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With a special intention of clarifying the underlying spin contents of the nucleon, we investigate the
generalized form factors of the nucleon, which are defined as the nth x moments of the generalized parton
distribution functions, within the framework of the chiral quark soliton model. A particular emphasis is
put on the pion mass dependence of final predictions, which we shall compare with the predictions of
lattice QCD simulations carried out in the so-called heavy pion region around m,. =~ (700-900) MeV. We
find that some observables are very sensitive to the variation of the pion mass. It will be argued that the
negligible importance of the quark orbital angular momentum indicated by the LHPC and QCDSF lattice
collaborations might be true in the unrealistic heavy pion world, but it is not necessarily the case in our

real world close to the chiral limit.
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L. INTRODUCTION

The so-called ‘“‘nucleon spin crisis” raised by the
European Muon Collaboration (EMC) measurement in
1988 is one of the most outstanding findings in the field
of hadron physics [1,2]. The renaissance of the physics of
high energy deep-inelastic scatterings is greatly indebted to
this epoch-making finding. One of the most outstanding
progresses achieved recently in this field of physics is
probably the discovery and the subsequent research of
completely new observables called generalized parton dis-
tribution functions (GPDs). It has been revealed that the
GPDs, which can be measured through the so-called
deeply virtual Compton scatterings (DVCS) or the deeply
virtual meson productions (DVMP), contain surprisingly
richer information than the standard parton distribution
functions [3-14].

Roughly speaking, the GPDs are a generalization of
ordinary parton distributions and the elastic form factors
of the nucleon. The GPDs in the most general form are
functions of three kinematical variables: the average
longitudinal-momentum fraction x of the struck parton in
the initial and final states, a skewdness parameter £ which
measures the difference between two momentum fractions,
and the four-momentum-transfer square ¢ of the initial and
final nucleons. In the forward limit ¢t — 0, some of the
GPDs reduce to the usual quark, antiquark, and gluon
distributions. On the other hand, taking the nth moment
of the GPDs with respect to the variable x, one obtains the
generalizations of the electromagnetic form factors of the
nucleon, which are called the generalized form factors of
the nucleon. The complex nature of the GPDs, i.e. the fact
that they are functions of three variables, makes it quite
difficult to grasp their full characteristics both experimen-
tally and theoretically. From the theoretical viewpoint, it
may be practical to begin studies with the two limiting
cases. One is the forward limit of zero-momentum transfer.
We have mentioned that, in this limit, some of the GPDs
reduce to the ordinary parton distribution function depend-
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ing on one variable, x. However, it turns out that, even in
this limit, there appear some completely new distribution
functions, which cannot be accessed by the ordinary in-
clusive deep-inelastic scattering measurements. Very inter-
estingly, it was shown by Ji that one of such distributions
contains valuable information on the total angular momen-
tum carried by the quark fields in the nucleon [9-11]. This
information, combined with the available information on
the longitudinal quark polarization, makes it possible to
determine the quark orbital angular-momentum contribu-
tion to the total nucleon spin purely experimentally.

Other relatively easy-to-handle quantities are the gener-
alized form factors of the nucleon [15,16], which are given
as the nonforward nucleon matrix elements of the spin-n,
twist-two quark and gluon operators. Since these latter
quantities are given as the nucleon matrix elements of local
operators, they can be objects of lattice QCD simulations.
(It should be compared with parton distributions. The
direct calculation of parton distributions is beyond the
scope of lattice QCD simulations, since it needs to treat
the nucleon matrix elements of quark bilinears, which are
nonlocal in time.) In fact, two groups, the LHPC
Collaboration and the QCDSF Collaboration indepen-
dently investigated the generalized form factors of the
nucleon, and gave several interesting predictions, which
can, in principle, be tested by the measurement of GPDs in
the near future [17-20]. Although interesting, there is no a
priori reason to believe that the predictions of these lattice
simulations are realistic enough. The reason is mainly that
the above-mentioned lattice simulations were carried out in
the heavy pion regime around m,. =~ (700-900) MeV with
neglect of the so-called disconnected diagrams. Our real
world is rather close to the chiral limit with vanishing pion
mass, and we know that, in this limit, the Goldstone pion
plays very important roles in some intrinsic properties of
the nucleon. The lattice simulation carried out in the heavy
pion region is in danger of missing some important role of
chiral dynamics.
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On the other hand, the chiral quark soliton model
(CQSM) is an effective model of baryons, which maxi-
mally incorporates the chiral symmetry of QCD and its
spontaneous breakdown [23,24]. (See [25-27] for early
reviews.) It has already been applied to the physics of
ordinary parton distribution functions with remarkable
success [28—34]. For instance, an indispensable role of
pionlike quark-antiquark correlation was shown to be es-
sential to understand the famous NMC measurement,
which revealed the dominance of the d quark over the i
quark inside the proton [31,35,36]. Then, it would be
interesting to see what predictions the CQSM would give
for the quantities mentioned above. Now, the main purpose
of the present work is to study the generalized form factors
of the nucleon within the framework of the CQSM and
compare their predictions with those of the lattice QCD
simulations. Our particular interest here is to see the
change of final theoretical predictions against the variation
of the pion mass. Such an analysis is expected to give some
hints for judging the reliability of the lattice QCD predic-
tions at the present level for the observables in question.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Sec. II, we shall
briefly explain how to introduce the nonzero pion mass into
the scheme of the CQSM with Pauli-Villars regularization.
In Sec. III, we derive the theoretical expressions for the
generalized form factors of the nucleon. Section IV is
devoted to the discussion of the results of the numerical
calculations. Some concluding remarks are then given in
Sec. V.

II. MODEL LAGRANGIAN WITH A PION MASS
TERM

We start with the basic effective Lagrangian of the chiral
quark soliton model in the chiral limit given as

Lo = )i — MU (@0))ih(x), ()
with
Us(x) = s 70/ fr = 1 +275 Ux) + 1 _275 Ut(x),
(2)

which describes the effective quark fields, with a dynami-
cally generated mass M, strongly interacting with pions
[23,24]. Since one of the main purposes of the present
study is to see how the relevant observables depend on
pion mass, we add to L, an explicit chiral-symmetry-
breaking term L' given by [37]

L' =12m2 tw,[U(x) + Ut(x) — 2] (3)

Here the trace in (3) is to be taken with respect to flavor
indices. The total model Lagrangian is therefore given by

Leom= Lo+ L. 4)

Naturally, one could have taken an alternative choice in
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which the explicit chiral-symmetry-breaking effect is in-
troduced in the form of the current quark mass term as
L' = —mgipp. We did not do so, because we do not know
any consistent regularization of such an effective
Lagrangian with finite current quark mass within the
framework of the Pauli-Villars subtraction scheme, as ex-
plained in the Appendix of [37]. The effective action
corresponding to the above Lagrangian is given as

Set[U] = Sp[U] + SyulU], )
with
Se[U] = —iN.SpIn(if — MUYs), (6)

and
SylU] = / Lm0 + Ul - 2dd ()

Here SpO = [d*xtr, trf<x|0|x), with tr, and tr, repre-
senting the trace of the Dirac gamma matrices and the
flavors (isospins), respectively. The fermion (quark) part
of the above action contains ultraviolet divergences. To
remove these divergences, we must introduce physical
cutoffs. For the purpose of regularization, here we use
the Pauli-Villars subtraction scheme. As explained in
[37], we must eliminate not only the logarithmic diver-
gence contained in S[U] but also the quadratic and loga-
rithmic divergences contained in the equation of motion
shown below. To get rid of all these troublesome divergen-
ces, we need at least two subtraction terms. The regularized
action is thus defined as

SyilU] = SEE[U] + SylU] (8)

where
2
SFEU] = SplUT = S e;SpIU] ©)
i=1

Here Sﬁ" is obtained from S;[U] with M replaced by the
Pauli-Villars regulator mass A;. These parameters are fixed
as follows. First, the quadratic and logarithmic divergences
contained in the equation of motion (or in the expression of
the vacuum quark condensate) can, respectively, be re-
moved if the subtraction constants satisfy the following
two conditions:

2

M* = ;A =0, (10)
i=1
2

M* — Z c;Ad = 0. (11)

(We recall that the condition which removes the logarith-
mic divergence in S /[ U] just coincides with the first of the
above conditions.) By solving the above equations for ¢,
and ¢,, we obtain
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which constrains the values of ¢; and ¢,, once A and A,
are given. For determining A; and A,, we use two con-
ditions:

2 2 N2 N2
. c@) ln(f;) -2 a4
T i=1

and

_ NM> & (AN (AN
<¢¢>vac = 2 ;CI<M> 1n<ﬁ> ’ (15)

which amounts to reproducing the correct normalization of
the pion kinetic term in the effective meson Lagrangian
and also the empirical value of the vacuum quark conden-
sate. To derive the soliton equation of motion, we must first
write down a regularized expression for the static soliton
energy. Under the hedgehog ansatz #r(x) = f,#F(r) for the
background pion fields, it is obtained in the form

Egicl F(N] = EF*[F(n] + Ey[F(n)]  (16)

§la[lC

where the meson (pion) part is given by
EylF(r)] = —f%m%faﬁx[cosF(r) - 1] 17)

while the fermion (quark) part is given as

EF[F(r)] = E,y + Ev§, (18)
with
E,q = N E,, (19)
n<0 n<0
(20)

Here E, are the quark single-particle energies, given as the
eigenvalues of the static Dirac Hamiltonian in the back-
ground pion fields:

Hln) = E,|n), 21

with
a-V . .
H=——+ BM[cosF(r) + iys7 - FsinF(r)], (22)
i

while EE,O) denote energy eigenvalues of the vacuum
Hamiltonian given by (22) with F(r) =0 (or U = 1).
The particular state |n = 0), which is a discrete bound-
state orbital coming from the upper Dirac continuum under
the influence of the hedgehog mean field, is called the
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valence level. The symbol 3, in (20) denotes the sum-
mation over all the negative-energy eigenstates of H, i.e.
the negative-energy Dirac continuum. The soliton equation
of motion is obtained from the stationary condition of

E;S. [F(r)] with respect to the variation of the profile
function F(r):

6
0= WEstatic[F(r)]
= 47r2{—M[S(r) sinF(r) — P(r) cosF(r)]
+ frm3 sinF(r)}, (23)
which gives
F(r) = arctan(S(r)_Pf+)mz/M>, (24)

Here S(r) and P(r) are regularized scalar and pseudoscalar
quark densities given as

S0) = Sl + 35,00~ S e T SH, 25)

n<0 =1 n<0
P() = Pu(n) + S P,() - Z ZPn (N, (26)
n<0 n<0
with
5,00 = 3 f Pxinlxyy® Wmnk @7)
P,(r) = f dx(nlx)iy ys - 5("" O =1 iy, 28)

while S (r) and PXi(r) are the corresponding densities
evaluated with the regulator mass A; instead of the dy-
namical quark mass M. We also note that S, (r) = S,—o(r)
and P, (r) = P,—¢(r). As usual, a self-consistent soliton
solution is obtained as follows with the use of Kahana and
Ripka’s discretized momentum basis [38,39]. First, by
assuming an appropriate (though arbitrary) soliton profile
F(r), the eigenvalue problem of the Dirac Hamiltonian is
solved. Using the resultant eigenfunctions and their asso-
ciated eigenenergies, one can calculate the regularized
scalar and pseudoscalar densities S(r) and P(r). With the
use of these S(r) and P(r), Eq. (24) can then be used to
obtain a new soliton profile F(r). The whole procedure
above is repeated with this new profile F(r) until the self-
consistency is attained.

III. GENERALIZED FORM FACTORS IN THE
CQSM

Since the generalized form factors of the nucleon are
given as moments of GPDs, it is convenient to start with the
theoretical expressions of the unpolarized GPDs H(x, &, 1)
and E(x, &, t) within the CQSM. Following the notation in
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[40,41], we introduce the quantities

e R e T e T

27
(29)
and
=1 _ @i)\x //‘_M M
M‘v’s - /2#6 <p > 8 |lﬂ< D) >T3ﬂ¢< ) >|P’ S>'
(30)

Here, the isoscalar and isovector combinations, respec-
tively, correspond to the sum and the difference of the
quark flavors u and d. The relations between these quan-
tities and the generalized parton distribution functions
H(x, & 1) and E(x, &, r) are obtained most conveniently in
the so-called Breit frame. They are given by

_ _ . 3k1Ak
MU0 =25, HITO(x, & 1) — =
s's MN
X (o) VO, € 1), (1)
_ _ . 3klAk
MU=D =25, HIV(x, £,1) — 2
s's MN
X (o) By (x, &), (32)

where
_ t
H(EI_O/I)(X! fr t) = H(I:O/l)(x’ f) t) + _ZE(I:O/I)(xr é‘:) t)r
4My,
(33)
Ey V(0 &1) = HUZOD(x, £1) + EV=00(x, &),

(34)

These two independent combinations of H(x, &, f) and
E(x, & t) can be extracted through the spin projection of
MUI=0/1) g

HP(x, & 1) = Lu{ MO}, (35)
iM 3bmAb
E(n &) = =5 = ulo" MO (6)
202
_ MyN,. (dZ°
HY V(x, &0) = - IA;I fz—H
™ m=all,Ln=0(E,, #E,)
14
My dx

m=all,n=0(E,,#E,)

and

e B’ —
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where “tr”’ denotes the trace over spin indices, while
A% = A% — (A3)? = —1t — (—2My&)*. Now, within the
CQSM, it is possible to evaluate the right-hand side (rhs)
of (35) and (36). Since the answers are already given in
several previous papers [40—42], we do not repeat the
derivation. Here we comment only on the following gen-
eral structure of the theoretical expressions for relevant
observables in the CQSM. The leading contribution just
corresponds to the mean field prediction, which is inde-
pendent of the collective rotational velocity () of the
hedgehog soliton. The next-to-leading-order (NLO) term
takes account of the linear response of the internal quark
motion to the rotational motion as an external perturbation,
and consequently it is proportional to (). It is known that
the leading-order (LO) term contributes to the isoscalar
combination of Hy(x, & 1) and to the isovector combina-
tion of Ey(x, &, ), while the isoscalar part of Hy(x, &, 1)
and the isovector part of Ey(x, &, t) survived only at the
next-to-leading order of ) (or of 1/N,). The leading-order
GPDs are then given as

0
(1=0) _ dz My~ E,)
HE (x, f, t) MNNC]2W';)612 XMy

x ] Bx®Di(x)(1 + yOy3)e~i/2hs

X giAx p=i(z"/2)p; D, (x), (37)

A2 0
(I=1) _ 2LMNNC dZ iZ2(xMy—E,)
E ) ’l‘ = - - - 12 XMy n
M (-x § ) 3(AJ_)2 fzw nSEOe

x [l + iy x ay
X e i/ 2bspihxo=i/2bs P (x).  (38)

Here the symbol X,,—, denotes the summation over the
occupied (the valence plus negative-energy Dirac-sea)
quark orbitals in the hedgehog mean field. On the other
hand, the theoretical expressions for the isovector part of
Hp, and the isoscalar part of Ej;, which survive at the next-
to-leading order, are a little more complicated. They are
given as double sums over the single-quark orbitals as

1

e—iEmzo}
n=alllm=0(E,,#E,) E” o Em

eiE,,zOi|eixMNz°<n|Ta|m><m|Ta(1 + ,),0,),3)671'(10/2)133eiA~xefi(z°/2)ﬁ3|n>‘ (39)
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_ MZN, (dZ°
By g = iy [

dz° H e B’
2] 27 m=all,n=0(E,, #E,)
1 d

-« eiE,,ZO:|
My dx .55 <k

These four expressions for the unpolarized GPDs, i.e.
(37)—(40), are the basic starting equations for our present
study of the generalized form factors of the nucleon within
the CQSM. There is an infinite tower of generalized form
factors, which are defined as the nth moments of GPDs. In
the present study, we confine ourselves to the 1st and the
2nd moments, which, respectively, corresponds to the stan-
dard electromagnetic form factors of the nucleon and the
so-called gravitational form factors. We are especially
interested in the second ones, since they are believed to
contain valuable information on the spin contents of the
nucleon through Ji’s angular-momentum sum rule [9,10].
For each isospin channel, the 1st and 2nd moments of
Hg)(x, 0, 1) define the Sachs-electric and gravitoelectric
form factors as

G0/ () = fjl HIZ (00, 0dx (41

and
G0Ny = [_11 CHIOD (0, 0y, (42)
On the other hand, the 1st and 2nd moments of E%I) (x,0,1),

respectively, define the Sachs-magnetic and gravitomag-
netic form factors as

_ 1 -~
G (1) = f ES(0,0dx  (43)
' -1
and
_ 1 _
Gl (1) = f xEYD(x, 0, 1)dx. (44)
' -1

In the following, we shall explain how we can calculate the
generalized form factors based on the theoretical expres-
sions of corresponding GPDs, by taking G(EI,T(?)(I) and
Gg;g)(t) as examples. Setting ¢ = 0 and integrating over
z% in (37), we obtain

H=(x,0,7) = MyN, /d3xeiAl'xZ<D:r,(x)(l + v%93)

n=0

X 8(xMy — E, — p3)®@,(x). (45)

Putting this expression into (41), we have
G () = chd%@mi'xzq’l(x)(l + 90y, (x).
n=0
(46)

It is easy to see that, using the generalized spherical

n=allm=0(E,, #E,)

3a
M (P )| (1 + 0y)e i/ 2
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e iEn? } !
En__Eﬁ

bAa 0
— B x =i/ P3| ). (40)
1

{
symmetry of the hedgehog configuration, the term contain-

ing the factor y°%? identically vanishes, so that Gy (1) is
reduced to a simple form as follows:

GEWW = N, [ @3 Do 8,100, (@)

n=0

Aside from the factor N.(= 3), this is nothing but the
known expression for the isoscalar Sachs-electric form

factor of the nucleon in the CQSM [26].
A less trivial example is ng(()) (1), which is defined as

the 2nd moment of H(EIZO) (x, 0, £). Inserting (45) into (41)
and carrying out the integration over x, we obtain

- 1 .
1=0 A - :
GE' ) = 3o Ne [ dxesx S @l +yy)

n=0

X (E, + p3)®,(x). (48)

Using the partial-wave expansion of e’AL*, this can be
written as

oy - .
GE' ) = 3y Ne [ 5T ami¥, (R )Y @lx)ja .
Lm

n=0

XY, + a3)(E, + p3)P,(x). (49)

This can further be divided into four pieces as

4
G =3 G, (50)
i=1
where
1 dow 2
G, = M—NNC f d3lem4m’Y,m(A M, (51)
with

My =Y Ol x)ji(A L 0Y,,RE,P,x),  (52)

n=0

My =Y /() /(A1 0, (R)azE, P, (x),  (53)

n=0

My =Y Ofx)ji(A 0, (R)ps®,(x),  (54)

n=0
M, = ZCDZ(x)jl(AJ_x)Ylm(fC)a3lA73q)n(x)- (55)
n=0

To proceed further, we first notice that, by using the
generalized spherical symmetry, M, survives only when
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Il=m=0,1ie.

o
lO mOE ® (x)

r;)q) n (%) jo(A 1 x) N (56)
which leads to the result
Gi =315 [ 5T Wis S0 6T
To evaluate G,, we first note that
Y, (2) X a3 (58)

= Z(lmlOl)\m)[Yl(fc) X a]W.
A

Here, the generalized spherical symmetry dictates that A
must be zero, so that the rhs of the above equation is
effectively reduced to

1
8118 mol Y1 () X a]O. (59)

3

This then gives

G, = MINM [ amiviybo( - )Zcb (x)j1(A 1)

n=0
X[¥,(%) X @]V, (x). (60)
Owing to the identity
Yio(A,) = \/Eﬂ(cosz) =0, 61)
47 2
we therefore find that
G, =0. (62)
Next we investigate the third term G5. Using
Yiu(%) X p3 =D (Im10[Am)[Y,(%) X pIV
X
~ = \}§ 8118 mol Y1 () X p1O, (63)

we obtain

1 N
G, = M—NNc[d3x4mYlo(Al)< Z(DT(x)]l(AJ_x)

\/—>n<0
X [¥,(%) X p1O®, (x). (64)

This term vanishes for the same reason that G, does. The
last term G4 is a little more complicated. We first notice
that

Yiu(®)asps =Y, (£)S (1010[0)[ @ X 5"
A
~ Z(1010|/\0><lm)10|00>[Yl(fc) X [aX p]N]©@
A

= 8,,0(1010[10){10I0]00)[ Y, (%) X [@ X p]P]©),
(65)
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which dictates that / must be 0 or 2. Inserting the above
expression into (55), and using the explicit values of
Clebsch-Gordan coefficients, G4 becomes

N, 3 Fron .
- ___ . 3 T X $10©
Gy 3 My d XnZSO(D (x)jo(A  x)[a X p]VD,(x)
\/477' N,
BxS O (x)j(A L )[Y5(R)
\/— MN / r;) J2(A L X)[Y,
X [a X p]?]OD, (x). (66)
Using the identities
[ax P10 = — e, (©7)
V3
[V2(2) X [@ X p]P]9 = [[¥2(%) X p]V X a]?, (68)
G, can also be written as
_1 N, 4 (I)Jr i (A - pd
G =3, f x};) 5 (x)jo(A L x)a - pd,(x)
\/477' N,
PxS O (x)j5(ALx)
\/— MN_[ ’;) ]2 1
X [Y,(2) X p]V X a]Od,(x). (69)

Collecting the answers for G, G,, Gz, and G4, we finally
obtain

GE 0 = 3= [ Y PLwn8L0E, @, )

n=0

LN [ . .

+3 M d x’;;D (x)jo(A  x)a - pD, (x)
\/477 N 3 1. .

f I d x’;fbn (x)j2(A 1 x)

X [Y,(2) X p]V X a]O®,(x). (70)

Up until now, we have obtained the theoretical expres-
sions for the isoscalar combination of the generalized form
factors G(EI (1) and Gg;g )(#). For notational convenience,

we summarize these results in a little more compact form
as follows:

GE 0 = [ HEO0.0dx = N3 Guljn(a L)

n=0

(71)

and
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1 _
Gy (1) = f xH™O(x, 0, 1)dx
—1

T VoS Extalin( 1)

AJN n=0

FN Y nljo(A ) e pl)

n=0

\/\;N r;f”l]z(AJ_r)

X [[V,(7) X p]1 X a]<°>|n>}. (72)

As pointed out before, ngg)(t) is N.(=3) times the
isoscalar combination of the standard Sachs- electric form
factor of the nucleon. Analogously, we may call G\, .20 O (r)
the gravitoelectric form factor of the nucleon (its quark
part), since it is related to the nonforward nucleon matrix
elements of the quark part of the QCD energy-momentum
tensor.

The other generalized form factors can be obtained in a
similar way. The isovector parts of the generalized electric
form factors survive only at the next-to-leading order of ().
They are given as

_ 1 —
GUi = f HY™D(x, 0, )dx
’ -1

1 /N,
—g(z)wng (sl
X (mlljo(A L r)7lIn) (73)
and
1 _
gzol)(t) = fﬂ ngfl)(x, 0, 1)dx
1 1N,
M, ﬁ( )m>%<OE (i)

X {%mnmmmum *mlljo(A1r)

X %(a - p)7liny + E(WUZ(ALF)

NG
X [[¥,(7) X p]" % a]<°>7||n>}. (74)

The isoscalar combination of the generalized magnetic
form factors also survive only at the next-to-leading order
of (1, so that they are given as double sums over the single-
quark orbitals in the hedgehog mean field as
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1 _
GUI=0(1) f EU=0(x,0, 1)dx
—1

__AlN'<AQ

(2 (il

2 >m>Qn<OEﬁ _-E”
(A r
< nll 28 )y, as)
1r
and

1 —
G0 (1) = [ XESO(x, 0, 1)dx
—1

1/N. 1
= ;(7)’n>;§0—Eln — (mlzlln)

[ B G 30l
+ il 2L >} (76)
l

We recall that Ggéj%)(t) just coincides with the known
expression of the isoscalar Sachs-magnetic form factor of
the nucleon in the CQSM [43]. On the other hand, Gg{, 2(()))(t)
is sometimes called the gravitomagnetic form factor of the
nucleon (its isoscalar part), which we can evaluate within
the CQSM based on the above theoretical expression.
Finally, the leading-order contributions to the isovector
part of the generalized magnetic form factors are given as

3212))0) = ﬁ EV=V(x, 0, H)dx
M A
= -5 Ny II”( ”) - (r X a)lln)
n=0
(77)
and
Gl = [ w0 0.0
RO AL 7 x )l
+ <n||h(A7Lr)T . LIIn)}. (78)
Alr

Especially interesting to us are the values of the general-
ized form factors in the forward limit + — 0. The consid-
eration of this limit is also useful for verifying the
consistency of our theoretical analyses, since it leads to
fundamental sum rules discussed below. We first consider

the forward limit of Gglg )(1). From (71), we find that
Gl =0) = f HI(x,0,00dx = N, Y 1. (79)
-1 n=0

Subtracting the corresponding vacuum contribution, this
reduces to N .(= 3). If we remember the relation
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1 _ 1
f H70(x, 0,0)dx = f H"*4(x, 0, 0)dx
-1 -1

= [1 f T4 (x)dx = N* + N¢,
-1
(80)

the forward limit of (71) just leads to the sum rule
Gyt =0)=N*+N? =3, (81)

which denotes that the sum of the u-quark and d-quark
numbers in the proton is 3.
Next we turn to the forward limit of ngg)(t), which

gives

- 1 1
#ﬁu:mzﬁﬂng+§mzmmmm}
N

n=0 n=0

(82)

It is easy to see that, after regularization and vacuum
subtraction, the first term of the rhs of the above equation
reduces to the fermion (quark) part of the soliton energy,
i.e. E;° in (18). It was proved in [44] that, in the CQSM
with vanishing pion mass, the following identity holds:

> (nla - pln) = 0. (83)

n=0

In the case of finite pion mass, which we are handling, this
identity does not hold. Instead, we can prove (see the
Appendix) that

1
Ve > (nlar- pln) = Ey. (84)

n=0

That is, the second term in the parentheses of the rhs of
Eq. (82) just coincides with the pion part of the soliton
energy (or mass). Since the sum of the quark and pion parts
gives the total soliton mass M, we then find that

_ 1
Gl (1 =0) =+ My = 1. (85)
N
In consideration of Eq. (72), this relation can also be ex-
pressed as

1 _ 1
f xHY ™ (x,0,0)dx = f xH"*4(x, 0, 0)dx
1 1

= fl xfetd(x)dx = (x)» T =1,
-1
(36)

which means that the total momentum fraction carried by
quark fields (the u and d quarks) is just unity. This is an
expected result, since the CQSM contains quark fields only
(note that the pion is not an independent field of quarks), so
that the total nucleon momentum should be saturated by
the quark fields alone.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 74, 054006 (2006)

Taking the forward limit of ngol)(t), we are again led to

a trivial sum rule, constrained by the conservation law. In
fact, we have

_ 1/N. 1
G =0 =7(F) > g mlisllny?
m>0,n=0"—"m n

I=1, (87)

~| =

thereby leading to

1 _ 1
f HI=V(x,0,0)dx = f H"~4(x, 0,0)dx
1 -1

= [1 [ 4(x)dx = N* — N¥ =1,
-1
(88)

which denotes that the difference of the u-quark and the
d-quark numbers in the proton is just unity. On the other
hand, the forward limit of Gg;ol)(t) leads to the Ist non-
trivial sum rule as

— 1
Gixu=0= [

= [1 xf4(x)dx = {x)* ¢
1

1 1/N, 1

m>0,n=0"—"m

ng:I)(x, 0, 0)dx
1

X {%wnfnm + <m||§<a : p>f||n>}.
(89)

Since this quantity, which represents the difference of the
momentum fraction carried by the u quark and the d quark
in the proton, is not constrained by any conservation law,
its actual value can be estimated only numerically.

Next we turn to the discussion of the forward limit of the
generalized magnetic form factors. First, the forward limit

of G%,j%) (1) gives

_ My /N, 1
G0 = 0) = ——N<—) — (mlielin

E, — E,

m>0,n=0"—"m

I \ 6
X {ml|r X al|n), (90)

which reproduces the known expression of the isoscalar
magnetic moment of the nucleon in the CQSM [43]. On the

other hand, the forward limit of Gglflzg)(t) gives
_ 1/N. 1
G(I_O) r=0)=—_[=£
M,zo( ) I\ 6 m>o,nsoEm —E, (ml|7|n)
E,+E,
X Pl X aln) + Gl L1 .

oD

It was shown in [40] that the rhs of the above equation is
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just unity, i.e.
GY0(t=0) = 1. (92)

In consideration of (44), this identity can be recast into a
little different form as

1 _ 1
1= f xE%fo)(x, 0,0)dx = f xEY 4 (x, 0, 0)dx
-1 -1
1
= f x[H* 4 (x,0,0) + E*"4(x, 0,0)]dx. (93)

-1

Assuming the familiar angular-momentum sum rule due to

I,

% fx[H’”d(x, 0,0) + E*™(x,0,0)]dx = J*"  (94)

the above identity claims that

Jutd = % 95)
which means that the nucleon spin is saturated by the quark
fields alone. This is again a reasonable result, because the
CQSM is an effective quark model which contains no
explicit gluon fields. The derived identity (92) has still

another interpretation. Remembering the fact that
Ggf, (1) consists of two parts as

Gg‘{[;()))(t) — Au+d(t) + Bu+d(t), (96)
Eq. (92) dictates that
A’g”(O) + B”+d(0) = 1. N

Since it also holds that (the momentum sum rule)

Girag (0) = A%54(0) = 1, 98)
it immediately follows that
B4F4(0) = 0, 99)

which is interpreted as showing the absence of the net
quark contribution to the anomalous gravitomagnetic mo-
ment of the nucleon.

Finally, we investigate the forward limit of the isovector
combination of the generalized magnetic form factors.
From Eq. (77), we get

Gyt =0) = N > (nllr - (r X @)lln), (100)

n=0

which reproduces the known expression of the isovector
magnetic form factor of the nucleon in the CQSM. On the
other hand, letting ¢+ — 0 in (78), we have

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 74, 054006 (2006)

Girog (1 =0) = N SH{Enll7 - (r X a)ln)

n=0

+ (nll7 - Lln)}

1 _
] xE%f l)()c, 0, 0)dx.
—1

(101)

As shown in [41], this sum rule can be recast into the form

1 _
% f xEV(x, 0,0)dx = JU=D, (102)
-1
where JU=1 consists of two parts as
JU=D = 70 g e, (103)

Here, the first part is given as a proton matrix element of
the free field expression for the isovector total angular-
momentum operator of quark fields as

I =113 p 1, (104)
with
o (= . 1
370 = [t o x oo+ 33 o'
T | N
= Lf7 + 5307 (105)
On the other hand, the second term is given as
SJU=D = —M( >z<n|rs1nF(r)y
n=0
X[2 fr-F—2-7]n). (106)

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The model in the chiral limit contains two parameters,
the weak pion decay constant f,. and the dynamical quark
mass M. As usual, f is fixed to its physical value, i.e.
f» =93 MeV. For the mass parameter M, there is some
argument, based on the instanton liquid picture of the QCD
vacuum, that it is not extremely far from 350 MeV [23].
The previous phenomenological analyses of various static
baryon observables based on this model prefer a slightly
larger value of M between 350 MeV and 425 MeV [25—
27]. In the present analysis, we use the value M =
400 MeV. With this value of M = 400 MeV, we prepare
self-consistent soliton solutions for seven values of m ,, i.e.

- = 0,100, 200, 300, 400, 500, and 600 MeV, in order to
see the pion mass dependence of the generalized form
factors, etc. Favorable physical predictions of the model
will be obtained by using the value of M = 400 MeV and
m, = 100 MeV, since this set gives a self-consistent soli-
ton solution close to the phenomenologically successful
one obtained with M = 375 MeV and m, = 0 MeV in the
single-subtraction Pauli-Villars regularization scheme
[30-35].
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We first show in Fig. 1 the soliton profile functions F(r)
obtained with several values of m ,, i.e. m, = 0, 200, 400,
and 600 MeV. One sees that the spatial size of the soliton
profile becomes more and more compact as the pion mass
increases.

We are now ready to show the theoretical predictions of
the CQSM for the generalized form factors. Since the
corresponding lattice predictions are given for the gener-
alized form factors A%;4(Q?) and B“;?(Q?), which are the
generalization of the standard Dirac and Pauli form factors,
we first write down the relations between these form
factors and the generalized Sachs-type factors, which we
have calculated in the CQSM. They are given by

AU = [Giyg () + 7GR 0]/ + 7), (107)
ALa(n) = [GE) () + 7GY 001/ (1 + 7),  (108)
AL = [GE () + Gy 01/ + 7),  (109)
AL A(n) = [GY3) () + 7GU 01/ (L + 7),  (110)
and
Bii(0) = [Gy0 () = Gig 01/ + 1), (111
By () =[Gy () — Gz 0]/(1 + 1), (112)
Biy () =[Gy 00 — G 0]/ + 1), (113)
Big (1) = [Gyng () = G 0)/(1 + 1), (114)

where 7 = —1/4M3%. We recall that A,((¢) and B,(¢) are
nothing but the standard Dirac and Pauli form factors of the

3.0 J
m_=0MeV
[ m, =200 MeV
1 — m, = 400 MeV
2.0 - \":1\ J
= ) ————— m_ = 600 MeV
g !
1.0 q
0.0 ‘ =
0.0 2.0 4.0 6.0 8.0 10.0
r (fm)
FIG. 1. The self-consistent soliton profile functions obtained

with M = 400 MeV and m, = 0, 200, 400, and 600 MeV.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 74, 054006 (2006)

nucleon:
Aurd(ry = FU=0(p) = FP(r) + F2(0), (115)
B (1) = F{=Or) = F2(e) + F2 (), (116)
Ausd(r)y = FV(0) = FP (1) — F2(n), (117)
B (1) = FY=V(r) = FE (1) — F2(0). (118)

Since the lattice simulations by the LHPC and QCDSF
collaborations were carried out in the heavy pion region
around m, = (700-900) MeV and since the simulation in
the small pion mass region is hard to perform, we think it
interesting to investigate the pion mass dependence of the
generalized form factors within the framework of the
CQSM. For simplicity, we shall show the pion mass de-
pendence of the generalized form factors at the zero-
momentum transfer only. We think it enough for our pur-
pose because the generalized form factors at the zero-
momentum transfer contain the most important informa-
tion for clarifying the underlying spin structure of the
nucleon. At zero-momentum transfer, the relations be-
tween the generalized Dirac and Pauli form factors and
the generalized Sachs-type form factors are simplified to
become

ALF4(0) = G0, (119)
AL4(0) = GE50(0), (120)
u—d — =D
Al (0) GEao (0), (121)
Aty 0) = Gl (0), (122)
and
Bir(0) = G-9(0) — GY130(0), (123)
BL(0) = GI-9(0) — GY152(0), (124)
By 4(0) = Gy 0(0) — GY0(0), (125)
Bi;(0) = G50 (0) — G0 (0. (126)

Figure 2 shows the predictions of the CQSM for A%;4(0)
and A4 %(0) as functions of m,, together with the corre-
sponding lattice predictions. As for A%;?(0), the CQSM
predictions and the lattice QCD predictions are both inde-
pendent of m, and consistent with the constraint of the

quark number sum rule:
Alrd(0) = N" + N? =3, (127)

with high numerical precision. Turning to A% ¢(0), one
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(b)
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oob— vy
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m, [GeV]

FIG. 2. The predictions of the CQSM for A4 4(0) and A% ¢(0) as functions of m, (the filled diamonds), together with the
corresponding lattice predictions. Here, the open triangles correspond to the predictions of the LHPC group [18], while the open

squares to those of the QCDSF Collaboration [21].

finds a sizable difference between the predictions of the
CQSM and of the lattice QCD. The lattice QCD predicts
that
AYFA(0) = (xy* + (x)? ~(0.6-0.7), (128)
which means that only about (60—70)% of the total nu-
cleon momentum is carried by the quark fields, while the
rest is borne by the gluon fields. On the other hand, the
CQSM predictions for the same quantity are
A4rd0) = () + ()4 =1, (129)
which means that the quark fields saturate the total nucleon
momentum. This may certainly be a limitation of an ef-
fective quark model, which contains no explicit gluon
fields. Note, however, that the total quark-momentum frac-
tion A4 9(0) is a scale dependent quantity. The lattice
result corresponds to the energy scale of Q> = (2 GeV)?
[18], while the CQSM prediction should be taken as that of
the model energy scale around Q2 = 0.30 GeV? =~
(560 MeV)? [32]. We shall later make more meaningful
comparisons by taking care of the scale dependencies of
relevant observables.

(a)

100 & ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ A A 1

0.0 PR T TRV R R R
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2

m, [GeV]

Next, in Fig. 3, we show the isovector combination of
the generalized form factors A% 4(0) and A%, ¢(0). The
meanings of the symbols are the same as in Fig. 2. As for
AU4(0), both the CQSM and the lattice simulation repro-
duce the quark number sum rule,

Aurd0) = N = N? =1, (130)
with good prediction. Turning to A%, ¢(0), one observes
that the prediction of the CQSM shows somewhat peculiar
dependence on the pion mass. Starting from a fairly small
value in the chiral limit (m, = 0), it first increases as m,,
increases, but as m . further increases it begins to decrease,
thereby showing a tendency to match the lattice prediction
in the heavy pion region. Very interestingly, putting aside
the absolute value, a similar m, dependence is also ob-
served in the chiral extrapolation of the lattice prediction
for the momentum fraction {(x)* — (x)? shown in Fig. 25 of
[17]. Physically, the quantity A%, (0) has a meaning of the
difference of the momentum fractions carried by the u
quark and the d quark. The empirical value for it is
A454(0) = (x)*~? = 0.154 = 0.003 [17]. One sees that
the prediction of the CQSM in the chiral limit is not far
from this empirical information, although more serious

06 ——r——1—"—1——7——
0.4 - -
* * o
s . . *
e
I . = I
<< o2 [ 4
OO " 1 " 1 " 1 " 1 " 1 "
00 02 04 06 08 10 12
m_ [GeV]

FIG. 3. The predictions of the CQSM for A, 4(0) and A%y 4(0) as functions of m., together with the corresponding lattice predictions

[18,21]. The meaning of the symbols are the same as in Fig. 2.
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comparison must take account of the scale dependence of
<x>u*d .

Next, shown in Fig. 4 are the CQSM predictions for
BY5%(0) and B4, ¢(0). The former quantity is related to the
isoscalar combination of the nucleon anomalous magnetic
moment as B 4(0) = k" + k¥ = 3(k? + k") = 3k T70.
[We recall that its empirical value is BY; ¢(0) =~ —0.36.] We
find that this quantity is very sensitive to the variation of
the pion mass. It appears that the CQSM prediction
BU5?(0) =~ —1.5 corresponding to the chiral limit under-
estimates the observation significantly. However, the dif-
ference is exaggerated too much in this comparison. In
fact, if we carry out a comparison in the total isoscalar

magnetic moment of the nucleon %Gglfl%)(O) =
w? + " = w0 the CQSM in the chiral limit gives
/L(CT(;S?\ZI =~ (.5 in comparison with the observed value

g; 0~ 0.88. To our knowledge, no theoretical predic-

tions are given for this quantity by either the LHPC or the
QCDSEF collaborations. The right panel of Fig. 4 shows the
predictions for B4 (0), which is sometimes called the
isoscalar part of the nucleon anomalous gravitomagnetic
moment, or alternatively the net quark contribution to the
nucleon anomalous gravitomagnetic moment. As already
pointed out, the prediction of the CQSM for this quantity is
exactly zero, i.e.

B4;7(0) = 0. (131)
The explicit numerical calculation also confirms it. It
should be recognized that the above result B ¢(0) = 0
obtained in the CQSM is just a necessary consequence of
the momentum sum rule and the total nucleon spin sum
rule, both of which are saturated by the quark field only in
the CQSM as

AL54(0) = (e =1 (132)
and
L[AL4(0) + By 40)] = (y+d = L (133)
1.0 T T T (Ia.) T T T
*
0.0 | * -
-
@ *
EE .
m_q0 | .
*
*
2.0 PR R I R R R
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
m, [GeV]
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In real QCD, the gluon also contributes to these sum rules,
thereby leading to more general identities:

A4F4(0) + A5,(0) = 1, (134)

[A%59(0) + BY %(0)] + [A5,(0) + BS,(0)] =1,  (135)

which dictates that only the sum of B4 “(0) and B5,(0) is
forced to vanish as

BY+4(0) + BS,(0) = 0. (136)

(While we neglect here the contributions of quarks other
than the u and d quarks, it loses no generality in our
discussion below. In fact, to include them, we have only
to replace the combination u +d by u +d +s+--+.)
The above nontrivial identity claims that the net contribu-
tions of quark and gluon fields to the anomalous gravito-
magnetic moment of the nucleon must be zero. An
interesting question is whether the quark and gluon con-
tributions to the anomalous gravitomagnetic moment van-
ish separately or are both large with opposite sign. A
perturbative analysis based on a very simple toy model
indicates the latter possibility [45]. On the other hand, a
nonperturbative analysis within the framework of the lat-
tice QCD indicates that the net quark contribution to the
anomalous gravitomagnetic moment is small or nearly
zero, B4 9(0) = 0 [19,22]. [To be more precise, we see
that the prediction of the LHPC Collaboration for B4, 4(0)
is slightly negative [19], while that of the QCDSF group is
slightly positive [22].] This strongly indicates a surprising
possibility that the quark and gluon contributions to the
anomalous gravitomagnetic moment of the nucleon may
vanish separately. Worthy of special mention here is an
interesting argument given by Teryaev some years ago,
claiming that the vanishing net quark contributions to the
anomalous gravitomagnetic moment of the nucleon, vio-
lated in perturbation theory, are expected to be restored in
full nonperturbative QCD due to the confinement [46—48].
Very interestingly, once it actually happens, it leads to a
surprisingly simple result, i.e. the proportionality of the

1.0 T T T T T
05 F i
[m]
006 ¢ ¢ 6 6 ¢ o Boo
- A

05 4

1.0 PR T R R S S
00 02 04 06 08 10 12

m, [GeV]

FIG. 4. The predictions of the CQSM for BY; 4(0) and B4y (0) as functions of m.,, together with the corresponding lattice predictions

[19,22]. The meaning of the symbols are the same as in Fig. 2.
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quark-momentum and angular-momentum fraction

Ju+d — %<x>u+d, (137)

as advocated by Teryaev [46—48]. A far reaching physical
consequence resulting from this observation was exten-
sively discussed in our recent report [49]. (See also the
discussion at the end of this section.)

Next, we show in Fig. 5 the predictions for the isovector
case, i.e. BY;%(0) and B4, 9(0). We recall first that the
quantity By 4(0) represents the isovector combination of
the nucleon anomalous magnetic moment 7=V = x? —
K"(= k" — k¢ = k=) the empirical value of which is
known to be k7=1 = 3.706. One finds that this quantity is
extremely sensitive to the variation of the pion mass,
especially near m_ = 0. This is only natural if one remem-
bers the important role of the pion cloud in the isovector
magnetic moment of the nucleon. (One may notice that the
prediction of the CQSM for x"=" underestimates a little
its empirical value even in the chiral limit. We recall,
however, that, within the framework of the CQSM, there
is an important 1/N,. correction (or, more concretely, the
1st order rotational correction) to some kind of isovector
quantity like the isovector magnetic moment of the nu-
cleon in question or the axial-vector coupling constant of
the nucleon [50-52]. This next-to-leading correction in
1/N, should also be taken into account in more advanced
investigations.) Shown in the right panel of Fig. 5 are the
theoretical predictions for B4, 4(0), half of which can be
interpreted as the difference of the total angular momen-
tum carried by the u-quark and d-quark fields according to
Ji’s angular-momentum sum rule [9]. The CQSM predicts
a fairly small value for this quantity, in contrast to the
lattice predictions of sizable magnitude. It seems that the
pion mass dependence rescues this discrepancy only par-
tially. Here we argue that the reason why the CQSM (in the
chiral limit) gives a rather small prediction for this quantity
is intimately connected with the characteristic x depen-
dence of the quantity E%,:I)(x, 0,0), the forward limit of
the isovector unpolarized spin-flip GPD of the nucleon. To

4.0 — T T T 7
30% a
*
'co 20 . a
L ° * o ¢ o
foal L
1.0 B
0.0 PR TR R R R R
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2

m, [GeV]
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show this, we first recall that, within the theoretical frame-
work of the CQSM, BY;%(0) as well as B4, 9(0) are calcu-
lated as the difference of Gy (0) and Git )(0) and of

G;ZQ(O) and Gg;ol )(0), respectively, as

Bi7(0) = Gy10(0) — G410 (0), (138)
B 4(0) = G50 (0) — G50(0). (139)

Although the quantities on the rhs can be calculated di-
rectly without recourse to any distribution functions, they
can also be evaluated as x-weighted integrals of the corre-
sponding GPDs as

_ 1 _
Gl (0) = / E!=V(x, 0, 0)dx, (140)
' -1
_ 1 _
Gl (0) = f <EU(x,0,00dx, (141
’ -1
_ 1 _ 1
G0 (0) = f Hy~"(x, 0,0)dx = f U x)dx
=N'—-N'=1, (142)
_ 1 _ 1
Gl (0) = f xHY™V(x, 0, 0)dx = f x4 (x)dx
, . N
= (0" = () (143)

The distribution function E%:l) (x,0,0) has already been
calculated within the CQSM in our recent paper [41]. As
shown there, the Dirac-sea contribution to this quantity has
a sizably large peak around x = 0. Since this significant
peak due to the deformed Dirac-sea quarks is approxi-
mately symmetric with respect to the reflection x — —x,

it hardly contributes to the 2nd moment Ggflz(l)) (0), whereas

it gives a sizable contribution to the 1st moment G%,j})) (0).

The predicted significant peak of Ef‘f,:”(x, 0,0) around x =
0 can physically be interpreted as the effect of the pion

1.0 T T T T T
0.8 | i
A
06 L o o o |
S
b
Dmg 04 * B
r *
02 | . . -
? oo
0.0 " 1 " 1 " 1 " 1 " 1 "
00 02 04 06 08 10 12
m, [GeV]

FIG. 5. The predictions of the CQSM for B, 4(0) and By (0) as functions of m.,, together with the corresponding lattice predictions

[19,22]. The meaning of the symbols are the same as in Fig. 2.
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FIG. 6. The prediction of the CQSM for EY% “4(x,0,0) =
E{=Y(x,0,0) obtained with M = 400 MeV and m,, = 0.

cloud. One can convince it in several ways. First, we

E\f,:])(x, 0, 0) changes as

investigate how this behavior of E
the pion mass is varied.

Shown in Figs. 6 and 7 are the CQSM predictions for
E%,zl)(x, 0, 0) with several values of m, i.e. m, = 0, 200,
and 400 MeV. One clearly sees that the height of the peak
around x = 0, due to the deformed Dirac-sea quarks, de-
creases rapidly as m, increases. This supports our inter-
pretation of this peak as the effect of pion clouds. On the
other hand, one also observes that the magnitude of the
valence quark contribution, peaked around x ~ 1/3, gradu-

ally increases as m, becomes large. This behavior of
Eg,:l)(x, 0,0) turns out to cause a somewhat unexpected
m,, dependence of Ggﬁ(l)) (0) and GSZ})) (0). As a function of
m,, the Dirac-sea contribution to Ggf,j%)) (0) decreases fast,
whereas the valence quark contribution to it increases
slowly, so that the total Ggf,j%))(O) becomes a decreasing

function of m . On the other hand, owing to the approxi-
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mate odd-function nature of the Dirac-sea contribution to

xE;f,:D(x, 0, 0) with respect to x, it hardly contributes to

GE‘Z%) (0) independent of the pion mass, while the valence

quark contribution to nglfl)(x, 0, 0) is an increasing func-
tion of m,, thereby leading to the result that the net
G;Z?(O) is an increasing function of m..

We can give still another support to the above-
mentioned interpretation of the contribution of the Dirac-
sea quarks. To see it, we first recall that the theoretical
unpolarized distribution function f*~¢(x) appearing in the
decomposition

Eid(x,0,0) = f“4(x) + E“9(x,0,0) (144)

also has a sizable peak around x = O due to the deformed
Dirac-sea quarks. As shown in Figs. 8 and 9, this peak is
again a rapidly decreasing function of m ., supporting our
interpretation of it as the effect of pion clouds. Here, we
can say more. We point out that this small-x behavior of
f“"(x) is just what is required by the famous NMC
measurement [53]. To confirm this, first remember that
the distribution f“~?(x) in the negative-x region should
actually be interpreted as the distribution of antiquarks. To
be explicit, it holds that

i(x) — d(x) = = f*"(=x)(x = 0). (145)

The large and positive value of f*“~“(x) in the negative-x
region close to x = 0 means that i(x) — d(x) is negative,
i.e. the dominance of the d quark over the i quark inside
the proton, which has been established by the NMC mea-
surement [53].

Shown in Fig. 10 are the predictions of the CQSM for
d(x) — ii(x) evolved to the high energy scales correspond-
ing to the experimental observation [54—56]. (The theo-
retical predictions here were obtained with M = 400 MeV
and m, = 100 MeV.) The model reproduces well the
observed behavior of d(x) — i(x), although the magnitude
of the flavor asymmetry in the smaller-x region seems to be
slightly overestimated. It is a widely accepted fact that this
flavor asymmetry of the sea quark distribution in the proton

(b)

T T
u-d

E x,0,0
70 I m_=400 MeV w 0.0)
I — — valence i/
5.0 | — - - Dirac sea ! i
total I
i
30 | .
/
1.0 i B
-7 ~ _
1.0 . 1 . . 1 .
-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
X

FIG. 7. The m, dependence of EY %(x, 0, 0).
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1.0 + total

0.0
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FIG. 8. The prediction of the CQSM for f*~“(x, 0, 0) obtained
with M = 400 MeV and m, = 0.

can physically be understood as the effect of pion clouds at
least qualitatively [36,57,58]. This then supports our inter-
pretation of the effects of the deformed Dirac-sea quarks in
Eg,:l)(x, 0,0) and f* “(x) as the effects of pion clouds.
We show in Table I the model predictions for Gg{;g(O),

GY50(0), and Bi;(0) = Gl (0) — G50 (0) as func-

tions of m . One sees that the value of Gﬁzé)(O) withm, =

0 is around 0.36. As already pointed out, it gradually
increases as m, becomes large. This is also the case with
G(EIZ(;)(O)' As a consequence, the isovector combination of
the nucleon anomalous gravitomagnetic moment By, (0),
which is obtained as a difference of the above two quan-
tities, is also an increasing function of m ., thereby having a
tendency to come closer to the lattice prediction given in
the heavy pion region. Still, the CQSM prediction
BY4;%(0) = 0.3 around m, = 500 MeV is a factor of 2
smaller than the corresponding lattice prediction
BY%,%(0) = 0.6. Now we summarize the reason why the
CQSM gives a fairly small prediction for B4, 4(0). It is
due to two types of cancellations. The first is the cancella-

3.0 g T
L m,; =200 MeV
20k —— vglence
— - —Dirac sea
total
1.0

0.0 ‘/

10— b

2.0 T T T T T T
CQSM (Q°=2.3 GeV?)
15y e CQSM (Q° = 54 GeV?) 1
A Hermes Data (Q° = 2.3 GeV?)
1.0 + ) )
NuTeV Data (Q° = 54 GeV")
05
0.0 R
-05 A : A : A :
0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

FIG. 10. The prediction of the CQSM for d(x) — ii(x) evolved
to 0% = 2.3 GeV? and Q% = 54 GeV? in comparison with the
Hermes and NuTeV data at the corresponding energy scales
[55,56].

tion of the potentially large contribution of Dirac-sea
quarks arising from the approximately antisymmetric be-

havior of the Dirac-sea contribution to xE%,:l)(x, 0,0) as
well as xf“~“(x). The second is the cancellation between

the total gravitomagnetic moment Ggf,,:zz)) (0) and its canoni-

cal part ng(})(o). We are not sure whether the lattice
simulation carried out in the heavy pion region with ne-
glect to the so-called disconnected diagrams can efficiently
take account of such effects of chiral dynamics as dis-
cussed above.

So far, we have investigated the pion mass dependence
of the forward limit of the generalized form factors of the
nucleon. Here, we investigate the momentum-transfer de-
pendencies of some form factors of the nucleon. For the
reason explained before, all the physical predictions given
hereafter will be obtained using the mass parameters M =
400 MeV and m, = 100 MeV. We show in Figs. 11-14
the predicted momentum-transfer dependencies of the gen-

4.0 T T . -
U
F M, =400 MeV 7 (x)
3.0 1 — — -valence T
| — - - Dirac sea
20 total 7
1.0 —
0'0 et -
-1.0 L L
-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
X

FIG. 9. The m, dependence of f*~4(x,0,0).
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TABLE L. The m, dependencies of G,y (0), G5 (0), and
B454(0) in the CQSM with M = 400 MeV.

m,(MeV) G0 (0) GY59)(0) B45(0)
0 0.361 0.228 0.133
100 0.392 0.276 0.116
200 0.452 0.327 0.125
300 0.519 0.350 0.169
400 0.579 0.354 0.225
500 0.640 0.347 0.293
600 0.716 0.328 0.388

eralized Sachs form factors, ngoo)(t), Gg;é))(t), ngol)(t),
Gz (), Gy (1), Gy (1), G (1), and Gy ()

To get some feeling about the momentum-transfer de-
pendencies of the predicted form factors, we shall compare
them with the existing empirical data. At present, only the
lowest moment of the GPDs, i.e. the standard electromag-
netic form factors of the nucleon, are experimentally
known. Shown in Fig. 15 are the predictions of the
CQSM for the Dirac form factors of the proton and the

(a)
3.0 T T T T
— — — - valence
20 k- — - — - - Dirac sea
total

= 1.0 g
g2
~w

0.0

-1.0 . L . L
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0
~t[GeV

FIG. 11.

(@)

1.0 T T T T
— — — - valence
0.8 — - — - - Dirac sea
total
-0.2 . L . L
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0
—t[GeV]

The predictions of the CQSM for the isoscalar generalized electric form factors
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neutron, in comparison with the empirical data [59] to-
gether with the corresponding predictions at the LHPC
lattice simulation [18,19]. One observes that the ¢ depen-
dence of the CQSM prediction for F7 (7) is a little too much
stronger than the empirical one, while the ¢ dependence of
the lattice predictions is too much weaker than the empiri-
cal one. A little too fast of a falloff of the CQSM predic-
tions means that they slightly overestimate the
electromagnetic size of the proton. On the contrary, the
electromagnetic proton size predicted by the LHPC simu-
lation is too small as compared with the empirically known
size. As is well known, the Dirac form factor of the neutron
is not well determined experimentally. Neither the CQSM
predictions nor the lattice QCD predictions are incompat-
ible with the empirical information in that they are very
small in magnitude, although the former is slightly posi-
tive, while the latter is slightly negative.

Figure 16 shows the predictions of the CQSM for the
Pauli form factors of the proton and the neutron, in com-
parison with the empirical data together with the corre-
sponding predictions of the LHPC lattice simulation.
(Here, both the CQSM predictions and the lattice QCD

(b)

1.0 T T T T

— — — - valence

— - — - - Dirac sea

total

0.5

-05 .
1.0 2.0

~t[GeV]]

3.0
GY(1) and G50 (1),

(b)

04 " T " T

— — — - valence

— - — - - Dirac sea

total

-0.1 o
0.0 1.0 2.0

—t[GeV]]

3.0

FIG. 12. The predictions of the CQSM for the isovector generalized electric form factors GgTol)(t) and Gg;ol)(t).
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(a)
2.0 T T T T
— — — - valence
1.5 —-—-- Diracsea
total
1.0
g2
=05 -
(O]
™
0.0
-0.5 - L - L
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0
—t[GeV]
FIG.
(a)
5.0 T T T T
— — — - valence
4.0 | — - —-- Dirac sea
total
. Ty
0.0 1.0 22.0 3.0
-t[GeV]

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 74, 054006 (2006)
(b)

1.2 T T T
— — — - valence

— - — - - Dirac sea -
0.8

total

06

2304

O]
™ 0.2

0.0

1.0 2.0 3.0

—t[GeV]

0.0

13.  The predictions of the CQSM for the isoscalar generalized magnetic form factors G%jg)(t) and Ggﬁg)(t).
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FIG. 14. The predictions of the CQSM for the isovector generalized magnetic form factors G;’;Q(t) and Gg\f,zé)(t).
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FIG. 15.
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The prediction of the CQSM for the Dirac form factors of the proton and the neutron in comparison with the empirical data

[59] together with the LHPC lattice predictions. The LHPC lattice predictions are based on their dipole fits [18,19].

predictions are normalized to the observed anomalous
magnetic moments of the proton and the neutron at the
zero-momentum transfer.) The solid curves represent the
predictions of the CQSM, whereas the dashed curves show
the corresponding lattice predictions. One can see that the
predictions of the CQSM reproduce the empirical Pauli

form factors fairly well. On the other hand, the lattice QCD
predicts too slow of a falloff of the Pauli form factors,
which means that the magnetic sizes of the nucleon are
largely underestimated by the lattice QCD simulations.
The underestimate of the nucleon electromagnetic sizes
seems to be a general tendency of the lattice QCD simu-

054006-17



M. WAKAMATSU AND Y. NAKAKOIJI

0.0 ‘ 0.5 ‘ 1.0 ‘ 1.5 ‘ 2.0
-t[GeV’]

FIG. 16. The predictions of the CQSM for the Pauli form

factors of the proton and the neutron in comparison with the

empirical data [59] together with the LHPC lattice predictions
based on the dipole fits [18,19].

lations by the LHPC and QCDSF collaborations. It is not
clear yet whether the origin of discrepancy can be traced
back to the fact that these lattice simulations were carried
out in the region with unrealistically heavy pion mass.
Concerning the genuine generalized form factors with
n = 2, we have no experimental information yet. Among
them, of our particular interest is the generalized form
factor B4, “(t) appearing in Ji’s angular-momentum sum
rule. We show in Fig. 17 the prediction of the CQSM for
B4fd(f) obtained with M =400 MeV and m, =
100 MeV, in comparison with the corresponding predic-
tions of the LHPC group. One sees that, for an arbitrary
value of ¢, B454(#) does not vanish in the CQSM, which is
an indication of the fact that the shapes of the quark-
momentum and the total angular-momentum distributions

0.5 T T

B u+d (t)

20

.

ted

_0.5 1 1
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0

-t [GeV?]

FIG. 17. The predictions of the CQSM for the generalized
form factor B4 “(z) of the nucleon, in comparison with the
corresponding prediction of the lattice QCD by the LHPC

Collaboration [19].
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are not completely the same. Still, the magnitude of
B4y () turns out to be very small, which seems qualita-
tively compatible with the prediction of the LHPC group,
although one should not forget about large uncertainties in
the lattice simulation at the present level.

We are now ready to discuss the spin contents of the
nucleon from our investigation on the generalized form
factors of the nucleon. The quantities of our interest are all
obtained from the forward limit of the generalized form
factors, which are defined as the 2nd moments of the
relevant GPDs:

(=G0, () =Gy (0), (146)
2004 = Gyo0), 2074 =Gy (0). (147

Summarized below are the predictions of the CQSM model
for these quantities obtained with M = 400 MeV and
m, = 100 MeV:

(xyutd = 1.00, (xye=4 = 0.276, (148)

2707 = 1.00,  2J*"4 = 0.406. (149)

As pointed out before, these 2nd moments of GPDs are
generally scale dependent. Our viewpoint is that the pre-
dictions of the CQSM correspond to those at the low
energy scale where the validity of the model is ensured.
(This energy may typically be characterized by the Pauli-
Villars mass A; = 600 MeV.) We shall take account of the
scale dependence of the above quantities by solving the
QCD evolution equation at the NLO with the predictions of
the CQSM as the initial conditions [60—62]. For simplicity,
let us assume that, at this low energy scale, there is no
contribution of gluon fields or of strange quarks, which
dictates that

(x)* = 0.0,
(x)¢ = 0.0,

2J° = 0.0,
2J8 = 0.0.

(150)

The starting energy of the evolution is taken to be Qizni =

0.30 GeV? =~ (550 MeV)?, because it is favored from the
previous successful application of the model to high energy
deep-inelastic-scattering observables [31-34]. Taking
Ny =3 and Agcp = 0.248 GeV, we find that, at Q% =
4 GeV?,

(xytdts =0.676, (x4 =0.171,
(151)
(x)¢ = 0.324,
2Jutdts = 0.676,  2J'74=0.257,  2J¢ =0.324.
(152)

One may notice that the values of (x)**¢*$ and 2J**4*5 at
0? = 4 GeV? precisely coincide. Actually, the equality of
these two quantities holds at any energy scale. The reason
is because these two quantities obey exactly the same
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evolution equation and because they are equal at the initial
energy scale according to the CQSM [11]. (We emphasize
that the latter is also the case for the LHPC and QCDSF
lattice predictions, at least approximately [19,22].) In
Table II, we compare these predictions of the CQSM
with those of the lattice QCD and also with the empirical
values for (x)* "5 and (x)*~“ obtained from the phenome-
nological PDF fits [63]. As one sees, the total momentum
fraction (x)“*“* carried by the quarks decreases rapidly as
0? increases. The evolved value (x)**¢ ~ (.68 at Q* =
4 GeV? is not extremely far from the lattice QCD predic-
tion at the same normalization scale, although it is a little
larger than the empirical value (x)irdts) = 0.57. This
difference may be an indication of the fact that, even at
the low energy scale around Q% =~ 0.30 GeV?, the gluons
may carry some portion of the nucleon momentum. As far
as the difference of the momentum fractions carried by the
u quark and the d quark is concerned, the CQSM repro-
duces the empirical value (x)4 <, =0.16 well at 0> =
4 GeV?, whereas the lattice QCD overestimates it a little.

Next we turn to the discussion of the total angular
momenta J* and J¢ carried by the quark fields, on which
we do not have any empirical information yet. One can see
that, as far as the total angular-momentum fraction J**4*$
carried by the quark fields is concerned, the prediction of
the CQSM is qualitatively consistent with that of the lattice
QCD. However, a big discrepancy is observed for the
difference J“~¢ of the angular momentum carried by the
u quark and the d quark. The cause of this discrepancy can
be traced back to that of the isovector gravitomagnetic

moment of the nucleon G;’EQ(O), which we have already
discussed. A fairly small prediction of the CQSM for J* ¢
also appears to be incompatible with the semitheoretical
(or semiphenomenological) estimate carried out in [6] with
partial use of the predictions of the CQSM. As we shall
discuss below, however, their estimate for J* and J¢ shown
in Tables 4 and 5 of [6] should be taken with care. In fact, it
was obtained based on the valencelike approximation, i.e.
by neglecting the sizable Dirac-sea contributions to
E*(x,0,0) and E%(x, 0,0). To be more concrete, Ref. [6]
starts with a simple guess for these distribution functions as

E"(x,0,0) = %K“f“va] (x), (153)

TABLE II.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 74, 054006 (2006)

E4(x,0,0) = k?fda(x), (154)

with
K4 =2kl + k* = 1.673, (155)
k? = kP + 2K* = —2.033. (156)

This parametrization trivially satisfies the 1st moment sum
rule
1
[ E(x, 0, 0)dx = k1. (157)
-1

On the other hand, by using the 2nd moment sum rule or
Ji’s angular-momentum sum rule, Ref. [6] obtains

J =30 + k(x)a], (158)

Jd = %[<x>d + Kd<x>dval:|’ (159)

where (x)? is the momentum fraction carried by the quark
of flavor ¢, while (x)% is the corresponding contribution
of the valence quark in the sense of the parton model.
Using the MRST98 parametrization for the unpolarized
PDFs [64], Ref. [6] could thus obtain, at 0% =~ 1 GeV?,

(x)tva = (.34, (x)* = 0.40, 2J% =0.69, (160)
and
(x)da = 0.14, (x)4 = 0.22, 2J4 =~ —0.07, (161)

which appears to be qualitatively consistent with the lattice
predictions. (Here, we have discarded the small contribu-
tion of the s quark, for simplicity.) However, after this
simple estimate for J* and J¢, Ref. [6] next tries to take
account of the sizable Dirac-sea contribution to the distri-
butions E*(x, 0, 0) and E“(x, 0, 0). As already shown in our
exact model calculation, and as shown in Fig. 8 of [6],
which is obtained based on the derivative-expansions-type
approximation within the CQSM, the Dirac-sea contribu-
tion to E*~%(x, 0, 0) has a narrow and positive peak around
x = 0. To simulate this narrowly peaked behavior of the
Dirac-sea contribution, Ref. [6] proposes to parametrize it
by a 6 function in x. The new and improved parametriza-
tions for E“(x, 0,0) and E“(x, 0, 0) are then given as

E"(x,0,0) = A" fua(x) + B*S(x), (162)

The predictions of the CQSM for (x)**9, (x)*~¢, 2J“*4 and 2J*¢ in comparison

with the predictions of the lattice QCD simulations [18-20,22] as well as with the empirical

information [63].

CQSM (model scale)

CQSM (Q? = 4 GeV?)

LHPC QCDSF Empirical

<x>u+d+s 1.000
(xyu—d 0.276
2Jutdts 1.000
2Jud 0.406

0.676 0.61 0.59 0.57
0.171 0.269 0.24 0.157
0.676 0.58 0.66 s
0.257 0.93 0.82
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E4(x,0,0) = Adfda(x) + B5(x). (163)

From the 1st and 2nd sum rules for E“(x,0,0) and
E%(x, 0,0), Ref. [6] obtains

Al = 2J<x;<]x> (164)
d _ d
ad =20 = dvix> (165)
u 1 u_2Ju_<x>u
B =g s - S (166)
d _ d
Bl — et = 2L <x>df,]x> (167)

As pointed out in [6], the total angular momenta carried by
u and d quarks, J* and J¢, now enter as fit parameters in the
parametrization of E“(x, 0,0) and E%(x, 0, 0). If this hap-
pens, there is no compelling reason to believe that they are
close to the estimate given in (158) and (159), obtained
within the valence-type parametrization for E*(x, 0, 0) and
E‘(x,0,0). In fact, if one puts the estimate given in (160)
and (161) into the above relations (165)—(167), one obtains

A4~ —2071,
B? ~0.038,

A" = (0.853,
B* = —0.033,

(168)

which dictates that the coefficients of the o functions are
small or nearly zero. This is only natural, since the used
values of J* and J¢ are just estimated based on the valence-
type parametrization for E"(x,0,0) and E9(x,0,0).
Conversely speaking, the values of J* and J? quoted in
Tables 4 and 5 of [6] need a revision, because they are
incompatible with the existence of a sharp peak of
E"%(x,0,0) with sizable positive magnitude around x =
0 observed in Fig. 8 of the same paper. The inseparable
relation between the magnitude of J* — J¢ and the sharp
peak of E“"“(x,0,0) can be made more transparent by
slightly modifying their schematic analysis. Instead of
E"4(x, 0, 0), we chose here to parametrize E]”(]d (x,0,0) =
H" 4(x,0,0) + E“4(x, 0,0) as

Ej4(x,0,0) = ¢ [f*(x) = ()] + ¢28(x).

Here the &-function term is thought to simulate the sizable
sharp peak of EY 4(x,0,0) predicted by the CQSM.
Actually, it need not be a § function. It can be any function
g of x, as long as it satisfies the following two conditions:

(1) g(x) is an even function of x, at least approximately;

(ii) the integral of g(x) over x gives a (positive) number

Cy.

Assuming that these conditions are satisfied (as is the
case for the predictions of the CQSM), the 1st and 2nd
moment sum rules of E,”{[d (x,0,0) lead to the identities

(169)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 74, 054006 (2006)

1
1+ &t — Kd = f E%l_d(x, O, O)dx =C + Co, (170)
-1

2 — J4) = f "B, 0, 0)dx = ¢ () — ()b,
-1

(171)
Combining these relations, we have
y 1+ k" — k4 d
2(J" = JY) = ———— ()" — (x)%ar). (172)
1+r

Here we have introduced a parameter r = c¢,/c;. This
relation shows that, except for one parameter r, the differ-
ence of the total angular momenta, carried by the u and d
quarks, J* — J¢, is given by «*, &9, (x)*a, and {x)%a,
which are all observables. What is the physical meaning
of the parameter r then ? To understand it, we first recall
that the quantity E% %(x, 0, 0) represents the distribution of
the isovector magnetic moment of the nucleon in Feynman
x space not in ordinary coordinate space. The contribution
of its valencelike distribution to the magnetic moment
gives ¢, whereas that of its sealike distribution gives c;.
The CQSM indicates that they are of approximately equal
magnitude, i.e. ¢; = ¢,, which means that r = 1. On the
other hand, roughly speaking, the lattice simulations car-
ried out in the heavy pion region with neglect to the
disconnected diagrams correspond to r = 0.

Table I1I shows the values of 2(J* — J¢) obtained from
(172) for several typical values of the ratio r. The quantity
(xyva — (x)%a is actually scale dependent. For simplicity,
here we have used the empirical value {x)®a — (x)%a ~ (.2
corresponding to Q% = 1 GeV? quoted in [6]. One sees
that the two cases, i.e. the r = 0 and r = 1 cases, lead to a
factor of 2 difference for J* — J¢. What is indicated by this
observation is an inseparable connection between the an-
gular momentum carried by the quark fields in the nucleon
and the magnetic moment of the nucleon, or more precisely
the distribution of magnetic moments in Feynman x space.
As a matter of course, the relation between the quark
angular momentum and the nucleon magnetic moment
could be anticipated from more general theoretical frame-
work of Ji’s angular-momentum sum rule. However, an
advantage of our explicit model analysis is that we can get
more deep and concrete insight into the possible behavior
of the relevant distribution E*~%(x, 0, 0), on which we have
no experimental information yet.

TABLE III.  The value of 2(J* — J%) as a function of the ratio

of the parameters ¢, and c¢; defined in (172).

r=c,/c 20 — J9)

0 0.941

0.5 0.627
0471
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Returning to the isoscalar (flavor-singlet) combination
or the net quark contribution to the total angular momen-
tum of the nucleon, J*"¢"S, we have pointed out that the
prediction of the CQSM for it is not so far from that of the
lattice QCD. However, both the LHPC and QCDSF col-
laborations also estimated the net orbital angular momen-
tum carried by the quark fields, thereby being led to the
conclusion that the total orbital angular momentum of the
quarks is very small or consistent with zero. As pointed out
in our recent paper, this conclusion contradicts not only the
prediction of the CQSM but also the famous EMC obser-
vation. Although the possible reason for this discrepancy
was already pointed out in that paper [49], here we discuss
it in more detail, especially by taking care of the scale
dependencies of the relevant observables. The quark orbi-
tal angular momentum can be obtained by subtracting the
intrinsic quark spin term from the total quark angular
momentum J**¢ as

Lu+d — Ju+d _ %Azuﬂi, (173)
where J*¢ is given by
Jurd = Y{x)t + B4 (0)). (174)

Using the results of the dipole fits for the generalized form
factors, the LHPC Collaboration obtained

(xyutd = A4F4(0) = 0.666 =+ 0.009, (175)

BY,(0) =029 = 0.04,  BZ(0) = —0.38 = 0.02,

(176)

A" = 0.860 = 0.069, A3 = —0.171 = 0.043,

77
which, in turn, gives
L* = —0.088 = 0.019, L?=0.036 = 0.013, (178)
or
Lt = —0.052 = 0.019. (179)
On the other hand, the QCDSF Collaboration obtained
(x)" = A4,(0) = 0.400 = 0.022,

L (180)
(x4 = AZ,(0) = 0.147 + 0.011,

BY4,(0) = 0.334 = 0.113, B$,(0) = —0.232 + 0.077,

(181)

A3 = 0.84 = 0.02, A34 = —0.24 +0.02, (182)
which gives
L't =0.03 + 0.07. (183)

As one sees, a common conclusion of the two groups is that
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the total orbital angular momentum of quarks is very small
or consistent with zero.

Since these lattice predictions correspond to the energy
scale of Q% = 4 GeV? in the MS scheme, we try to evolve
the corresponding predictions of the CQSM to the same
energy. To find the scale dependence of the total quark
orbital angular momentum L? with Q denoting the sum of
all quark flavors, we need to know the scale dependence of
the total quark angular momentum J€ and that of the total
quark longitudinal polarization A2, We recall again the
fact that the angular-momentum fractions carried by the
quark and gluon fields, i.e. J¢ and J¢, obey exactly the
same evolution equation as the total momentum fractions
carried by the quark and gluon fields {x)¢ and (x)¢ [11].
The evolution equation of A2, which is coupled with the
evolution of the gluon polarization, is also well known
[65]. As initial conditions of the evolution, we use the
predictions of the CQSM [the flavor SU(2) version]:

270 = 1.0, (184)
supplemented with the assumption
2J° = 0.0, A3 = 0.0, Ag = 0.0, (185)

at Q2. = 0.30 GeV?. [There also exists the flavor SU(3)
version of the CQSM [33,34]. It predicts that AX® is a
negative quantity of the order of (5—-10)%. However, the
flavor-singlet combination or the net quark contribution to
the total quark longitudinal polarization AZ € takes almost
the same value in both versions of the CQSM, so that the
following discussion will receive no modification.)

The left panel of Fig. 18 shows the scale dependence of
J2 obtained by solving the evolution equation at the NLO
in the MS scheme. (Here we set N, = 3 and Agep =
0.248 GeV.) One observes that, especially at low energy
scales, J¢ is a rapidly decreasing function, while J¢ is a
rapidly increasing function of Q2. The right panel of
Fig. 18 shows the scale dependence of AX? and Ag
obtained by solving the NLO evolution equation in the
same renormalization scheme [65]. As one sees, Ag is a
rapidly increasing function of Q2. On the other hand,
A34td*s hags a fairly weak scale dependence. Its scale
dependence is restricted to the very low energy region
below Q? = 0.6 GeV?, and beyond that scale it changes
very slowly. [We recall that, at the LO, AZ€ in the MS is
exactly scale independent. One may also remember the fact
that A3 in the chiral-invariant renormalization scheme is
scale independent by definition [66—69].] Now, combining
the results for the scale dependencies of J2, J¢, A32, and
Ag, one can predict the scale dependencies of L and L# at
the NLO from

L2 = J¢ — A5, (186)

L& =J¢ — Ag. (187)

Figure 19 shows the scale dependencies of quark and gluon
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FIG. 18. The left panel shows the scale dependencies of the quark and gluon total angular momenta J¢ and J¢ obtained by solving
the evolution equation at the NLO with the predictions of the CQSM as initial conditions, while the right panel shows the scale

dependence of AS? and Ag.

orbital angular momenta obtained in this manner. One sees
that the total quark orbital angular momentum is a rapidly
decreasing function of the energy scale, especially at the
low energy scales. Since the longitudinal quark polariza-
tion is only weakly scale dependent, this feature comes
from the scale dependence of the total quark angular
momentum, which has the same scale dependence as the
total quark-momentum fraction. One also sees that the
gluon orbital angular momentum is a decreasing function
of the energy scale.

For the sake of comparison with the lattice QCD pre-
dictions corresponding to the energy scale of Q=
4 GeV?, we summarize in Table IV the predictions of the
CQSM for the nucleon spin contents at the same energy
scale. One confirms that the total quark orbital angular
momentum is a rapidly decreasing function of the energy

0.4 T T T T T T T T

0.3 |

0.2

0.1 - ]

0.0 L. e

-0.1 ! ! ! !
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

Q[GeV?]

FIG. 19. The scale dependencies of the quark and gluon orbital
angular momenta L2 and Lf at the NLO obtained with the
combined use of the predictions of the CQSM and the QCD
evolution equations at the NLO.

scale, and its value at Q> = 4 GeV? is nearly half of that at
the low energy model scale around Q2. = 0.30 GeV-.
Nonetheless, it still bears a sizable amount of the total
nucleon spin even at the scale Q> = 4 GeV?, in contrast
to the lattice predictions. We point out that, after taking
account of the scale dependence, the predictions for J€ are
not so different between the CQSM and the lattice QCD.
What is remarkably different are the predictions of the two
theories for the net longitudinal quark polarization or the
contribution of intrinsic quark spin. It is clear that the
lattice QCD simulations by the LHPC and QCDSF collab-
orations for AZ¢ considerably overestimate the empiri-
cally known value of AZ2, which is known to be quite
small as

AS2

empirical — (0.2-0.35), (188)
while the prediction of the CQSM is qualitatively consis-
tent with this empirical information. A plausible reason
why the lattice simulations by the LHPC and QCDSF
collaborations predict fairly large AZ¢ around 0.6 was
pointed out in [49]. In that paper, we investigated the
pion mass dependence of AX? within the framework of
the CQSM and found that it is very sensitive to the varia-
tion of m ., especially in the region close to the chiral limit
m, = 0. (The magnitude of A3 decreases rapidly as m.,
approaches 0.) This indicates that the lattice estimates
carried out in the heavy pion region around m, =
(700-900) MeV may not give a reliable prediction for
the particular observable AZ?. As a consequence, the
conclusion of the LHPC and QCDSF collaborations that
the orbital angular momentum carried by the quark fields in
the nucleon is negligible must also be taken with care. It
may be justified in the heavy pion world, but whether it is
also the case in our chiral world is a different question,
which should be answered by the lattice QCD studies in the
future.

Also noteworthy is the fact that the large values of
A3+ obtained by the LHPC and QCDSF lattice collab-

054006-22



GENERALIZED FORM FACTORS, GENERALIZED ...

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 74, 054006 (2006)

TABLE IV. The predictions of the CQSM for the spin contents of the nucleon in comparison
with the corresponding predictions of the LHPC and QCDSF lattice QCD simulations [19,22].

CQSM (model scale) CQSM (Q?% = 4 GeV?) LHPC QCDSF
pJutdts 1.000 0.676 0.56 0.66
AZutdts 0.350 0.318 0.69 0.60
2Lutdts 0.650 0.358 -0.11 0.06
orations seem to contradict the results of earlier lattice fields as
QCD studies [70—72], which predict fairly small A€ Jo — % e, Js = % (8. (189)

around (0.2—0.3). Among them, Mathur et al. [70] also
estimated the total quark angular momentum J¢ from the
quark energy-momentum tensor form factors on the lattice
with the quenched approximation, and deduced that the
quark orbital angular momentum carries about 34% of the
total proton spin, which is compatible with (or even domi-
nant over) the contribution of intrinsic quark spin around
26% obtained by their simulation.

So far, we have given several interesting theoretical
predictions on the basis of an effective theory of QCD,
i.e. the CQSM. Although we believe that the reliability of
these predictions is guaranteed by the phenomenological
success of the CQSM achieved in the physics of nucleon
structure functions, it would be nicer if one can extract
some predictions, which do not depend on a specific model
of the nucleon. It is in fact possible, if one accepts the
following two theoretical postulates. They are

(i) Ji’s angular-momentum sum rule:
(12 + BE(0)];

(i1) the absence of the net quark contribution to the
anomalous gravitomagnetic moment of the nucleon:
BS,(0) = 0.

It is reasonable to accept the first postulate. Otherwise, we
would lose our only clue to experimentally access the
quark angular momentum in the nucleon. What is crucial
in the following argument is therefore the second postulate.
As already mentioned, the identity BZQO(O) = 0, that holds
within the CQSM, just follows from the total momentum
and the total angular-momentum sum rules, both of which
are saturated by the quark fields alone in this effective
quark theory. It can therefore be an artifact of the model.
However, it should be emphasized that the smallness of
BZQO(O) is alsopredicted by the LHPC and the QCDSF
lattice QCD simulations, which take account of full
quark-gluon dynamics. Naturally, one should not forget
about large uncertainties in the lattice simulations at the
present stage. One should also worry about the m . depen-
dence of BZQO(O), although we conjecture from our analyses
in the CQSM a weak m . dependence of this quantity.

Here, we shall proceed by assuming that BZQ0 (0) vanishes
exactly or is at least very small. As already pointed out, the
identity BZQO(O) leads to remarkable relations, i.e. the pro-
portionality of the total momentum and total angular mo-
mentum carried by the quark fields and also by the gluon

0=1
Je =1x

An important fact here is that the quark- and gluon-
momentum fractions, i.e. (x)¢ and (x)¢, are empirically
known with fairly good precision. For instance, the two
popular PDF fits, i.e. MRST2004 [63] and CTEQS [73],
give almost the same answer for (x)¢ and (x)¢, at least
within the energy range Q> < 10 GeV?2. There also exist
phenomenological fits for the longitudinally polarized
PDFs, which contain the information on AX¢ and Ag,
although with larger uncertainties compared with the un-
polarized case. These phenomenological PDFs can there-
fore be used for estimating the orbital angular momenta
carries by the quark fields and the gluon fields through the
relations

L2 = J2 — A5, (190)

L¢ =J¢ — Ag. (191)

The values of L2 and L8 at Q% = 4 GeV? estimated in this
way are shown in Table. V. Here, we use the MRST2004
PDF fit to estimate J€ and J# [63]. On the other hand, A€
and Ag are estimated by using three independent PDF fits,
i.e. LSS2005, DNS2005, and GRSV2000 [74-76]. Here,
all of the three independent fits we are using correspond to
the MS regularization scheme. As one sees, there are

TABLE V. The model-independent predictions of the spin
contents of the nucleon at Q> = 4 GeV?, based only upon one
theoretical postulate, B%(O) = 0. Here, all of the three indepen-
dent fits for the longitudinally polarized PDFs correspond to the
MS scheme.

MRST2004 LSS2005 MRST2004 + LSS2005
Je J8 AT Ag Le L8
0289 0211 0198 0.368 0.190 —0.157
MRST2004 DNS2005 MRST2004 + DNS2005
Je Je A% Ag LC L8
0289 0211 0313 0477 0.133 —0.266
MRST2004 GRSV2000 MRST2004 + GRSV2000
Je J8 A3 Ag L2 L8
0289 0211 0.137 0.623 0.221 —0.412
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sizable uncertainties for the phenomenological values of
A2 and Ag. Still, a common conclusion obtained from
all these PDF fits is a very important role of the quark
orbital angular momentum. Table V shows, at the least,
that the magnitude of the quark orbital angular momentum
is comparable with that of the intrinsic quark spin even at
the scale of Q%> = 4 GeV?. Since the quark orbital angular
momentum is a rapidly decreasing function of the energy
scale, while the scale dependence of A2 is very weak,
this means that the former is dominant over the latter at the
scale below Q% =~ 1 GeV? where any low energy models
are supposed to hold. Naturally, the whole argument here is
crucially dependent on one theoretical postulate, that
BZQO(O) =~ 0. Although it is supported by both the LHPC
and QCDSF lattice simulations, efforts to improve the
accuracy of the lattice prediction should be continued, in
consideration of its extremely important role in determin-
ing the quark-gluon contents of the nucleon spin. Also
highly desirable is an analytical proof of it within the
framework of (nonperturbative) QCD.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we have investigated the generalized form
factors of the nucleon, which will be extracted through
near-future measurements of the generalized parton distri-
bution functions, within the framework of the CQSM. A
particular emphasis is put on the pion mass dependence as
well as the scale dependence of the model predictions,
which we compare with the corresponding predictions of
the lattice QCD by the LHPC and QCDSF collaborations
carried out in the heavy pion regime around m, =
(700-900) MeV. The generalized form factors contain
the ordinary electromagnetic form factors of the nucleon
such as the Dirac and Pauli form factors of the proton and
the neutron. We have shown that the CQSM with good
chiral symmetry reproduces well the general behaviors of
the observed electromagnetic form factors, while the lat-
tice simulations by the above two groups have a tendency
to underestimate the electromagnetic sizes of the nucleon.
Undoubtedly, this cannot be unrelated to the fact that the
above two lattice simulations were performed with unre-
alistically heavy pion mass.

We have also tried to figure out the underlying spin
contents of the nucleon through the analysis of the gravito-
electric and gravitomagnetic form factors of the nucleon,
by taking care of the pion mass despondencies as well as of
the scale dependencies of the relevant quantities. After
taking account of the scale dependencies by means of the
QCD evolution equations at the NLO in the MS scheme,
the CQSM predicts, at Q> = 4 GeV?, that 2J2 ~ (.68,
A2 ~ (.32, and 2L2 =~ 0.36, which means that the quark
orbital angular momentum carries a sizable amount of total
nucleon spin even at such a relatively high energy scale. It
contradicts the conclusion of the LHPC and QCDSF col-
laborations indicating that the total orbital angular momen-
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tum of quarks is very small or consistent with zero. It
should be recognized, however, that the prediction of the
CQSM for the total quark angular momentum is not ex-
tremely far from the corresponding lattice prediction
2J¢ ~ 0.6 at the same renormalization scale. The cause
of the discrepancy can therefore be traced back to the
LHPC and QCDSF lattice QCD predictions for the quark
spin fraction A€ around 0.6, which contradicts not only
the prediction of the CQSM but also the EMC observation.
As was shown in our recent paper [49], A€ is a quantity
that is extremely sensitive to the variation of the pion mass,
especially in the region close to the chiral limit. More
serious lattice QCD studies on the m, dependence of
A39 are highly desirable.

Worthy of special mention is the fact that, once we
accept a theoretical postulate BZQO(O) = 0, i.e., the absence
of the net quark contribution to the anomalous gravitomag-
netic moment of the nucleon, which is supported by both
the LHPC and QCDSF lattice simulations, we are neces-
sarily led to surprisingly simple relations, J¢ = %(x}Q and
J& =1(x)%, ie. the proportionality of the linear and
angular-momentum fractions carried by the quarks and
the gluons. Using these relations, together with the existing
empirical information for the unpolarized and the longitu-
dinally polarized PDFs, we can give model-independent
predictions for the quark and gluon contents of the nucleon
spin. For instance, with the combined use of the
MRST2004 fit [63] and the DNS2005 fit [76], we obtain
279 ~0.58, AZ?=~0.31, and 2L2=~0.27 at Q%=
4 GeV?. Since L2 (as well as J?) is a rapidly decreasing
function of the energy scale, while the scale dependence of
A2 is very weak, we must conclude that the former is
even more dominant over the latter at the scale below Q2 =
1 GeV? where any low energy models are supposed to
hold.

The situation is a little more complicated in the flavor-
nonsinglet (or isovector) channel, because Bj; 400) =
GY0(0) — GU30(0) = 2074 — (x)*~ # 0, and also be-
cause the CQSM and the lattice QCD give fairly different

predictions for G;Zé)(O). As compared with the lattice

prediction for G;{;Q(O) around 0.8, the prediction of the
CQSM turns out to be around 0.4. We have argued that the
relatively small value of Gg,zg)) (0) obtained in the CQSM is
intimately connected with the small-x enhancement of the
generalized parton distribution E;{fl)(x, 0,0), which is
dominated by the clouds of pionic ¢g excitation around x =
0. [We recall that the 2nd moment of ngl)(x, 0,0) gives
GE‘Z(I)) (0).] Unfortunately, such an x-dependent distribution
as E%I:D(x, 0, 0) cannot be accessed within the framework
of lattice QCD. Still, the predicted small-x behavior of
E4(x,0,0) = EY=Y(x,0,0) as well as of f*"“(x) indi-
cates again the importance of chiral dynamics in the phys-
ics of nucleon structure functions, which has not been fully
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accounted for in the lattice QCD simulation at the present
level.
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APPENDIX: PROOF OF THE MOMENTUM SUM
RULE

Here we closely follow the proof of the momentum sum
rule given in [44], by taking into account a necessary
modification in the case of m, # 0. The starting point is
the following expression for the soliton mass (or the static
soliton energy):

(AD)

with

Ey[F()] = —f2m? [ [cosF() — 1ldPx.  (A2)
The soliton mass must be stationary with respect to an
arbitrary variation of the chiral field U or, equivalently, the

soliton profile F(r), which leads to a saddle point equation:
Sp[6(E, — H + ie)8H] + SE,, = 0. (A3)

Here we consider a particular (dilatational) variation of the
chiral field,

U(x) — U((1 + &)x). (A4)
For infinitesimal &, we have
SU=U((1 + é)x) — Ux) = &xF0, U (), (A5)
so that
SH = My éxk0, U7 = ¢[xka,, My U?s]
= &([x* oy, H] — iy v ). (A6)
Noting the identity
Sp(6(Ey — H + ie)[x*d,, H])
= Sp([H, O(Ey — H + ig)]xka,) = 0, (A7)
we therefore obtain a key identity,
ESPLO(Ey — H + is)(—i)y vk, ] = —8Ey.  (A8)
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Now, by using (A2) together with the relations

SF(r) = &érF'(r), (A9)
S cosF(r) = —sinF(r)8F = —&rsinF(r)F'(r), (A10)
we get
SEy = & - dmfimk foo drr’ sinF(r)F'(r)
0
_ 2 o0 [ 3d
= —¢-dafims drr’ — cosF(r). (A11)
0 dr
Here, taking account of the boundary condition
FOO)=m  F(o0) =0, (A12)

we can show that

00 d 0 d
drr3 — cosF(r) = drr® —(cosF(r) — 1)
0 dr 0 dr

— PlcosF(r) — DIg — 3 f " dr(cosF(r) — 1)
0

- - ﬁ " drr(cosF(r) — 1). (A13)
We thus find an important relation:
OEy = —3€Ey. (Al4)
Putting this relation into (A8), we have
ESp(A(Ey — H + ig)a - p) = 3EEy, (A15)
or
ISp(6(Ey — H + ig)a - p) = Ey. (A16)

If we evaluate the trace sum above by using the eigenstates
of the static Dirac Hamiltonian H as a complete set of
bases, (A16) can also be written as

> (n

n=0

1
ga °p (A17)

n> = EM’

which is the relation quoted in (84). We point out that our
result has a correct chiral limit, since Ey; — 0 as m_, — 0

and therefore
WEI_I}O ,,Z()<n n> =0,

in conformity with the proof given in Ref. [44].

1
§a~p (A18)

054006-25



M. WAKAMATSU AND Y. NAKAKOIJI

(1]
(2]
(3]
(4]

[5]
(6]

J. Aschman et al. (EMC Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B 206,
364 (1988).

J. Aschman et al. (EMC Collaboration), Nucl. Phys. B328,
1 (1989).

D. Mueller, D. Robaschik, B. Geyer, F. M. Dittes, and J.
Horejsi, Fortschr. Phys. 42, 101 (1994).

F.M. Dittes, D. Mueller, D. Robaschik, B. Geyer, and J.
Horejsi, Phys. Lett. B 209, 325 (1988).

X. Ji, J. Phys. G 24, 1181 (1998).

K. Goeke, M. V. Polyakov, and M. Vanderhaeghen, Prog.
Part. Nucl. Phys. 47, 401 (2001).

M. Diehl, Phys. Rep. 388, 41 (2003).

A.V. Belitsky and A.V. Radyushkin, Phys. Rep. 418, 1
(2005).

X. Ji, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 610 (1997).

P. Hoodbhoy, X. Ji, and W. Lu, Phys. Rev. D 59, 014013
(1999).

X. Ji, J. Tang, and P. Hoodbhoy, Phys. Rev. Lett. 76, 740
(1996).

M. Burkardt, Phys. Rev. D 62, 071503 (2000).

M. Burkardt, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 18, 173 (2003).

J. P. Ralston and B. Pire, Phys. Rev. D 66, 111501 (2002).
M. Diehl, Th. Feldmann, R. Jacob, and P. Kroll, Eur. Phys.
J. C 39, 1 (2005).

M. Diehl, hep-ph/0510221.

D. Dolgov et al., Phys. Rev. D 66, 034506 (2002).

Ph. Higler, J. W. Negele, D. B. Renner, W. Schroers, Th.
Lippert, and K. Schilling, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 112001
(2004).

Ph. Hégler, J. W. Negele, D. B. Renner, W. Schroers, Th.
Lippert, and K. Schilling, Eur. Phys. J. A 24, 29 (2005).
M. Gockeler, Ph. Hégler, R. Horsley, D. Pleiter, P.E. L.
Rakow, A. Schifer, G. Schierholz, and J.M. Zanotti
(QCDSF Collaboration), Few-Body Syst. 36, 111 (2005).
M. Gockeler, R. Horsley, D. Pleiter, P.E.L. Rakow, A.
Schifer, G. Schierholz, and W. Schroers, Phys. Rev. Lett.
92, 042002 (2004).

M. Gockeler, T.R. Hemmert, R. Horsley, D. Pleiter,
P.E.L. Rakow, A. Schifer, G. Schierholz, and W.
Schroers, Nucl. Phys. B, Proc. Suppl. 128, 203 (2004).
D.I. Diakonov, V. Yu. Petrov, and P. V. Pobylitsa, Nucl.
Phys. B306, 809 (1988).

M. Wakamatsu and H. Yoshiki, Nucl. Phys. A524, 561
(1991).

M. Wakamatsu, Prog. Theor. Phys. Suppl. 109, 115
(1992).

Chr. V. Christov, A. Blotz, H.-C. Kim, P. Pobylitsa, T.
Watabe Th. Meissner, E. Ruiz-Arriola, and K. Goeke,
Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 37, 91 (1996).

R. Alkofer, H. Reinhardt, and H. Weigel, Phys. Rep. 265,
139 (1996).

H. Weigel, L. Gamberg, and H. Reinhardt, Mod. Phys.
Lett. A 11, 3021 (1996).

L. Gamberg, H. Reinhardt, and H. Weigel, Phys. Rev. D
58, 054014 (1998).

D.I. Diakonov, V.Yu. Petrov, P.V. Pobylitsa, M. V.
Polyakov, and C. Weiss, Phys. Rev. D 56, 4069 (1997).
M. Wakamatsu and T. Kubota, Phys. Rev. D 57, 5755
(1998).

M. Wakamatsu and T. Kubota, Phys. Rev. D 60, 034020
(1999).

(33]
[34]
(35]

(36]
(37]

[38]
(39]

[40]
[41]
[42]
[43]
[44]
[45]
[46]
[47]
(48]
[49]
[50]
[51]
[52]
[53]
[54]
[55]
[56]
[57]
[58]

[59]
[60]

[61]
[62]
[63]
[64]
[65]
[66]

[67]
[68]

054006-26

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 74, 054006 (2006)

M. Wakamatsu, Phys. Rev. D 67, 034005 (2003).

M. Wakamatsu, Phys. Rev. D 67, 034006 (2003).

P. V. Pobylitsa, M. V. Polyakov, K. Goeke, T. Watabe, and
C. Weiss, Phys. Rev. D 59, 034024 (1999).

M. Wakamatsu, Phys. Rev. D 46, 3762 (1992).

T. Kubota, M. Wakamatsu, and T. Watabe, Phys. Rev. D
60, 014016 (1999).

S. Kahana and G. Ripka, Nucl. Phys. A429, 462 (1984).
S. Kahana, G. Ripka, and V. Soni, Nucl. Phys. A415, 351
(1984).

J. Ossmann, M. V. Polyakov, P. Schweitzer, D. Urbano,
and K. Goeke, Phys. Rev. D 71, 034011 (2005).

M. Wakamatsu and H. Tsujimoto, Phys. Rev. D 71,
074001 (2005).

V. Yu. Petrov, P. V. Pobylitsa, M. V. Polyakov, I. Boring, K.
Goeke, and C. Weiss, Phys. Rev. D 57, 4325 (1998).
Chr. V. Christov, A.Z. Gorski, K. Goeke, and P.V.
Pobylitsa, Nucl. Phys. A 592, 513 (1995).

D.I. Diakonov, V.Yu. Petrov, P.V. Pobylitsa, M. V.
Polyakov, and C. Weiss, Nucl. Phys. B480, 341 (1996).
S.J. Brodsky, D.S. Hwang, B.-Q. Ma, and I. Schmidt,
Nucl. Phys. B593, 311 (2001).

O. V. Teryaev, hep-ph/9904376.

O. V. Teryaev, hep-ph/9803403.

0. V. Teryaev, hep-ph/0306301.

M. Wakamatsu, Phys. Rev. D 72, 074006 (2005).

M. Wakamatsu and T. Watabe, Phys. Lett. B 312, 184
(1993).

Chr. V. Christov, A. Blotz, K. Goeke, P. Pobylitsa, V. Yu.
Petrov, M. Wakamatsu, and T. Watabe, Phys. Lett. B 325,
467 (1994).

M. Wakamatsu, Prog. Theor. Phys. 95, 143 (1996).

P. Amaudruz et al. (NMC Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.
66, 2712 (1991).

M. Miyama and S. Kumano, Comput. Phys. Commun. 94,
185 (1996).

K. Ackerstaft (HERMES Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.
81, 5519 (1998).

E. A. Hawker et al. (E866 Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.
80, 3715 (1998).

E.M. Henley and G. A. Miller, Phys. Lett. B 251, 453
(1990).

S. Kumano and J.T. Londergan, Phys. Rev. D 44, 717
(1991); AIP Conf. Proc. 243, 727 (1992).

R. Arnold et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 57, 174 (1986).

E.G. Floratos, D.A. Ross, and C.T. Sachrajda, Nucl.
Phys. B129, 66 (1977); B152, 493 (1979).

C. Lopéz and F.J. Yndurain, Nucl. Phys. B183, 157
(1981).

K. Adel, F. Barreiro, and F. J. Yndurdin, Nucl. Phys. B495,
221 (1997).

A.D. Martin, W.J. Stirling, and R. S. Thorne, Phys. Lett.
B 636, 259 (2006).

A.D. Martin, R.G. Roberts, W.J. Stirling, and R.S.
Thorne, Eur. Phys. J. C 4, 463 (1998).

M. Gliick, E. Reya, M. Strattmann, and W. Vogelsang,
Phys. Rev. D 53, 4775 (1996).

E. Leader, A. V. Sidorov, and D. B. Stamenov, Phys. Lett.
B 488, 283 (2000).

H.-Y. Cheng, Phys. Lett. B 427, 371 (1998).

R.D. Ball, S. Forte, and G. Ridolfi, Phys. Lett. B 378, 255



GENERALIZED FORM FACTORS, GENERALIZED ...

(1996).

[69] G. Altarelli, R.D. Ball, S. Forte, and G. Ridolfi, Nucl.
Phys. B496, 337 (1997).

[70] N. Mathur, S.J. Dong, K. F. Liu, L. Mankiewicz, and N. C.
Mukhopadhyay, Phys. Rev. D 62, 114504 (2000).

[71] M. Fukugita, Y. Kuramashi, M. Okawa, and A. Ukawa,
Phys. Lett. 75, 2092 (1995).

[72] S.J. Dong, J.-F. Lagag, and K. F. Liu Phys. Lett. 75, 2096
(1995).

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 74, 054006 (2006)

[73] L.H. Lai, J. Huston, S. Kuhlmann, J. Morfin, F. Olness,
J.F. Owen, J. Pumplin, and W. K. Tung, Eur. Phys. J. C 12,
375 (2000).

[74] M. Gliick, E. Reya, M. Strattmann, and W. Vogelsang,
Phys. Rev. D 63, 094005 (2001).

[75] E. Leader, A. V. Sidorov, and D.B. Stamenov, Phys. Rev.
D 73, 034023 (20006).

[76] D. de Florian, G. A. Navarro, and R. Sassot, Phys. Rev. D
71, 094018 (2005).

054006-27



