1 =T+ 117%) ——w; | (1 =Tz +67%)|.
5° 10
(59)

The equations of motion (21) can be suitably combined
and solved for ¢,, and ¢, [16]:

e :6ﬁ</ g (B — 7 E?M(T)+C)’

27272

1 1 1
¢ﬂp (T) = Qd’ﬂa(’[) + Z EgM(%) + % EE)M (T) (60)

The constant of integration, C, is fixed from the constraint

Al drep,,(7) = 1. (61)

Thus, for a given 3-body DA, ¢3,, the 2-body twist-3 DAs
are uniquely fixed. Since we started from a truncated
expansion of ¢3, we arrive at truncated Gegenbauer
expansions of the 2-body twist-3 DAs [16] (the C} denote
the Gegenbauer polynomials):

o 1 f37r
bop(r) = 1 T Fottn

x (10CY*(21 — 1) =3C/*(2r - 1)).  (62)

(70)1,0 = 2w, — 601.1)

The DA ¢, is not needed by us in this work explicitly.
Thus, we refrain from quoting it here. It can be found in
[16]. If ¢35, = 0 Eq. (60) reduces to the well-known WW
approximation of the DAs

ww __
p _17

YW — 617, (63)

Let us now turn to the discussion of the form factors,
FF(t)(= RE(1), ST (1)) which encode the soft physics con-
tent of the nucleon matrix element. The form factors are
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given by process specific combinations of the correspond-
ing flavor form factors, F¢, which are defined as 1/x-
moments of zero-skewness GPDs, K¢,

Fa(1) = / Y ). (64)

X

Here, x = (k; + k;)*/(p + p') " is the average momentum
fraction the two active quarks carry and a is a valence
quark. The restriction to valence quarks is an assumption
for charged pions which will be justified at the end of this
section. For z%-production this restriction is a consequence
of charge-conjugation parity.

The usual GPDs, K;, parametrize the soft proton-proton
matrix elements. However, for electroproduction of charged
pions proton-neutron transition matrix elements appear. With
the help of SU(3) flavor symmetry these transition GPDs and,
hence, the corresponding form factors, can be related to the
diagonal proton-proton ones [37]:

r'p— xtn: F?Jr(t) Fip—>n<[) = F?O) - F?(t)’
pn o 2pt FE(0) = Foup(t) = FI(0) — FI0).  (65)

For z° production there are two subprocesses y*u — 7°u and
y*d — 7°d. In both cases e, = e,,. It is therefore convenient
to pull out the charges from the subprocess amplitudes for
this process and to absorb them into the form factors together
with the corresponding flavor weight factors (13). Thus, the
form factors specific to z° production read

FE(1) = % (e FH(1) — eFA0]. (6)

Consequently, the subprocess amplitudes do not depend
anymore on the flavors in the case of z° production.

In [6] the GPDs H and E for valence quarks have been
extracted from the data on the magnetic and electric form
factors of the nucleon exploiting the sum rules for the form
factors with the help of a parametrization of the zero
skewness GPDs

K¢ = Ki(x) exp [t ()] (67)

1

In [5,6] it is advocated for the following parametrization of
the profile function®

fi(x) = (Bf =i Inx)(1 —x)* + Afx(1 = x)%, (68)
with the parameters A;, B; and ¢; fitted to the data of the

nucleon’s electromagnetic form factors. The forward limit
of the GPD H*“ is given by the flavor-a parton density,

®This ansatz is now supported by light-front holographic QCD
[38]. A similar parametrization has been proposed in [39].

g“(x) which is taken from [40]. Since the forward limit of
E% is not accessible in deep-inelastic scattering it is,
therefore, to be determined in the form factor analysis,
too. The most prominent feature of the GPDs, parametrized
as in (67) and (68), is the strong x — ¢ correlation [5,6]: The
GPDs at small x control the behavior of their associated
flavor form factors at small —¢ whereas large x determine
their large —t behavior. The flavor form factors R{, and R}
are evaluated from the GPDs (67), (68). These flavor form
factors have also been used in wide-angle Compton
scattering [6].

For the form factor, R, being related to the GPD H, we
use example #1 discussed in [41]. This example is extracted
from the data on the axial form factor of the nucleon and on
the helicity correlations, A;; and K;;, measured in wide-
angle Compton scattering [42,43].

For the transversity GPDs H; and E; the parametriza-
tion (67), (68) is also employed and the parameters, B¢ and
a;?, fixed from the low —r data on deeply virtual pion
electroproduction [10,11]. The values of these parameters
can be found in [16]. For wide-angle photo- and electro-
production the large — behavior, i.e., the second term in the
profile function, is also required. As in [16] we use for the
relevant parameter A¢ the value 0.5 GeV? for all trans-
versity GPDs. With this choice a good fit to the CLAS data
[15] on z° photoproduction has been obtained. At present
there is no information available on the GPD H; and its
associated from factor S. In order to have an at least rough
estimate of its importance we assume, with regard to the
definition of the GPD Ej

ET - 2HT + ET7 (69)

that §§ = S%/2. This assumption is equivalent to the
neglect of Ey.

Last, but not least, we want to discuss a property of the
GPDs (67), (68) which is of particular significance for
exclusive wide-angle processes. With the help of the saddle
point method [5] one can show that moments of these
GPDs, fall as a power of ¢ at large —t:

Fo 1/ (=1)", (70)
where
di = (1+p7)/2, (71)

and f¢ is the power of 1 — x with which the forward limit of
the GPD K¢ vanishes for x — 1. Equation (70) is a
generalization of the famous Drell-Yan relation [44]. The
phenomenological values of the powers df are listed in
Table III. Note the differences between the powers of u and
d-quarks. This implies that at very large —¢ only u-quark
flavor form factors contribute. In case of the helicity nonflip
GPDs the powers p are slightly larger than expected
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TABLE III. The powers d; for the form factors contributing to
the wide-angle photo- and electroproduction of pions. The table is
taken from ref. [16].

Ry R} Rt St 87
u 2.25 2.22 2.83 2.5 2.5
d 3.0 2.61 3.12 3.5 3.0

according to perturbative QCD arguments [45,46]. We
however stress that, in practice, the powers, ¢, are fixed in
a region of x less than about 0.8 for the helicity nonflip
GPDs, and even a smaller x-region for the transversity
ones. For larger x there is no experimental information on
the forward limits available at present. Therefore, the
powers f¢ are to be considered as effective powers which
are likely subject to changes as soon as data at larger x
become available. These powers affect the energy depend-
ence of the cross sections. For photoproduction the energy
dependence of the cross section at fixed cos 8 can readily be
read off from (9) and the subprocess amplitudes discussed
in Sec. I11. One finds the familiar 1/s” scaling behavior of
the cross section at fixed cos € for the twist-2 contribution
and 1/s® for the twist-3 one provided the form factors,
including the prefactors of \/—7 and t appearing in (9), drop
as 1/1>. Deviations from that behavior change the scaling
behavior as do the logs from a, and the evolution of the DA
parameters. As can be seen from Table III our form factors
increase the power of s with which the cross section falls. In
the energy range we explore the effective scaling is 1/s°.

As is well-known the sea-quark densities fall faster to
zero for x — 1, typically as ~(1 —x)’ than the valence
quark densities; see for instance [40]. This is also expected
from perturbative QCD arguments [45]. The forward
limits of the other GPDs may fall even more rapidly than

107
s'do /dt(m°)
101 [ubGeviy Estail
5 =11.06 GeV? e U

105 L
104 L
103 L

102 L

101 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
-0.8-06-04-02 0 02 04 06 08
cos

FIG. 3.

that of H%*. According to (70) the sea-quark form factor
falls as

Ry (1) ~ 1/ (=1)*. (72)

The other sea-quark form factors decrease like R} or even
faster. Thus, we conclude that sea-quark contnbutions to
wide-angle electroproduction are strongly suppressed and
therefore neglected by us.

V. PHOTOPRODUCTION

The photoproduction cross section

dap
dr  32n(s —m?)? ZWOU wil’ (73)

is evaluated from (9) using the subprocess amplitudes (20)
and (50) as well as the DAs and form factors described in
Sec. IV. The resulting cross sections for the various pion
channels, scaled by s’ in order to take away most of the
energy dependence, are displayed in Figs. 3 and 4 as solid
lines and compared to experiment [15,21,47]. Of course,
there is agreement with the CLAS data [15] since
the expansion coefficient @, is fitted to these data. On
the other hand, there is substantial disagreement with the
SLAC data [21]. In particular the SLAC #° data are about an
order of magnitude larger than the new CLAS data in the
vicinity of 90 degrees. With regard to the prerequisite of the
handbag approach that the Mandelstam variables should be
much larger than the hadronic scale, A?, we only show results
for —t and —u larger than 2.5 GeV?2. This is a compromise
between the requirement of the handbag approach, on the one
side, and having available a not too small range of cos 6 for
the experimentally accessible values of s on the other side.

107
sdo /dt(m™)
1057 [ubGeV'y

s =11.3GeV?

10° 1

104 L

10% ¢

102 L

101 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ : ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
-0.8 -06 -04-02 0 02 04 06 0.8
cos

Left: The cross section for z° photoproduction versus the cosine of the c.m.s. scattering angle, 8, at s = 11.06 GeV?2. The solid

(dotted) curve represents the full (twist 2) result using the same parameters as in [16]. The red dashed curve is obtained with the same
parameters as in [16] but with the amplitudes taken at the fixed scale up = ur = 1 GeV, while for the blue dashed curve we additionally
change w,, = 10.3. Data taken from [21] (full circles) at s = 10.3 GeV? and from CLAS [15] (open circles) at s = 11.06 GeV?2. The
cross sections are scaled by s7 and the theoretical results are only shown for —¢ and —u larger than 2.5 GeV?. Right: Results for the 7~
photoproduction cross section at s = 11.3 GeV?. Data, shown as open triangles, are from [47]. For other notations it is referred to the
figure on the left hand side.
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107
| §'do/dt(nt)
100 [ubGeV'?] °
s = 10.3 GeV?
105 B Y
- [ ]
10,1 | | § )
103}
ol
10!

-08-06-04-02 0 02 04 06 0.8
cos

107
s'do /dt(m)
1001 [#bGeV™?] .
s = 15.0 GeV? .
10° .! -
] [ )
104
103 L
102 L
10t

-08-06-04-02 0 02 04 06 0.8
cos

FIG.4. Results for the 7 photoproduction cross sections vs cos @, at s = 10.3 GeV? (left) and 15 GeV? (right). The full circles are the
data from [21] at s = 10.3 and 15 GeV?; the open triangles are from [47] at s = 11.3 GeV?>. At s = 15 GeV? results are shown for —¢
and —u larger than 4 GeV?. For other notations it is referred to Fig. 3.

The corresponding results for the 7% cross sections are
shown in Figs. 3 and 4 and compared to the SLAC [21] and
Jefferson Lab Hall A data [47]. For positive values of cos 6
theory and experiment are close to each other but near
90 degrees and in the backward hemisphere our results are
well below the data [21,47] (by a factor of 2 to 3). In
contrast to 7° photoproduction the twist-2 contribution to
the 7% cross section is substantial in the forward hemi-
sphere; see Figs. 3 and 4. This can be understood from
properties of the subprocess amplitude (20):

+ A~ A
H® el + eps
~e” o7

H™ S+

(74)

This ratio is large for small —7 = —§ — 1. With rising —1,
i.e., decreasing cos 0, the twist-3 contribution quickly takes
the lead. The twist-2—twist-3 interference is however
noticeable in the entire wide-angle region even for z°
photoproduction. At cos 6 ~ —0.4 the interference term still
amounts to about 10%, positive for zt production and
negative for the case of z~. With increasing s the twist-2
contribution becomes more important (see Fig. 4) since, as
is evident from Table I, the twist-3 subprocess amplitude is
suppressed by an extra factor 1/+/3.

The z~ photoproduction cross section is larger than the
7t one by a factor 2 — 3. The reason for this fact are the
quark-charge factors in (20) and (50) which favor the 7z~
channel [n = 1, 2, see (50)]

n

=>

Hﬂ (]
e

o~ 75
- (75)

+ ¢,3"

uﬁn + e d§ n

The absolute value of this ratio is larger than 1.
The discrepancy between theory and experiment is larger

at s = 15 GeV? than at 10.3 GeV?. It seems that the

predicted energy dependence is too strong. It also seems

that the ratio of the z~ and zt cross sections at 90° is too

large as compared to the Hall A data [47]. Some fine tuning

of the soft-physics input is perhaps necessary. We however
hesitate to do so since the SLAC data are very old and a
remeasurement of wide-angle 7z photoproduction seems to
be advisable.

At the end of Sec. IV we already discussed the energy
dependence of the handbag approach. As we mentioned in
Sec. IV, in the range of s we are interested in, our cross
section effectively behaves o s~ in the region of twist-3
dominance. This is perhaps somewhat too strong. Since our
form factors represent 1/x-moments of GPDs they evolve
with the scale in principle. Because of the strong x — ¢
correlation the form factors at large —¢ are under control of
a narrow region of large x. With increasing — the affected
region approaches 1 and becomes narrower. Therefore, our
form factors approximately become equal to the scale-
independent lowest moments of the GPDs concerned.
Thus, as it is argued in [5], the 1/x-factors in the form
factors can be viewed as a phenomenological estimate of
effects beyond the strict A/\/—t expansion (see Sec. II).
One may likewise argue that the disregard of the scale-
dependence of the form factors also requires the neglect of
the evolution of the DAs for consistency. Thus, as already
discussed in [16], we also evaluate the photoproduction
cross sections at the fixed scale of up = up =1 GeV as an
alternative and fit the coefficient w,; to the CLAS and
SLAC data. This procedure hardly alters the size and shape
of the cross sections but reduces their effective energy
dependence to about s~8 in regions of twist-3 dominance.
The results we obtain with the fixed scale are shown as
dashed lines in Fig. 3: red for the usual parameters taken
form [16] and blue for @,y = 10.3. They agree fairly well
with the data and one notes that freezing the scale has
bigger effect than changing @y.

VI. ELECTROPRODUCTION

As is well known, for pion electroproduction there are
four partial cross sections in contrast to just Eq. (73) for
photoproduction. For the ease of access we repeat the
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Left: Predictions for the ratio of the longitudinal and transverse cross sections for 7z electroproduction versus the cosine of the

c.m.s. scattering angle at s = 15 GeV? for a set of Q> values. Parameters as in [16]. The predictions are only shown for —7 and — larger
than 4 GeV?. Right: As the figure on the left hand side but for the ratio of the transverse and the photoproduction cross sections.

definitions of the partial cross sections in terms of helicity
amplitudes

%:ngs [Moso4 2+ Mo-o- 1.
%:QMZHMN,H >+ |M°—~/‘+ ]
"
dZI;T - _\/EstReZ:“ M50 Moyt 7 Mo 04 Mo it ]
"
d(ZT =-20,Re[M_ , Mo s+ Mg, ; Moy ],

(76)

where the phase space factor is given by

Ops = [3zn(s - mz)\/AM(s,—Qz,mz)}_l, (77)

where A, is the Mandelstam function.’

The partial cross sections sum up to the unpolarized
ep — exN cross section:

d*c Ao (s —m?) daT+ do;
= _— E——
dsdQ*dtdp 167*Eim?Q*(1—¢) \ dt dt
+ecos (2¢) d(ZT—F 2e(1+e) COS(deI;T>.
(78)

Here, ¢ is the azimuthal angle between the lepton and the
hadron plane and E; is the energy of the lepton beam. The
ratio of the longitudinal and transversal photon flux is
denoted by e.

"In DVMP s is usually denoted by W2.

The twist-2 and twist-3 subprocess amplitudes for pion
electroproduction are presented in Sec. III. From these
subprocess amplitudes in combination with the form
factors described in Sec. IV, we evaluate the amplitudes
(9), (11) and subsequently the partial cross sections (76). In
the light of the discussion in the preceding section we will
mostly show ratios of cross sections for pion electro-
production. Most of the energy dependence and of the
normalization uncertainties cancel in the ratios. Therefore,
we only show results evaluated from the same DAs and
flavor form factors as in [16].

First, we compare the partial cross sections for, say, 7
production for different photon virtualities. In order to have
at disposal a rather large range of Q% we need large —f and
—u because of the requirement (1) and consequently large
s. Therefore, we choose the not unrealistically large value
of 15 GeV? for s and show the partial cross sections only
for 0> = 1,2 and 3 GeV? and —t, —u > 4 GeV?. In Fig. 5
we present the ratio of the longitudinal and the transverse
cross section as well as the ratio of the transverse and the
photoproduction cross section for Q> = 1, 2 and 3 GeV?.
The interference cross sections, divided by the transverse
one, are displayed in Fig. 6. The ratios reveal a mild cos 8
and Q? -dependence. The latter one is getting only some-
what stronger in the backward hemisphere.

In Fig. 7 we show the separate longitudinal and trans-
verse cross sections versus Q2 at cos @ = 0. Starting at zero
in the photoproduction limit the longitudinal cross section
increases with rising Q% up to a maximum at about
1.0 GeV? while the transverse cross sections for charge
pions are continuously decreasing. The z° cross section has
a mild minimum at about Q> = 0.7 GeV?2. The magnitudes
of the longitudinal cross sections differ markedly. The 7+
cross section is very small compared to the other ones. As
for photoproduction, see Eq. (75), the quark charges favor
the z~ production over the z™ one.
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FIG. 6. Predictions for the longitudinal-transverse (left) and transverse-transverse (right) interference cross sections of z*
electroproduction divided by the transverse one versus the cosine of the c.m.s. scattering angle at s = 15 GeV? for a set of photon

virtualities.
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FIG. 7. Predictions for the longitudinal (left) and the transverse (right) cross sections of 7z (solid), #~ (dashed) and z° (dotted line)

electroproduction versus Q> at s = 15 GeV? and cos # = 0. Parameters as in [16].
cross section itself which is divided by the corresponding

In Figs. 8 and 9 the partial cross sections for the three

pion channels are shown at s = 10.3 GeV? and at a fixed  photoproduction cross section. The cross sections for the
Q? of 2 GeV?. As in Figs. 5 and 6 the partial cross sections  various pions differ markedly from each other. Particularly
are divided by the transverse one except of the transverse ~ noteworthy are the maxima in the partial cross sections
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FIG. 8. Predictions for the ratio of the longitudinal and transverse cross sections (left) and the transverse cross sections divided by the
photoproduction one (right) of pion electroproduction vs cos@ at s = 10.3 GeV? and Q% = 2.0 GeV?. Parameters as in [16]. The

predictions are only shown for —7 and —ii larger than 2.5 GeV?2.
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FIG. 9. Predictions for the longitudinal-transverse (left) and transverse-transverse (right) interference cross sections of pion
electroproduction vs cos @ at at s = 10.3 GeV? and Q? = 2.0 GeV?. The interference cross sections are divided by the corresponding

transverse cross section.

occurring near 90 degrees for #~ and at about 115 degrees
for z° production. The sharp peak of the ratio of do; and
dor, especially for the case of z° production, is generated
by a conspiracy of minima at slightly different positions
and dissimilar depths of these cross sections. Comparison
of the z*-curves in Figs. 8 and 9 with the Q? = 2 GeV?
curves in Figs. 5 and 6 gives an impression of the energy
dependence of pion electroproduction.

Data on the partial cross section of pion electroproduc-
tion will allow for an extraction of detailed information on
the large —t-behavior of the transversity GPDs. Thus, as is
evident from (11), the longitudinal cross section is only
dependent upon the form factors (R%)? and (S%)?; there is
no interference between the twist-2 and twist-3 contribu-
tions. As a little calculation reveals, the longitudinal-
transverse interference cross section has the same structure:

do?
ﬁ = _\/Ee(z)gps [H0P+,0+ (Hg+,++ - H0P+,—+)(R§)2

+ H(I;—,0+(Hg—.++ - H(I)J—,—+)(S¥)2]- (79)

Given that the axial form factor, R, is not unknown at large
—t, from data on the longitudinal and the longitudinal-
transverse cross sections we may extract information on S%.
and thus on H; from data on the longitudinal and the
longitudinal-transverse interference cross sections. The
transverse as well as the transverse-transverse interference
cross sections depend on all six form factors and, hence, on
the form factor S% too. This form factor represents the 1/x-
moment of the completely unknown transversity GPD H.
In DVMP this GPD is strongly suppressed since it comes
together with the factor #/(4m?). Numerical examination
laid open that do’y is very sensitive to S¥ in the regions of
twist-3 dominance. Thus, it seems that a measurement of
dot; may provide information on Hp at least at large —1.

VIIL. SPIN EFFECTS

The derivation of the photo- and electroproduction
amplitudes within the handbag approach naturally requires
the use of the light-cone helicity basis. However, for
comparison with experimental results on spin-dependent
observables, the use of ordinary photon-nucleon c.m.s.
helicity amplitudes is more convenient. The ordinary
helicity amplitudes, ®, ,,, are obtained from the light-
cone ones (9), by the transform (see [48-50])

D6y 1 = Moy
+ (=DM,
+ (_1)1/2+DKM(I))D’,M—V + (’)(mz/s),
Doy, = MG, o, + (=D (K +)ME_ o,
+O(m?/s), (80)
where

m / N sin 9
= 27’
. s+ Q? s+o7/ 1+ cosd

, . 0> 0% cosd
K=—x(l-—-=——").
4s s 1 —cosd

For convenience the notation of the helicities is kept and the
angle 9 is defined in (4). In the photoproduction limit x’
becomes —« and

(81)

Q2—>0 m \V4 -t

S Y Iyt (82
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Obviously,

Z|®OI/ /4+|2
Z|q)0y 0+

Z|M0u /4+|2’
ZlMOD ol (83)

A. Helicity correlations in photoproduction

As for wide-angle Compton scattering the most interest-
ing spin-dependent observables of pion photoproduction
are the correlations of the helicities of the incoming photon
and that of either the incoming or the outgoing nucleon,
A;p, or K;;, respectively. In terms of helicity amplitudes
these observables are defined by

AP = |‘I)(1;)+,++|2 - |CI)(}))+.—+|2 + |‘I)(1;)—,++|2 - |CD(I))—,—+‘27
ZV’-,# | q)opu’,u+ |2

KLL _ |‘I)0+ ++|2 |q)0+ +|2 — |q) ++|2 + |(D0— —+|2_
2l @y

(84)

One can easily check that for the twist-3 contribution one
has

AP tw3 KP w3 ) (85)

while for twist 2

AP w2 KP w2 (86)

holds as is the case for wide-angle Compton scattering
[41,50]. Thus, the experimental observation of an approxi-
mate mirror symmetry between AY, and K¥, signals the
dominance of twist-3 contributions to pion photoproduc-
tion. With regard on that feature A?, and K¥, play a similar
important role for the discrimination between twist 2

1.0 T
08} Kyp
0.6
04t
0275 — 10.3GeV?

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0.2
04
0.6
08}t ALL

-1.0 -0.8-06 -04 -02 0 02 04 06 0.8
cos 0

and twist 3 in photoproduction of pions as the longitudinal
and transverse cross sections in DVMP. In Fig. 10 we
show the helicity correlations for z& photoproduction at
s = 10.3 GeV?. They are very similar for these cases. In
the backward hemisphere A?;, and K?, are mirror sym-
metric which reflects the twist-3 dominance there. On the
other hand, in the forward hemisphere where the twist-2
contribution becomes increasingly more significant A;;
and K;; approach each other. The energy dependence of
the helicity correlation parameters is very weak. z° photo-
production has been discussed by us in [16] in great detail.
The helicity correlations for this channel reveal the
approximate mirror symmetry in the forward hemisphere
too since the twist-2 contribution is also tiny in that region;
see Fig. 3.

As one sees from Eq. (50) there is only one independent
nonvanishing twist-3 subprocess amplitude, namely ’HP tW3

(=- Jr"vj_ by parity conservation). This amplitude there-
fore cancels in (84) and, to twist-3 accuracy, the helicity
correlations are solely expressed by the transversity form
factors. In particular the numerator reads up to corrections of

order k
AP tw? KP w3 —S¥ (Si 5 — SP> (87)

Another spin-dependent observable is the correlation
between the helicity of the incoming photon and the
sideways polarization (i.e., the polarization perpendicular
to the nucleon momentum but in the scattering plane) of the
incoming (Af) or outgoing (K¥) nucleon

Re [q)0+ ++q)0— —+ CD0+ +q)0 ]
Z’/ lllq)Ol/ /4+|2

Re [q)0+ ++(D0 A+ q)0+ +q)0——+]
Z |q)0p ﬂ+|2

Predictions for these observables are displayed in Fig. 10 as
well. Both twist 2 and twist 3 contribute substantially to

AP =2

Kby =2 (88)

0.6
05s=103GeV? 7 .2\
041
0.3} Ars .~
021
at
0.1} L
—"" 7r
0 L L — =7 L L L
Kig
Ol
-1.0 -0.8 -06 -0.4 -02 0 02 04 0.6 08
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FIG. 10. Results for the helicity correlation parameters A;; , K;; (left) and A; g, K; 5 (right) for z and z~ photoproduction vs cos  at

s = 10.3 GeV?2. Parameters as in [16].
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these observables. The order m/+/s mass corrections (82)
are also rather large for the LS correlations. In addition A; g
and K;g are subject to strong cancellations among the
contributions from various helicity amplitudes. In contrast
to the helicity correlations, A;; and K;;, the mirror
symmetry is therefore not to be seen for the LS correlations.

B. Helicity correlations in electroproduction

The helicity correlation A;; can also be measured in pion
electroproduction. In fact, the CLAS collaboration has
measured it in the deeply virtual region [51]. In electro-
production there are two modulations of A ;. Its cos (0g)
modulation, divided by V1 —&?, is defined as in (84)

except that the denominator is to be supplemented
by the contribution from longitudinally polarized photons

e(|®os 04> + [Po_os|*). The Q> - 0 limit of ACLOLS(O@/
V1 — & is the A;; parameter we discussed in the previous

subsection. The second modulation of A;; is related to the
amplitudes by

AP,COS(/I
Elili ey of = —Re[(@f, |, +@F, _ )P,
+(Of_ .y + 0 _)Pp 0, ] (89)
where
Ug - Zlq)opv’.u+|2 + €Z|Cbgz/’,0+|2 (90)
Vo v

is the unseparated cross section without the phase space
factor. We stress that for both the modulations of A;; the
longitudinal target polarization is defined relative to the
direction of the virtual photon. In experiments the target
polarization is usually defined relative to lepton beam
direction. The transform from one definition to the other
one is investigated in great detail in the work by Diehl and
Sapeta [52]. According to that work, the following relation:

1.0 T T
0.8 | —ALL"_ +
' v e(l—e) ™
0.6 |
04t 2
L .2
0.2}
0.0 f——— —
02} Q[GeV]
04t
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-08-06-04-02 0 02 04 06 08

cos 0

FIG. 11.

A7} =cos0,A}, —sin0,AL (¢ = 0) (91)

holds for both the modulations. The angle ¢ denotes the
orientation of the transversal target spin vector with respect to
the lepton plane. The label / stands for the target polarization
defined with respect to the lepton beam. The angle 6,
describes the rotation in the lepton plane from the direction
of the incoming lepton to that of the virtual photon. It is
given by

(92)

where y = 2xzm/Q and y = (s + Q> — m?)/(2mE,, +
m?) (xp is Bjorken-x and E, ., the beam energy in the Lab
frame). Since this rotation requires information on the actual
experiment which is not at our disposal, we refrain from
quoting A%/ The correlations AP /\/T= ¢ and
A7/ Je(1 —¢) still depend on ¢ through of. In order
to make predictions we have tentatively chosen & = 0.6.
The two modulations of A;; are shown in Fig. 11
for 7t electroproduction at Q> =1 and 2 GeV? and
s = 10.3 GeV?. In order to facilitate the use of the possible
transform (91) from the direction of the virtual photon to that
of the lepton beam we also show in Fig. 11 the correlations
between the lepton helicity and transversal target polarization
defined by

P, 0g * *
ALTCOS( /) (¢s - O) Re[q)g+,++q)op—,0+ - (D(I)J—,++q)(1)3+,0+]

e(l—e) a5 ’
AL (¢s=0) _ Re[@f: , @f _, - ©f ]
V1-¢ ) ’

(93)

which also appear in (91).
A large variety of other spin-dependent observables exist
for electroproduction of pions. Their study goes beyond the

0.4 " "
4¢05(09)
0.3} J‘i—ez T
0.2 N
00 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Q?[GeV?
0.1}
-02
cos v
A |
0.3 ¢ /—jfﬂ) P s = 10.3 GeV?
i -0.8 -06-04-02 0 02 04 06 0.8
cos 0

Results for the modulations of the helicity correlation A;; (left) and the observable A, ; (right) for z electroproduction vs

cos@ at Q> = 1 (solid) and 2 GeV? (dashed lines) at s = 10.3 GeV?2.
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scope of the present work. Notice that the single-spin
asymmetries frequently require phase differences. They are
all zero for our LO study of the handbag mechanism, the
LO amplitudes (9) and (11) are real.

VIII. REMARKS ON UNCERTAINTIES

There are two types of uncertainties. On the one hand,
there are those resulting from the use of kinematics for
which the prerequisite of the handbag approach namely that
the Mandelstam variables should be much larger than a
typical hadronic scale of order 1 GeV? is not sufficiently
well respected. The analysis of the available photoproduc-
tion data as well as the photo- and electroproduction data to
be expected in the near future force us to work in a
kinematical situation in which the requirement of large
Mandelstam variables is only marginally respected. On the
other hand, there are the typical parametric uncertainties
due to error-burdened parameters of the DAs and the form
factors.

For Mandelstam variables which are not much larger
than A? the problem arises how to match s, # and u for the
hadronic process with the ones for the partonic subprocess,
5,7 and @i. There are several possibilities to match the
kinematics. They lead to different numerical results which
may be regarded as different nucleon-mass corrections [53]
of order m?/s. Thus, one possibility is to identify the two
sets of variables as in (8). Alternatively, one may use

t=r1, §=1s5—m? da=u-m>  (94)
which choice guarantees the mass-shell condition for the
subprocess, § + it + 7 = 0. There are other possibilities [53].
For the kinematics of interest in this work the mass
corrections due to the different matching recipes are large,
in particular for | cos 6| — 1. They amount to about 50% for
photo- and electroproduction. However, for ratios of cross
sections which we mainly present for electroproduction these
mass corrections are smaller. Thus, for do;(Q?)/dor(0) and
do1(Q?%)/dor(Q?) they only amount to about 20% for not
to large values of Q2. For the helicity correlations, A;; and
K, which likewise represent ratios of cross sections, the
mass corrections are less than 20%.

The parametric uncertainty of the twist-3 contribution is
very large. As mentioned in Sec. IV the parameters of the 3-
body twist-3 DA have errors of about 30%. Together with
the uncertainties of the large —¢ behavior of the transversity
form factors the parametric uncertainties of the cross
sections amount to about 70% in the regions of twist-3
dominance. Evidently, for ratios of cross sections and for
the helicity correlations the parametric uncertainties are
much smaller since most of the uncertainties of the twist-3
DA cancel. The parametric uncertainty of the twist-2

contribution is insignificant compared to the other sources
of errors.

IX. SUMMARY

We have calculated wide-angle photo- and electropro-
duction of pions within the handbag factorization scheme
to twist-3 accuracy and LO of perturbative QCD. In this
mechanism the amplitudes factorize into hard partonic
subprocess amplitudes and soft form factors representing
1/x-moments of zero-skewness GPDs. The twist-3 con-
tributions to the subprocess amplitudes include the 2-body,
qq, as well as the 3-body, ¢gg, Fock components of the
pion. In light-cone gauge we are using for the vacuum-
meson matrix elements, the equation of motion, which is
formally an inhomogeneous linear first-order differential
equation, fixes the 2-body twist-3 DAs, ¢, and ¢,,, for a
given 3-body DA. Thus, only two independent pion DAs
remain as soft physics input to the handbag mechanism in
addition to the form factors, the usual ones, being related to
the helicity nonflip GPDs, as well as the transversity form
factors. Taking the DAs and the form factors from our
previous work [16], we evaluated the photoproduction
cross sections within the handbag mechanism and com-
pared the results with experimental data. It seems that the
energy dependence of the handbag contribution is some-
what too strong. Including evolution and the t-dependence
of the form factors it is approximately s~ at fixed cos 6.
Therefore, as an alternative we also presented results
evaluated at the fixed scale of 1 GeV which agree fairly
well with experiment. A better determination of the large
—t behavior of the form factors is required before a final
answer can be given what the energy dependence of
handbag predictions is. We also give detailed predictions
for pion electroproduction and discuss spin effects, espe-
cially helicity correlations. The gross features of wide-
angle electroproduction bear similarities to DVMP: the 7°
channel is dominated by the twist-3 contributions, for the
7% channels twist-2 contributions matter in the forward
hemisphere. Data on pion electroproduction would allow to
extract detailed information on the large —¢-behavior of the
form factors and the transversity GPDs at zero skewness.
This knowledge bears implications of our understanding of
the parton densities in the transverse position plane [54,55].
It may also be of help in understanding some of the spin
density matrix elements of deeply virtual vector-meson
production [56,57]. In the present work, we restricted
ourselves to the case of the pion. However, the generali-
zation to other pseudoscalar mesons is straightforward.
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APPENDIX: THE EVOLUTION
OF THE PION DAs

In this Appendix we compile the anomalous dimensions
needed to evolve the DAs used in the previous sections. The
anomalous dimensions can be found in [29,31]. The
evolution goes with the quantity

as(pg) _ In (u5/ A(z)CD)
as(po) In (ﬂ%/AéCD).

L= (A1)

The second Gegenbauer coefficient of the twist-2 pion DA
evolves as

ay(pug) = ay(po) L2/, (A2)

with y, =50/9 and f, = (11Nc —2n;)/3. The mass
parameter, u, evolves as
#a(tir) = L™ oy (o). (A3)

The parameters of the 3-body DA evolve as

Fanlpp) = LUBC=VIb £ (ug),
w;0(ug) = L(_25/6CF+11/3CA)/ﬁ°w1,0(ﬂ0)’
1
Y+ —7-
+(r4 = r11)A=(uo) L-16/3C /o]

w1 (ug) = [(7— = 711) A, (o) L&+ =16/3Ck+1)/Po

1 y ~
wx(pr) = Zﬁ (A, () L7+=16/3Cr+1)/fo
-7

+A_(ﬂO)L<7—_16/3cF+1)/ﬂO]7 (A4)
where
Y+ —7
A+(ﬂ0) = —0)11(ﬂ0) - 4;116020(#0)7
721
_ Y- —7u
A_(uo) = o1 (o) +4 - w0 (1) (AS)
The anomalous dimensions are
122 _ 511 ) 21
711—9, }’22—45, 712—37 721—5,
(A6)

with the eigenvalues

1
r=5 [?11 +rn* \/(}’11 —rn)*+ 4712721]- (A7)
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