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Abstract

This thesis is mainly concerned with a model calculation for generalized parton distributions
(GPDs). We calculate vectorial- and axial GPDs for the N — N and N — A transition in
the framework of a light front quark model. This requires the elaboration of a connection
between transition amplitudes and GPDs. We provide the first quark model calculations for
N — A GPDs. The examination of transition amplitudes leads to various model independent
consistency relations. These relations are not exactly obeyed by our model calculation since
the use of the impulse approximation in the light front quark model leads to a violation
of Poincare covariance. We explore the impact of this covariance breaking on the GPDs and
form factors which we determine in our model calculation and find large effects. The reference
frame dependence of our results which originates from the breaking of Poincare covariance
can be eliminated by introducing spurious covariants. We extend this formalism in order to
obtain frame independent results from our transition amplitudes.






Zusammenfassung

Das Thema dieser Arbeit ist eine Modellrechnung fiir verallgemeinerte Partonverteilungen
(GPDs). Es werden vektorielle- und axiale GPDs fiir die N — N und N — A Ubergéinge im
Rahmen eines Quarkmodells im Lichtkegelformalismus berechnet. Hierzu mufl zunéchst ein
Zusammenhang zwischen Ubergangsamplituden und den GPDs hergestellt werden. Die Unter-
suchung der Ubergangsamplituden fiihrt zu einer Vielzahl modellunabhéngiger Konsistenzre-
lationen. Diese Relationen werden von den im Modell berechneten Ubergangsamplituden nicht
exakt erfiillt, da die Verwendung der Impulsndherung im Quarkmodell auf dem Lichtkegel zu
einer Verletzung der Poincare Kovarianz fiihrt. Der Einflufl dieser Brechung der Kovarianz auf
die Berechnung von GPDs und Formfaktoren wird untersucht. Es ergeben sich grofle Effekte,
unter anderem die Abhéngigkeit der Ergebnisse von der Wahl des Bezugssystems. Letztere
kann durch die Einfiihrung zusatzlicher unphysikalischer Kovarianten eliminiert werden. In
dieser Arbeit wird der entsprechende Formalismus erweitert um fiir alle hier betrachteten Ob-
servablen Ergebnisse aus den Ubergangsamplituden zu erhalten welche unabhéngig von der
Wahl des Bezugssystems sind.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

After the first measurement of the proton form factor by Hofstadter in 1955 [1] it was obvious
that hadrons exhibit a substructure. Since then not only a large variety of hadrons has been
discovered but patterns allowing to classify them have arisen. The idea of SUp(3) multiplets
in 1961 [2] lead to the remarkable prediction of the Q~ resonance which was discovered in
1964. The ostensible discrepancy between this idea and the Pauli principle was resolved soon
after [3][4] by the postulation of color. With the realization that quarks not only represented
a successful mathematical construct but could be understood as real partons which make up
the hadrons the time was ripe for QCD. In 1971 t‘Hooft proved the renormalizability [5] of
Yang Mills theories [6] and two years later asymptotic freedom of the latter was announced
[7] [8]. In the same year this theory was applied to describe the interactions between quarks
[9] [10] and has subsequently been referred to as quantum chromo dynamics (QCD).

Since then QCD has experienced several experimental confirmations and is widely accepted as
theory for describing the strong interaction. Three decades have passed with hadronic physics
still being an active research area which provides many open questions and challenges to both
theory and experiment.

QCD is a non abelian gauge theory with quarks which are nearly massless (for u, d and
s quarks) and massless gluons as gauge bosons. In this respect it very much resembles QED
and in fact the bare lagrangian

_ 1 ,
L= (i) —mp)ipy — Jtre F' Fy,
7

is identical to the QED lagrangian with the only exception of a different Lie algebra leading
to the appearance of the SU(3) structure constants £ in the definition of the field strength
tensor:

Ff, = 0, A% — 0,A% + g f*eAb AY

a

e
Dby = Oy —ig— Aty

This additional term gives rise to gluon self interactions. These lead to a running coupling
resulting in asymptotic freedom. On the other hand this implies large values for the strong
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Figure 1.1: The QCD running coupling s taken from [11]

coupling constant at lower energy scales. Hence the scope of perturbative techniques for QCD
is limited to the small coupling region which can be explored in high energy scattering exper-
iments. However the large and important low energy sector is not covered by pQCD.

The world of the strong interactions consists of hadrons. Their fermionic constituents, the
quarks as described by QCD are never observed alone!. The QCD constituents always form
color neutral objects, moreover so far only three quark and quark- antiquark states have been
confirmed experimentally?. The strong binding effect which forbids free quarks or gluons is
called confinement. Mechanisms for confinement have been suggested [14] and experience

support from lattice QCD; see e.g. [15]. However a rigorous explanation from first principles
has not been found so far.

'For signatures from free quarks see articles on the quark gluon plasma e.g. [12]
2The recent search for exotic baryons (pentaquarks) seems to be futile [13] as many searches before.



At large distances/ low energies (which is also called the infrared domain) another field the-
oretical approach is possible. With the observation that chiral symmetry dominates the low
energy dynamics the small pion mass can be used as an expansion parameter and an effective
field theory can be constructed which posseses all symmetries of QCD [16]. This most promi-
nent example for a successful effective field theory is called chiral perturbation theory xPT
[17] and has become an active field of research, particularly since baryons could be included
in the formalism [18]. However effective field theories are never renormalizable and hence
require more and more low energy constants with every order. The latter are free parameters
which have to be determined from experiment.

Hence only for very small momenta precise predictions for hadronic physics observables can
be obtained using xPT while it breaks down completely close to its convergence radius of
roughly 1 GeV. Lattice QCD is the only field theoretical access to the intermediate range
between the realms of yPT and pQCD. Despite the progress during the last decade lattice
QCD still experiences manyfold difficulties. For instance the implementation of dynamical
fermions with small masses requires a huge numerical effort. Even though computers become
faster every year lattice calculations are still far away from a successful implementation of the
physical masses for the light quarks. Thus one relies on (chiral) extrapolation towards the
physical quark masses. A second problem is connected to the use of euclidean time which
complicates the exploration of dynamical properties. For example one cannot calculate DIS
structure functions directly but has only access to a couple of moments. Consequently some
observables are easy to obtain, while others are practically unreachable. Finally a general
drawback of lattice QCD is the lack of physical intuition concerning the question which physi-
cal mechanisms contribute to a result which has been “measured” on the lattice. It is of course
often possible to define adequate observables to confirm or reject physical pictures which one
has already developed.

Therefore in the interesting intermediate energy regime model calculations are often nec-
essary to obtain an estimate for physical observables or in order to understand the physical
picture behind an effect that has been measured.

One set of models which are frequently applied in hadronic physics are quark models. These
models start from the success of the quark hypothesis to explain the baryon- and meson
multiplets and proceed towards a description of hadronic physics with (constituent) quarks
being the only degrees of freedom. Their interaction potential is based on phenomenology and
sometimes is “QCD inspired”. The quark model wave function compiles all dynamical model
input. It is obtained from a variational ansatz such that important baryonic properties (i.e.
the mass spectrum) are reproduced. In the seventies the quark model was successfully applied
to describe the baryon spectrum and magnetic moments of the baryons. However it soon be-
came clear that the momenta of the constituent quarks called for a relativistic description.

In 1949 Dirac has given a classification [19] of forms of relativistic dynamics which combine
the restricted principle of relativity with the Hamiltonian formulation of dynamics. He distin-
guished three genuinely different forms of hamiltonian dynamics. They differ in the choice of
the kinematical subgroup (stability group) which leaves a hyperplane on which physical initial
conditions are specified invariant. This choice determines which operators are kinematical,
i.e. interaction independent. The other generators of the Poincare group are called dynamical
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operators.

Dirac discussed 3 different forms. The instant form being most familiar has the 0 compo-
nent of the total momentum P° and the Lorentz boosts K as dynamical operators. The
point form is determined by the total momentum four vector P* being dynamical. The light
front form possesses the largest kinematical subgroup and therefore has only three dynamical
generators. They are a combination of four momentum components, P~ = P° — P3 and
combinations of boosts K and rotations J, F' = k! — J? and F? = K2+ J.

All these descriptions have been applied to quark models. The earliest description of a LF
quark model was provided in 1976 [20]. The LF form possessing the largest possible kine-
matical subgroup has proven particularly useful for a relativistic description of quark models
since in a LF formulation the relativistic covariance of the wave functions comes for free. A
drawback of the application of the commonly used impulse approximation in the description
of e.g. elastic scattering within models is the breaking of Poincare covariance. The impulse
approximation neglects many body contributions to the current and is difficult to avoid.

In [21] a fresh look on elastic scattering using the light front form was provided by allowing
the null plane direction to change while spurious effects are absorbed into non physical form
factors. This idea could be applied to restore reference frame independence in a LF model
description of vectorial nucleon form factors despite the use of the impulse approximation [22].

Having provided a short and selective review about theoretical tools which are applied in
hadronic physics we will next focus our attention on different processes in hadronic physics
which give insight into the structure of hadrons. The strong binding due to the large QCD
coupling constant is a major challenge in the description of hadronic physics. A baryon for
example cannot simply be considered as a three quark system which is confined due to the ex-
change of gluons. The situation differs entirely from the atom whose mass can be understood
from the mass of its constituents with a small correction due to the photonic interaction.
Instead the nucleon dynamics determines the nucleon mass entirely. Thus the hadron should
rather be regarded as a dynamic system consisting of valence quarks, and a cloud of fluctuat-
ing quark- antiquark pairs and gluons.

If one wants to learn anything about the hadron structure it is not very useful to study
pure hadronic processes to learn about the properties of hadrons. In this context hadron
physicists sometimes use the metaphor of learning about the structure of swiss clocks by scat-
tering them against each other, observing their traces and thus learn about their structure.
Instead a well understood probe is called for to research hadronic properties. This probe is
the electromagnetic interaction which is well understood and can be successfully described by
QED. In an ideal situation one can also disentangle the hard (perturbative) part of the ex-
amined reaction from the soft (non perturbative) part. In the language of theoretical physics
such a separation is called factorization theorem. Deeply inclusive scattering is an example of
such a process. In a certain kinematical regime (Bjorken limit) factorization can be proven.
Then the leptonic side can be described by QED while the hadronic side factorizes into a hard
and a soft part with the latter being parameterized by universal hadronic observables. In this
case these observables are parton distributions. DIS is an inclusive process where the total
cross section is measured and the final states are not specified.



On the other hand exclusive processes like elastic scattering single out a specific final state.
Elastic scattering on nucleons can be parameterized by form factors. They provide complimen-
tary information about the hadrons. One can think of them as a Fourier transform of e.g. the
electric charge distribution within the nucleon (in a certain reference system, the Breit frame).

With the advent of high luminosity accelerators and powerful detectors another class of ex-
clusive processes became experimentally accessible. In deeply virtual Compton scattering
(DVCS) a virtual photon hits a nucleon target which then emits a real photon. This process
can be understood as Compton scattering on a quark which is then embedded in the nucleon.
It is parameterized by generalized parton distributions [23][24]. These observables are kine-
matically rich and contain both form factors and parton distributions as special limits. Since
factorization of DVCS can be proven [25] GPDs are universal observables which provide new
insight into the structure of hadrons. These GPDs appear in the parametrization of other
processes as well (deeply virtual meson production, doubly virtual Compton scattering, two
photon exchange,...).

Besides the nucleon itself one can study its excitations. The best explored nucleon resonance
is the A(1232). This resonance is the first excited state of the nucleon. The A resonance
possesses the quantum numbers J = %Jr. The isospin quadruplet consists of AT+, A+ A0
and A~. It has a mass of 1232 MeV and a decay width of roughly 180 MeV. Its main decay
mode (nearly 100%) is A — Nz. While it is of course impossible to perform experiments
with a A target one can study the properties of the N — A transition. In fact transition form

factors and even transition GPDs can be studied in a way similar to the N — N transition.

This thesis is organized as follows: In chapter 2 we will introduce DVCS and GPDs and em-
phasize particularly the N — A transition DVCS process.

In chapter 3 the quark model which we use to access these GPDs is introduced. The LF
formalism and the overlap representation for DVCS transition amplitudes from which the
GPDs can be obtained will be presented.

The model independent relations between DVCS transition amplitudes and GPDs will be
provided in chapter 4. Particular emphasis will be put on the derivation of relations among

the DVCS transition amplitudes which follow from Poincare covariance.

In chapter 5 we discuss a possibility to overcome covariance breaking effects of the impulse
approximation by providing spurious covariants for the processes of our interest.

Finally we will discuss our results in chapter 6 and provide an outlook.



Chapter 2

Deeply Virtual Compton Scattering

2.1 N — N DVCS

Virtual Compton Scattering is the (exclusive) process with a virtual photon probing a target
and a real photon being emitted. Since this process (with a hadron as target) is a semileptonic
process and the leptonic part of it is well understood it can serve as a probe for the less well
known hadron structure. The graph which describes VCS is displayed in fig. 2.1. At leading

Figure 2.1: This graph describes VCS.

order in QED this process is described by the virtual photon exchange between the electron
and the nucleon.

Following Ji [26] we define the kinematics in a symmetric way. We choose ¢/ and P* collinear
in z direction. We introduce two light-like vectors p* = P—;(l, 0,0,1) and n* = %(1, 0,0,—1),
so that p? =n? = 0 and p-n = 1. Before we can express all momenta in terms of $*, n* and
ﬁ’i we introduce the skewedness variable £ as momentum fraction of the momentum transfer
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variable A = ¢ — ¢’ along the p* direction:

At = —2¢PT . (2.1)
Then we find
— 2
Pr =pH + %nu
AW = — 2¢5H + AM + em?n
_ AH A1 —
P* =p* _ 5 = (14 &)p" — 7l + Tfm%u
_ o AH A1
PH=pr4y _—_ = (1=¢p" + —L 4 Lgm%“
2 2 2
., Q?
qu —— 25/1)# + 4_5/”“
/ ! w 2 2
qgh =q" — At = =2 - pt' — A + (4—5, —&m )n“
with
A2
_2 2
:M _—
m N 1
P.q Q*m?
r=—2(-1 1+ ——=——
=5 U )
fzflﬂ
QZ +4£/2m2

Here ¢ and ¢ are fixed by the conditions ¢ = —Q? and ¢’?> = 0.

Analogously to DIS one can consider the limit of high photon virtualities, i.e. the Bjorken
limit Q? = —¢?> — oo, P-q — oo and Q?/P - q finite. In this limit the hadronic tensor is
dominated by the so called handbag diagrams:

Then in the Bjorken limit one has

; o 1‘3/2
¢ _5_1—3:3/2

As the longitudinal momentum fractions of the nucleons cannot be negative £ is bounded by

Vot
V4m?2

It is useful to express A in terms of ¢ and t. One obtains

0<é< <1

AT =—(1- &)t —4My,

The DVCS amplitude can be evaluated by contracting the photon polarization vectors with
the hadronic tensor H*¥
T = eu(a)e (¢ ) H"
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Figure 2.2: The dominant DVCS contributions, the handbag diagrams.

with
1 =i [ atye @0 | T[), 0)] | P)
Since the DVCS process takes place at zero transverse separation (7, = 0) and equal LF time

(y* = 0) it is convenient to introduce the notation y* = An* to simplify the evaluation of the
hadronic tensor. In the Bjorken regime the evaluation of the handbag diagrams yields

1t 1 1
HW — dz | (BHnY + 5¥nt — g™ .
dm 4 x[(pn TP =g (w—£+ie+x+£—ie)
i - n An el ~
./d)\e)\ (P D=5 W (50) | P s o g, —g — i€ Fang
1 1 D o, AR An
(e ) - [ PP 0= () Py o
(2.2)
We call the objects
N—N A\ i\, -, n An
GHOTN = / TP X | (=S Wimsthe(50) | PN oo, 5 (2.3)

and

NN A\ . — . An An
GX,(A’)\ = / e AT(PIN | %(—7)7/”375%(7) | Py A) 0.5, =0

vectorial and axial (soft) transition amplitudes respectively. Since the quark fields in the
bilocal operator have a non zero light like separation one should introduce a gauge link

Peigfdm“A#

here to ensure color gauge invariance of the expressions. However one can choose the light
cone gauge A" = 0 in which this gauge link becomes unity. Therefore it will be suppressed in
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all further expressions. Using all possible covariants one parameterizes these amplitudes by

-
1ot'ny,
2M N

_ 1
G = ——a(P',\) (%Hq(w,f,t) +

. AVE%:,&,t))u(P, N

and

— 1 _ ~ A-n ~
sz()]\\& N) = ”ﬁu(‘Pl’)\/) <¢75Hq(l"€’t) + M ’}/5Eq($,€,t)> U(P, )‘)

N

The objects which appear in this parametrization are called generalized parton distributions
(GPDs). They can depend on the kinematical variables £ and ¢. Additionally they depend on
the average quark momentum fraction x and a renormalization scale g which we will suppress
in the following. Here we have defined the momentum transfer variable

t=A?

The average quark light front momentum fraction x is defined as kt = (k* + k't) = 2P+
with & and &’ being the momenta of the initial and the final quark momenta in the handbag
diagrams. Thus the support in z of the GPDs is [—1, 1] with a negative momentum fraction
corresponding to the antiquark contribution.

These GPDs parameterize the soft, i.e. the non perturbative part

Figure 2.3: The soft amplitude which is parameterized by GPDs.

of the hadronic tensor. Since GPDs are kinematically richer than the parton distributions
which parameterize DIS one can gain more physical insight into the nucleon structure from
them. In fact in the limit A#* — 0 they reduce to the ordinary parton distributions

q B (z), x>0
H(z,0,0) —{ d(—x), 2 <0

q
~ Agq(x) x>0
q _ b
H(z,0,0) —{ Agl—z), z<0

The GPDs E(z,£,t) and E(z,&,t) have no analogous limit since the associated tensors in
DIS vanish in the forward limit A* — 0. Hence E(x,&,t) and E(x,&,t) are new leading twist
objects which can only be accessed in hard exclusive electroproduction processes.
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The first moment of the GPDs establishes another link to known observables. By integrating
over x one obtains the relations

1
/ dx H(z,&,t) =F1(t)
-1

1
/ dx E(z,&,t) =F§(t)

-1

1
/ dr H(z,&,t) =G (1)

1

1
/ dr EY(x,&,t) =G5 (t)

-1

Here e.g F{(t) represents the elastic Dirac form factor for the quark flavor ¢ in the nucleon.
Using isospin symmetry and neglecting the contributions from the strange quark sea one can
express the usual form factors by

Y0 =2 F(0) - 5 F()
F (1) =2 Fi() — S ()
FY(6) =2 Fy(0) - 5 F5()
Fy(t) =S F() ~ SF3()

~— ~— ~— ~—
+

Q Q

—~ — —~

- ~+ S+~ ~~

~— ~— — ~—

|
Q
SR R AR A

+
Q

where G 4(t) ¢ A(t)) are the isovector (isoscalar) axial form factors of the nucleon and simi-

(
larly Gp(t) (8} p(t)) are the isovector (isoscalar) pseudo axial form factors of the nucleon.

From equation 2.2 one can see that the GPDs cannot be accessed directly in DVCS. In-
stead one measures a convolution with x.

An interesting sum rule can be obtained by considering the form factors of the energy mo-

mentum tensor

For the convenient expression of the symmetric energy momentum tensor we introduce the

notation

) = (@b + 0

Then the transition amplitude for the energy momentum tensor can be expressed in terms of
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ju%

Figure 2.4: The graviton form factor.

graviton form factors:

_ A _ A 1 _ A _ _ A
=2 v _ Sy & = (v pv) (b V) 2o
(P + 5 | THY(0) | P 5 ) a(P+ 5 ) <A(t)7 P + B(t)PVic n

1 - A prpv — (. e Aa
=ﬁ;wP+—(MﬂNm—umw+mmP%a>——

+C(t)MLN(A“A” —tg"") + C(t)MNg“”> u(P — %)

In the last line the Gordon identity has been used. Now one can consider the angular mo-
mentum operator

J(P,1| P,7) =(P,1| J**| P,1)
—62]3 T| /d3 ZTO] |P T)

L . _ A
—es lim, [ @(P+ T 1] ate #ST00) | P 51)

qmgg<[ai@m%@@ﬂpm+3m}

)

1 1
2My 2P+

1
2PJr

= — Eij3(271')36(3) (0) |:A(0) + B(O)}

A)P<Oz'aj>a2A70‘u(P -

a(P +

| >

a(P)- % (PO + Pio™u(P)

Without loss of generality we consider the rest frame P* = (My,0,0,0). Then one finds
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So one can conclude that the quark angular momentum can be expressed in terms of the
graviton form factors A(t) and B(t) at ¢ = 0.

J= % [4(0) + B(O)]

Physically one can interpret J as total spin of the nucleon which can be decomposed into a
quark and a gluonic contribution J¢ 4 J9 = %:

JT9 = %(Aw(o) + B(0))

We can establish a connection between the tensorial form factors and the GPDs by con-
tracting the tensorial transition amplitude with n,n,. The quark contribution to the energy
momentum tensor reads

Lo - v n gy
Téuy :5 (Ibq’)’(HZD )wq + wqu(/% D )wq)
= @q'y('ui Dy)wq
Then one finds

A A
(P+ S T(0) | P = Shngm,

(P4 5 1 B0 D(0) | P Dimm
:2%11(13 + %) (MLN A1) +4gc()] + [A@) + B |io™ ﬁfN n> u(P — %)
On the other hand side one has
[ D [ a2 S - D D) | P - S)yrcagi
= [ ara e [ e S D) P = D)ycag

1 1 _ A 1 o _ A
:/_1dx2pﬁu(P+5)<M—NmH(x,§,t)+x H(@’,f,t)+E(9€757t)]1'0”a—>u(13—5)

And finally one has

1
/1 dxa:G‘t,()\]Y;N)

1 pt I U A W Y Yy, = A
= [ dvag [ P P4 51D | P = Dy og.
P ey A ey s A
:/dy g _1dl'€ Y <P—|—E |’llz)q(—§)Z¢D ny¢q(§) |P_5>y+:0,ﬂl:6
S N T = y., = A
= [y o 1P+ 5 1= Dis D) 1P = 5oz
A e _ A
=P+ 5 [04(0)ifh D¥nusy(0) | P~ 5)

A A
=P+ T(0) | P = Simun,
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Comparing the expressions one can read off

/11 dz [Hq(m, £,t) + B9z, €, t)} — AY(t) + BI(1)

and hence arrive at Ji‘s sum rule [27]

J9— %/11 dm:[Hq(m,f,o) n Eq(m,f,o)}

Physically J? is the fraction of the nucleon angular momentum that is carried by a quark of
the flavor q. The quark angular momentum can be decomposed into a sum of intrinsic quark
spin and the orbital contribution.

1
Jq: §AE+Lq

In 1971 Ellis and Jaffe proposed a sum rule [28] based on the assumption that the nucleon
spin is mainly given by the valence quark contributions. However the EMC collaboration [29]
found a significant deviation of the Ellis Jaffe sum rule which revealed that this could not
be correct. Now Ji‘s sum rule provides an additional tool to address the spin structure of
the nucleon experimentally. In fact most of the nucleon spin is carried by the quark angular
momentum [30] in contradiction to the oversimplified picture of the nucleon.

By considering higher spin twist 2 local operators one can derive an other interesting property
of the nucleon GPDs, the so called polynomiality property. Using Lorentz invariance one can
show that the N‘th Mellin moment of the GPDs are polynomials of the maximal order IV 4 1
[24].

1
[ o H1Gw, ) hE 4 mg e
—1

1
/1 dr N E(z,£) :eg(N) + eg(N)£2 + ...+ e%]_\ngH
Time reversal invariance dictates that the polynomials only contain even powers of the skewed-
ness parameter £. This implies that the highest power of £ is N 4+ 1 for odd N and N for even
N. Additionally the highest power of £ for H? and EY are related for odd V:

alN) _ _ paN)

N+1 = W1

One can check whether the polynomiality condition is satisfied by evaluating the integral
constraints

A way to model GPDs such that the polynomiality condition is automatically satisfied by
introducing so called double distributions has been proposed [31].
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Besides the soft transition amplitudes which we have discussed in eqs. 2.3 and 2.4 one can
construct four additional twist 2 soft transition amplitudes in QCD [33] and [34], namely

A B
[ e N (- i () | PN
o Pon)Ai— (A-n)P
2]; (P’)\)<H§(m,§,t)ia‘“nu—i—H%(x,{,t)( n) M?v( n)
A — ~H(A - Bi _ (P i
+ B (2,6, 1) (2 —a ) B (e ) _A(Ii'”” )u(P,)\)
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2My P+ 2P+

ﬂ(P/, )\/) (H%(m, &, t)io’“inﬂ + ]:I%(m, &, t) P

7 7 {2
WA = (A-m)y' | g P = (P-n)y )u(P’A)
Here ¢ and j have to be chosen as transverse indices in order to guarantee non vanishing
transition amplitudes. S denotes symmetrization of the indices i and j and subtraction of
the trace. The dual tensor F* is defined by FH = GWW‘F px- Again we have suppressed
the gauge link appearing in the bilocal operators by assumlng light cone gauge. The corre-
sponding GPDs allow for additional insights into the quark and gluon structure of the nucleon.

While HY(z,&,t), E1(x,&,t), flq(m,‘f,t) and Eq(m,g,t) conserve quark helicity the chiral odd
GPDs Hi(z,&,t), BL(x,&,t), Hh(x,&,t) and B (x,¢,t) flip the quark helicity of the struck
quark. While the chiral even GPDs can be accessed experimentally in various hard exclusive
processes the situation is more difficult for the chiral odd GPDs. While at least one process
has been proposed to study the chiral odd GPDs experimentally [32] the prospects are less
promising for these GPDs. Similarly for the gluons there exist four chiral even (gluon helicity
conserving) and four chiral odd GPDs.

Although H(z,&,t), EL(z,&,t), Hi(x,&,t) and E(z,€,t) are accessible in the framework of
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quark models [35] we will restrict further investigation to the GPDs defined in eqs. 2.3 and
2.4 in the following chapters.

In order to extract GPDs from experimental data it is important to ensure that power correc-
tions to the leading twist parametrization of the soft amplitude are small. In [25] factorization
to all orders at leading twist has been proven for DVCS. This proof involved the operator prod-
uct expansion in which the bilocal operator v (—’\7”)(’)1#()‘—2") is expressed in an infinite series of
higher spin local operators. Thus the DVCS amplitude factorizes into a hard and a soft part
with the latter containing the nonperturbative physics which is parameterized by the GPDs.

DVCS can be considered beyond leading twist. For example in [36] it has been considered to
twist 3 accuracy. The authors give a parametrization for the soft amplitudes including twist

3 GPDs. They find

N—N dA i
GUOR™ = [ B (PN |Gy S5 | PN g,

1

= 5P N) <7“H (x,&,t) +

i
2My

E(x,&,t)

I

+ % [G1(x,€,t) + MN¢G2(x,€,t)] + 1 Gs(z,¢&, t))u(P, )
N

and

(N-N) d\ i\r - An An
Gl /Ee (PN [ g(= b5t () | PoA) v —o 7, =6

I
2Mp

"}/5E~1($, 57 t)

1 VR, -
= opr P, A)(’Y“’Y5H(9C,§7t)+

"

A
+ M—’Y5G1(96 &.1) + Y sGala, €, 1) + Al gy Gs (€, t)) u(P, )

Actually we claim that only two of the three twist 3 GPDs which they introduce are indepen-
dent. In chapter 4 we provide a counting argument for the soft amplitudes which shows that
there can only be two vectorial and axial twist 3 GPDs each.

We will end the theoretical survey of DVCS by mentioning an intuitive physical interpre-
tation of the GPDs. While form factors can be understood (in the Breit frame) as Fourier
transform of the electric charge distribution and magnetization density and the forward par-
ton distributions can be pictured as parton densities in the longitudinal momentum z (in the
infinite momentum frame) it took some time after the GPDs had been introduced to develop
a similarly intuitive physical picture for the GPDs. In 2002 Burkardt [37] gave an interpre-
tation for GPDs with £ = 0 in impact parameter space. The impact parameter space GPDs
are defined by

om2

. A s
oo 1) = [ CEHI K S

and analogously for the other GPDs. He showed that these GPDs could be interpreted as
parton distributions in the transverse plane for given values of x. This picture was extended



16 Chapter 2. Deeply Virtual Compton Scattering

in [38] to finite values of skewedness. In this work quantum phase space Wigner distributions
were applied which provide a three dimensional picture of the hadron. A drawback of the use
of the Wigner distributions is that a probabilistic interpretation had to be abandoned. In the
following two figures we give the results from the latter interpretation.

x=0.01 x=0. 40 x=0. 70
1 1
0.5 0.5
0 0
0.5 0.5
-1 1
-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1

Figure 2.5: The u-quark phase-space charge distribution at different values of x. The
vertical and horizontal axis corresponds to z and | ) | respectively, measured in fm. This
figure has been taken from [38]. The GPDs are obtained in a model calculation as specified
in the reference.

x=-0.05 x=-0.40 x=0. 40 x=0. 60

0.5 0.5
0 .
-0.5 -0.5

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1

Figure 2.6: The u-quark phase-space charge distribution at different negative values of
x (left panels) and d-quark phase space charge distribution at different values of x. This
figure has been taken from [38].

Next we turn our attention to experimental aspects of DVCS. This process is measured in
lepton production of real photons, i.e.

e+p—epy
M+ p = ppy
In the deeply virtual regime the lepton masses become irrelevant for the analysis. One main

difficulty in the extraction of GPDs is that apart from Compton scattering the Bethe-Heitler
process contributes to the same final state.

Therefore one measures an interference between the Bethe-Heitler amplitude and the Compton
amplitude. Defining the inelasticity parameter

e
e

y:

S
e
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AA

Figure 2.7: The Bethe-Heitler processes contribute to the amplitude of ep — epy scat-
tering.

and the azimuthal angle between the hadronic and the leptonic plane ¢ as in figure 2.8 the

Figure 2.8: The kinematics of ep — epy in the center of mass frame of the final state
proton and photon. This figure has been taken from [39].

differential electroproduction cross section on an unpolarized target reads

do(ep — epy) _ oy zBy” 1 Ly 2
gL . =5 > | Tvos + T |
dpdtdQ?*dzp — 8t Q1 /] +4x23% € opins

where ngins denotes the sum over the spins of the final state proton and photon and the
averaging over the initial proton polarization. The condition Q2 > —t in DVCS favors the
Bethe-Heitler contribution over the DVCS contribution. This can be counteracted by choos-

ing a small value for y.

The purpose of the first measurements were to test in a model independent way whether
the Q2 behavior followed the factorization theorem prediction, i.e. whether the deeply virtual
limit is reached in the accessible kinematical regime. This could be verified by considering
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the beam spin asymmetry
do(elp) — do(e'p)
do(elp) + do(elp)

Alg) =
for which the twist expansion predicts

A(¢) = asin(¢p) + Bsin(2¢) (2.4)

with « corresponding to twist 2 contributions and 3 corresponding to twist 3 contribu-
tions. These measurements were performed at HERMES [40] at a lepton beam energy of
E = 27.6 GeV and at CLAS a similar experiment was performed [41] with E = 4.25 GeV,
Q? = 1.25 GeV?, zp = 0.19, t = —0.19 GeV?2. Both results supported the expectation that
for the given kinematics one has indeed reached the deeply virtual regime. In fact in each
experiment the parameter § was found to be compatible with zero. The results for the beam
spin asymmetries is displayed in fig. 2.9.
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Figure 2.9: The ¢ dependence of the beam spin asymmetry. The left panel displays the
HERMES result. Here the data correspond to the missing mass region between —1.5 and
+1.7 GeV. The dashed curve represents a sin(¢) dependence with an amplitude of 0.23,
while the solid curve represents the result of a model calculation [42]. The horizontal
error bars represent the bin width, and the error band below represents the systematic
uncertainty.

The right panel shows the CLAS result. The dark shaded region is the range of the
fitted function A(¢) from eq. 2.4 defined by the statistical errors of the parameters «
and B The light shaded region includes systematic uncertainties added linearly to the
statistical uncertainties. The fitted parameters are o = 0.202 £ 0.028%% £ 0.013%%¢ and
B = —0.024 £ 0.021% +0.009%%%. The curves represent three different model calculations.

In both experiments another difficulty in measuring DVCS arose, namely to ensure that one
measure exclusively. At HERMES the scattered proton was not detected. Hence one had to
deal with background contributions from ep — epr?. At CLAS the final state photon was not
detected. Thus one had to cope with photon dissociation as background process.
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The results from the first dedicated DVCS measurements from JLAB/Hall A have been pub-
lished [43] in 2006. In fig. 2.10 the differential cross sections for DVCS to order twist-3
are displayed. Here d3 denotes the helicity dependent cross section and do the helicity in-
dependent cross section. From these cross sections the angular harmonics CZ and AC? can

{
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Figure 2.10: Data and fit to d*S/[dQ?dx pjdtdp.| and d*c/[dQ*dx gjdtdd.,] as a func-
tion of ¢~. Both are in the bin (Q2, t) = (2.3,—0.28) GeV? at (xp;) = 0.36. Error bars
show statistical uncertainties. Solid lines show total fits with one-o statistical error bands.
For discussion of systematic uncertainties we refer to [43]. The dot-dot-dashed line is the
| Bethe-Heitler |? contribution to d*c. The short dashed lines in d*Y and d*o are the fitted
Im and Re parts of CT(F), respectively. The long-dashed line is the fitted Re[CT + ACT](F)
term. The dot-dashed curves are the fitted Im and Re parts of CT(Fe).

be extracted. They depend on the interference of the Bethe-Heitler amplitude with the set
F ={H,E, H,E} of twist 2 Compton form factors or the related set F eff of effective twist-3
Compton form factors, namely

, -
=F - F
CHF) =FH +ECnH =y oE
- t
CHF) =FH™ + EGuHN — o PR
N

t

T T _ _
€+ AP =AM - o

P& — EGyu(H+E)
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Here the elastic form factors Fy(t), F2(t) and Ga(t) = Fi(t) + Fa(t) appear. The Compton
form factors are defined in terms of the GPDs HY, E4, H? and F9, e.g.

1
Hla,& 1) = [ im[H(E,€.1) — HI(=E,€,1) +7>/_1 Aoy HO(a, €.1) )

q

€2 — 2

In fig. 2.11 the angular harmonics are displayed. The left panel demonstrates the absence
of a Q? dependence of Im[C%(F)] which supports the dominance of twist-2 in the DVCS
amplitude. The right panel shows the ¢t dependence of real and imaginary parts of the twist-2
angular harmonics. They are compared with a Regge model calculation which is in qualitative

agreement with the experimental findings.
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Figure 2.11: Left: Q? dependence of Im parts of (twist-2) CT(F) and (twist-3) CT(FH)
angular harmonics, averaged overt. The horizontal line is the fitted average of Im|[C*(F)].
Right: Extracted Re and Im parts of the twist-2 angular harmonics as functions of t. The
Regge model (VGG [44]) curves are described extensively in [43]. Superposed points in
both panels are offset for visual clarity. The error bars show statistical uncertainties.

In summary one can state that the existing facilities are able to address the measurement of
DVCS and therefore GPDs can be regarded not only as a theoretical playground but can be

accessed in experiments.
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2.2 N — A DVCS

The study of deeply virtual Compton scattering can be extended towards considering resonant
final states. The most prominent example for this is N — A DVCS. The soft amplitude for
this process can be parameterized in terms of N — A transition GPDs. There exist three
independent leading twist GPDs each. We choose the parametrization for the p — AT
transition

An

P A\ _an
GRS = [oe (8s PN [ 9= W (50) | 9NN g,
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which was given in [45] and [46]. The covariants which appear in these expressions read
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In the parametrization the Delta is described by the Rarita Schwinger spinor u”(P’, \') which
is constructed in the appendix. The isospin convention differs by a factor 2 from the definition
used for the respective form factors, hence the sum rules acquire a factor 2. Sum rules and
other properties of these N — A GPDs will be discussed extensively in chapter 4. Actually
the axial soft transition amplitude given above is overparameterized with four covariants. In
chapter 4 we will only use k1, k3 and k4 to parameterize this amplitude.
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The kinematics has to be adapted for the N — A transition. One has
_ M?
Pr =pt + Tnu
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In the Bjorken limit we again find
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The boundary for the skewedness parameter £ due to the requirement that the longitudinal
momentum fractions must be positive reads

— M3+ M3+ /2 = 2(M3 + MRt + (M3 — M3)?

0<¢g<
. 2(M3 + M%) —t

<1

Finally we have the useful relation
A2 = —(1- ¢t -2 |1+ MR - (1 - )M}

Contrary to the N — N transition the N — A transition is not so well explored. Among the
known theoretical input for the N — A GPDs are large N¢ relations which relate them to
the nucleon GPDs. The leading large N¢ relations were given in [45] and read

Hiy(,6,0) =—= | ", €.0) — B, €,1)

\/g -
Ci(z,&,t) =V/3 [ﬁU(x,g,t) (@6, 1)

O, £, 1) :? [EU(m,g,t) . Ed(x,f,t): . (2.6)
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Recently additional large N¢ inspired relations were given [47]:
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(2B%(z.6,t) - B*(,¢, t))]

(2.7)

The experimental situation for the N — A transition naturally is less explored than the
N — N transition. The magnetic N — A transition form factor is quite well measured. It is

displayed in the figure below.
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Figure 2.12: The dominant vector form factor for the N — A transition. This figure
is taken from [/8].

For the electric and Coulomb form factors less is known. It is custom to give the ratios

o
EIM == @
G(Q?)

SIM X~ G @)

From perturbative QCD the limit of these ratios is known [49] [50] for large values of Q2.

E/M =1
2
/M o (Mi ?ﬁ + Q2> e log(cg;/Az)

For low values of Q2 a good description of experimental data for the ratios £/M and S/M
has been obtained using chiral perturbation theory [51].
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Figure 2.13: The E/M and S/M ratios for the N — A transition. This figure is taken
from [48].

After this short survey of N — A transition form factors which are connected to the GPDs
via sum rules we discuss the experimental aspects of N — A DVCS.

As already mentioned in the last section it is often difficult to measure N — N DVCS
exclusively. For example at HERMES the final state proton could not be detected. Thus the
processes shown in fig. 2.14 can not be distinguished.

For the non resonant contributions estimates have been given [52] by parameterizing the
associated DVCS processes. Model calculations for N — A transition GPDs like we provide
them in this thesis can be used to implement a Monte Carlo simulation for the resonant
contribution and thus giving an estimate for this background process.

Luckily it is possible to perform dedicated experiments to measure N — A DVCS exclusively
thus allowing to access N — A GPDs experimentally. At CLASQJLAB such a measurement
was performed [53]. The CLAS detector provides sufficient energy and angular resolution to
identify the final states in the reaction ep — e’n’w. The kinematics is sketched in the figure
below.

Like for N — N DVCS one has to deal with the concurring Bethe-Heitler process.

The invariant mass spectrum of the (n7™) final state in the process ep — ey(nwtn) clearly
demonstrates that in this experiment it is possible to distinguish A(1232), N*(1520) and
N*(1680) in the final states.

In conclusion we can state that N — A GPDs not only help in identifying background
contributions to N — N DVCS measurements but provide an interesting experimental issue
in itself.
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Figure 2.14: Three contributions which cannot be distinguished by the detector at HER-
MES. The upper figure is N — N DVCS. The lower left contribution is the non resonant
contribution to the process ep — e'ymOp'. The lower right figure gives the resonant con-
tribution to ep — €' yn0p'.

2.3 Other related processes

In this section we will provide a short overview for physical processes associated with GPDs.
As one learns from the factorization theorem GPDs are universal quantities. Hence it is no
wonder that they turn up again in the parametrization of similar processes.

One example is hard electroproduction of mesons, eN — e'N’'M. Analogously to DVCS
factorization could be shown for this process if the incoming virtual photon is longitudinally
polarized [54]. The diagram for the factorized meson electroproduction amplitude is given in
fig. 2.17.

The amplitudes for electroproduction of longitudinally polarized vector mesons read

M&L =— ie%% [/01 dzq)VLi(Z)} %(47@5)

z

. <AVL NU(Ppu(P) + By, Nyu(P')ic"™ ZHMA]\;\ u(P))

where @y, (2) is the distribution amplitude for a longitudinally polarized vector meson. The
GPDs enter in the amplitudes A and B. For the different vector mesons they read [55]
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Nj M)

Figure 2.15: The kinematics for the process ep — e'pr™ measured at CLASQJLAB.
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While in DVCS one always gets a convolution of GPDs one obtained them directly if doubly
virtual Compton scattering (VVCS) could be accessed experimentally.

A process where VVCS is involved is the long studied elastic scattering process. In 2003
Guichon and Vanderhaeghen remarked [56] that for high virtualities the leading one photon
exchange process is insufficient to describe the experimental results for elastic scattering. Thus
they considered the two photon exchange process.

In a partonic picture the leading contributions to this two photon exchange process stem from
the box diagrams [57]

Recognizing the soft amplitudes in the box diagrams it comes as no surprise that GPDs ap-
pear in the parametrization of two photon exchange processes.

Finally just like we presented in the last section for N — A transition, DVCS can be ex-
tended towards other resonance transitions. The results from CLAS have already proven that
it is possible to discriminate at least three different resonance regions. Therefore the study of
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Figure 2.16: The invariant mass spectrum of the (nm™) final state in the process
ep — ey(mTn).

other resonance transition processes seems worthwhile.

The framework of quark models provides a possible tool to access such N — resonance tran-
sition GPDs. Like for N — N GPDs the first steps that have to be performed are to write
down the parametrization for the soft amplitudes.

As an example we consider the N — Sy transition. Applying kinematic constraints and the
equation of motion one finds the minimal set of independent Lorentz covariants: y#, P*, A*
and Y5, Phrys, Atqys. Since N — S1p is a parity odd transition (J™ = %Jr — J" = %7) the
soft amplitudes can be parameterized as following

—S d)‘ z x
GRS = [ e (50 P X | G- Wt (50 | 9NN, _og.

=5pr (P X) [Bﬂx’&t)m + B2<x,5,t><15 )5 + Ba(@, €, )(A - n)s (P, )
511 dX\ i\, Ly
GX&I/),\ s ):/47T AT (S PN | (= )?/i7375¢( )!p,N Nyt —0.7, =6

:”%u(P' V) [31(96,5,16)% - Bg(x,{,t)(ﬁ ‘n) + By(z, &, 8)(A - n)]u(P, )

The kinematics and sum rules can be discussed along the lines of arguments in the last section.
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Figure 2.17: The factorized meson electroproduction amplitude. The lower 4 panels
constitute the leading order diagrams for the hard scattering part T of the meson elec-
troproduction amplitude. These figures have been taken from [55].

Figure 2.18: In VVCS both the initial and the final photon are off-shell.
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Figure 2.19: Two photon exchange processes have to be considered to describe elastic
scattering at high virtualities.

o 8

Figure 2.20: The box diagrams which are the leading contributions to two photon ex-
change.




Chapter 3

Quark models on the light front

3.1 Introduction

Quark models have been studied already before the advent of QCD when it became clear that
the partons inside the baryons obeyed flavor symmetry. Although it was very early obvious
that the constituent quarks with a high mass about a third of the nucleon mass are different
from the current quarks (which can be probed in DIS) (see e.g. [58]) quark models achieved
to explain many of the observed properties of the baryons, like masses, magnetic moments,
existence of excited states in a qualitative way!.

The idea of quark models can be shortly summarized as following: Three constituent quarks
form a baryon in such a way that they obey flavor, color and spin symmetry. Many predic-
tions (like magnetic moments) can be obtained from the SU(6) symmetry alone. The baryon
spectrum was first calculated using non relativistic interactions [59]. The remarkable success
of this description however also displays the arbitrariness of quark models as the many dis-
crepancies can be absorbed into more and more parameters of the model.

Since the 1960’s quark models have been refined more and more. Various ideas to include
relativistic kinematics have been developed. They include relativistic versions of quark mod-
els (for an overview see [60]), additional interactions like pion dynamics [61] and allowing for
constituent quark substructure (see e.g. [62]).

In this thesis we employ a relativistic quark model using the light front form. In 1941
Dirac discovered that there exist three forms of relativistic dynamics [19]. The light front
has the largest possible kinematical subgroup and allows for an easy implementation of a
fully relativistic wave function. This dynamical form has firstly been introduced to the idea
of quark models by Terent’ev and Berestetsky [63]. Reducing the Fock space to three quark
states and identifying them with constituent quarks allows for an access of not only form fac-
tors but even of generalized parton distributions. This overlap representation has been worked
out by Diehl et al. [64] and has been applied to calculate nucleon GPDs in a quark model [65].

'Roughly speaking the predictions of quark model calculations describe the properties of baryons to an
accuracy of 30% (which includes the prediction of number of baryon states)

30
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Even if the quark model which we use is relativistic in itself the calculation of observables re-
quires an approximation which destroys relativistic covariance. We will discuss this drawback
at the end of this chapter.

3.2 From SU(6) to quark model wave functions

The observation behind the quark model idea is the observation of the approximate symmetry
of SU(6). To be more precise the observation of the remarkable pattern in the masses and
hypercharges of the observed baryon spectrum. The ground state hadrons can be ordered in
the following patterns:

KO(198) Y K+ (494) K*(800) Y K*+(892)
: 0 2 ]
7(140) 7 70(135) | n(548) Lrt(140)  p(776) P(770) | w(782) . pt(776)
‘ 17(959) iy $(1020) L
‘ 8 IS - é
K (494) K0(498) K*(892) K*(800)

Figure 3.1: Pseudo scalar (left figure) and vector (right figure) meson nonets. The
numbers in brackets are the meson masses in MeV.

n(940) Y p(938) A(1232)  A°(1232) YA+(1232) A++(1232)
o ) @ ¢

$*(1385) %, ¥*0(1385) | XH(1385)

s (19r), $0(1193) L nr(sy)

A(1116) ST
= (1530) E01530)

| Q-(1672)" |/

= (121 =i{1an1)

Figure 3.2: Baryon octet (left figure) and baryon decuplet (right figure). The numbers
in brackets are the baryon masses in MeV.
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Here the hyper charge is defined as the sum of baryon number and strangeness
Y=B+S

and the isospin projection I3 can be expressed via the Gell-Mann - Nishijima relation

Y
= I —_—
Q=1I3+-
More often than not it is a symmetry which results in such a pattern. In this case the
symmetry behind this pattern is flavor SU(3). In fact a fundamental triplet consisting of
three quarks exists of which these patterns emerge naturally.

Y Y

I3

I3

Figure 3.3: The fundamental quark triplet and antitriplet.

The properties of the quarks which appear in this fundamental triplet are summarized in the
following table:

flavor Q |Is |S |B|Y
p) T T 11
up 3 19 |0 1303
down — % —% 0 % %
strange | — é 0 -1 é — %

Table 3.1: Properties of the light quarks.

Then the meson nonet can be expressed as quark antiquark states
q=3®3=148

In fact the pseudoscalar meson nonet can be understood as a meson octet (K% K+, K= K°,
710, 1g) and a meson singlet ;. The physical mesons 7, 7 are then mixtures of the states 7
and ng which is possible since they possess the same quantum numbers J* = 0~.
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The same argument applies to the vector meson nonet (JX = 17). A singlet w; and an
octet state wg mix (in a nearly ideal way?) to produce the physical vector mesons
w and ¢.

In order to understand the baryon octet and decuplet one has to consider a three quark
state

q=333=19808d 10

It can be decomposed into an antisymmetric singlet, a mixed symmetric and a mixed antisym-
metric octet and a symmetric decuplet. However this only solves the problem partly. While
we can identify the decuplet and one octet there is obviously one octet missing. Further more
possible candidates for the baryon singlet like A(1405) have quantum numbers .J ¥ which differ
from those of the octet (unlike for the meson nonet).

The question whether all representations can be realized in the ground state is answered by
the Pauli principle. Firstly the existence of the A™T requires an additional quantum number,
color. A totally antisymmetric color wave function reconciles the existence of AT = ululu!
with the Pauli principle. The latter then obviously requires a symmetric wave function
Vpace, spin, flavor- LThe spatial wave function for the ground state is symmetric. Since spin
SU(2) provides no antisymmetric state the singlet baryon is forbidden in the ground state.
In the same spirit one can show that there can only be one ground state octet. The physical
multiplets can in fact be obtained from symmetry arguments alone. One has to consider the
(broken) SU(6) symmetry which is provided by spin and flavor: SU(2) x SU(3). Then one
can decompose

6®06®6=>56@ 707020

where the 56 plet contains symmetric spin flavor states and includes the decuplet (10,4) and
the octet (8,2). There are 70 plets with mixed (anti)symmetric spin flavor states (Mg, Ma)
each and a 20 plet with antisymmetric spin flavor states.

From the Pauli principle it follows that the spatial wave functions must be symmetric for
the 56 plet, mixed (anti)symmetric for the 70 plets and antisymmetric for the 20 plet. Conse-
quently the lowest lying 56 plet has the spatial wave function (1s)3, for the lowest lying 70 plet
one has (1s)2(1p) and for the lowest lying 20 plet (1s)(1p)2. This implies a mass ordering for
these multiplets resulting in the 56 plet lying below the 70 plet and the latter lying below the
20 plet. This explains the different behavior of the baryon octet in contrast to the meson nonet.

The baryon mass spectrum gives rise to the idea of constituent quark masses in the order
of a third of the nucleon mass. This symmetry reasoning allowed the prediction of the 2~
baryon in the decuplet before it was observed.

The quark model consists basically of the explicit construction of wave functions which obey
the above symmetry arguments and identifying the quarks in the fundamental triplet with
constituent quarks of roughly a third of the nucleon mass.

2The ideal mixing angle between the states is such that for the flavor contents one obtains ¢ = 5s and
w= % (ut + dd).
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In the following we will restrict ourselves to the construction of baryon wave functions. These
wave functions can be written as product of color-, spatial-, flavor- and spin wave function.

(s, 7i, Nis ¢i) = 0(ci) - (pi) - @(73) - x(Ni)
Concerning the color wave function 6(c;) we only need to know that it is antisymmetric. This
can be realized using the Slater determinant. In the following we will omit it.

In SU(2) spin one can construct symmetric, mixed symmetric and mixed antisymmetric states:

xE =111 b= (1 11t 1)
4] 4 _
xs® = = (T + 110+ 1) xs® =111
o1 !
Xhis = = (2110 =011+ 1N T) Xns = e ((L+ 1D L2 11)
1 1
XA = S =In1 Xhra = =11 (3.1)

In flavor SU(3) symmetric, mixed symmetric, mixed antisymmetric and antisymmetric states
are possible. Since the quantum numbers of the quarks have to match the quantum numbers
of the desired baryon the wave function can be obtained by a Clebsch-Gordon construction.
Identification with the observed baryons explains the labeling of the possible flavor states
given below:

1
¢§++ = uuu ¢§+ = % <uud + udu + duu)
1 -
= —|udd + duad + aau =
$° \/g( dd + dud + dd ) $2” = ddd
x 1 x 1
05 = NG (uus + usu + suu) b5 C = 76 (Uds + usd + dus + dsu + sud + Sdu>
*— 1 =%0 1
b = —F (dds + dsd + sdd) by =—= (uss + sus + ssu)
V3 V3
o= 1 -
b =—= (dss + sds + ssd) oL = sss
V3
P (ond — (ud + d o= A ((ud + du)d — 2dd
M,S_%(uu — (ud + U)U) (bM,S_%((U + du)d — U)
(b]%dfs = % (2uu3 — (ug —+ 3u)u> (b%zs = \/% <Sdu + sud + dsu + usd — 2(du + Ud)S)
1 - 1
Vs = =|dsu — usd+ sdu — su Vs =—x= s—(ds+ s
PhLS 5 (d d + sd d Oir.s 7 2dds — (ds + sd)d
1

(b%;’s = % ((us + su)s — 2ssu) (ﬁ/fts =7 ((ds + sd)s — 2ssd>

5
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1

¢MA— \/5(“5—5“)” MA—

A 1
Phra = ﬁ <sdu — sud + usd — dsu — 2(du — ud)s) quA

= 1 —-
Phra = %(US — su)s Orra =

gbﬁ = 1 <s(du —ud) + usd — dsu + (du — ud)s)
V6

35
%(ud —du)d
%(dsu + usd — sud — sdu)
\}_(ds —sd)d
E(ds — sd)s

(3.2)

Then combining spin and flavor in SU(2)spin X SU(3)favor One finds the spin flavor wave
functions for the multiplets. We give them in the following table:

‘ multiplet ‘ symmetry ‘ wave function ‘ degeneracy ‘

56 S psXs (10,4)
7(¢M SXM,5 + Or,AXM,A) (8,2)

70 M,S PsXM,S (10,2)
Pr,SXS (8,4)

%(¢M AXM,A — OM,SXM,S) (8,2)

PAXM,A (1,2)

70 M,A GSXM,A (10,2)
Par,AXS (8,4)

%(¢M SXM,A + OMAXM,S) (8,2)

PAXM,S (1,2)

20 A PAXS (1,4)
%(ﬁbM,SXM,A — dm,AXM,S) (8,2)

Table 3.2: The spin flavor wave functions for the baryon multiplets.

Before proceeding with the discussion of spatial wave functions let us apply these SU(6) wave
functions to calculate the magnetic moments p,, p, and M; A+
flavor states can be read off from the tables above:

1
| p,A) = 7 (¢€\4,5X§\\4,S + ¢€\4,AX3\M,A>

1
| n,\) = 7 (qﬁrz&,sxf\w,s + ¢7M,AX§\\4,A)

| AT,

A)

At A
:¢S

We consider the magnetic moment operator

2 1 1
M = u(—au — =04 — —O’S>

3 3 3

The required baryon spin

(3.3)
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Exploiting the wave function symmetry one then can write

3
> o, 1ML p, 1) = 3ulp, 1 @0 | p, 1)

i=1

The matrix elements can now be calculated using the spin flavor wave functions above. One
finds

(s e Vhra) = ; (@14 €® | B a) = _%
( ?\4,5 | e? | ¢§)\4,s> =0 (P, | el | Phrs) = %
(68" 1e® | @hy4) =0 (¢85 1e®) | ¢hy ) = %5
Ok |0 | Xy ) =1 (Whis 109 [ Xhrs) = =3
(s |72 | xiga) =0 (s 10 | Xirs) = ¥

Combining the above results one obtains

2 2v/2
Hp = p Hn = —§MMPA+ = TM

The experimental value for the ratio of proton and neutron magnetic moment

B _ 146

Hn,

is remarkably well described. Concerning the magnetic transition moment u; A+ One has to
emphasize that this pure SU(6) calculation still presumes that the baryon 56 plet is degener-
ate.

Therefore the description of the baryon spectrum requires knowledge about the spatial wave
function. Thus we have to extend our symmetry consideration to the group SU(6) x O(3).
It is custom to develop the spatial wave function in terms of harmonic oscillator wave func-
tions. For the positive parity baryons (which include the A and the nucleon) the resulting
supermultiplets up to N = 2 can be classified by

N | multiplet | spin flavor symmetry | spatial symmetry

0| (56,07) S S

2 | (56,07) S S
(70,05) M M
(56,25) S S
(70,25) M M
(20,15) A A

Table 3.3: The lowest lying multiplets of SU(6) x O(6).
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All the above super multiplets contain the octet (8,2) and except for (20,15) also contain
the decuplet?® (10,4). Thus the spatial wave functions 0sg, 254, 25,5 2Dg, 2p,, and 2p, have
to be combined with the respective spin flavor wave functions to produce the %Jr octet and
the %Jr decuplet. Obviously different excited states of the harmonic oscillator can contribute
to these J© states. Whether only the ground state contributes to the lowest lying physical
positive baryons depends on the interaction which breaks the SU(6) symmetry.

We will shortly review a prominent example of an early quark model, the Isgur-Karl model

[59][66]. They combine a harmonic oscillator with an anharmonic perturbation U and a
hyperfine interaction VP,

> (i 2
H = (ml 4+ =
i=1 2m

)

)+ i+ X (U6 + V)
1<j

i<j

Their hyperfine interaction only contains spin-spin and tensor contributions:

?

Vhyp _ 20[75<8_ﬂ-6(3)(,,:»2)§ 3+ 3(5; ) ?l])(gj ’ "/:ZJ) — 35 §]>
3mimj 3 I J T?j

While the notation ag still suggests that the meaning of the hyperfine interaction is described

by one gluon exchange the omission of spin-orbit terms reveals that this interaction is rather

phenomenologically motivated and ag bears no special meaning in the Isgur-Karl model. The

anharmonic perturbation which removes the degeneracy of the N = 2 harmonic oscillator en-

ergies is not specified in the IK model. Instead five parameters are introduced to distinguish

these states.

In order to obtain the spatial wave functions with the respective symmetry Ny one firstly
must eliminate the spurious center of mass coordinate. In the simple case of equal quark
masses this is done by introducing the coordinates

— (1~ 7)
= =T
p \/5 1 2

r . .
)\:—(T1—|—T‘2—2’I“3)

V6
2 2
DX p, 3K
=Hy= 2+ 4+ —
07 om + 2m + 2
Then one can identify the harmonic oscillator wave functions with a given symmetry and
combine them with the spin-flavor wave functions with corresponding symmetry.

(0* + %)

The tensor force term triggers admixtures between the super multiplets given in tab. 3.3.
As an example we quote the physical state for the nucleon

| N) ~ 0.9 | N,0g.) — 0.34 | N,2g.) — 0.27 | N,2s,,) —0.06 | N,2p,,)

A similar admixture of d-waves in the A allows for a finite electric N — A transition ampli-
tude, which was forbidden in pure SU(6) by the Moorhouse selection rule [67].

3The angular momentum involved in the d wave allows for the existence of the decuplet (10,4) even if the
latter does not appear in the 70 plet given in tab. 3.2.
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Once the physical baryon states are constructed one can calculate the matrix elements (us-
ing the interaction hamiltonian and thus obtain the baryon spectrum. To avoid misunder-
standings, the free parameters of the model m, 4, ms, ag, K and the above mentioned five
parameters for the anharmonic distortion are fitted to the baryon spectrum. Nevertheless the
predictive power of this model is quite high concerning the number of baryon states which are
described by it.

Let us conclude this review of the IK model with the presentation of its predictions for
the baryon spectrum. The ground state baryons are described very successfully and even for
the excited baryon states one finds good agreement with the data.

mass (MeV)
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Figure 3.4: The positive (upper figure) and negative (lower figure) parity baryons with
S=0 as predicted by the IK model (solid bar) and seen in experiment (shaded region).
These figures have been taken from [59] and [66].
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The quark model which we will employ throughout this thesis is in a sense much simpler than
the Isgur Karl model. We follow the idea of Schlumpf [68] and choose the simplest possible
ansatz for the spatial wave function, i.e. a gaussian. As we are not interested in calculating
the baryon spectrum we do not have to bother with specifying the interaction that describes
the quark model, either. Instead the only two free parameters, the quark mass and the slope
of the gaussian are adjusted such that the form factor G?\/I(QQ) is well described. Obviously
this ansatz implies less predictive power than e.g. the IK model, but it has the merit of
phenomenological simplicity. In another way this model is more elaborate as it treats the
quark model relativistically. We will discuss this in more detail in the next section.

3.3 Quark models on the light front

In a relativistic model treatment Poincare invariance has to be respected. This means that the
generators of the Poincare group (space time translations P* and pure Lorentz transformations
MM have to satisfy the commutation relations

[P*, P"] =0

[M}LV’ Pa] i(Pugua o Pugua)
[MH* MP7] = i(g"P MP — gMP MP7 + gho MYP — g% MHP)

The physical interpretation of the Lorentz transformations is apparent if one rewrites them
such that they become the generators of angular momentum and Lorentz boosts

1 ,
JZ = §€ijijk
Ki — MOi

In 1949 Dirac has given a classification [19] of forms of relativistic dynamics which combine
the restricted principle of relativity with the Hamiltonian formulation of dynamics. He distin-
guished three genuinely different forms of hamiltonian dynamics. They differ in the choice of
the kinematical subgroup (stability group) which leaves a hyperplane on which physical initial
conditions are specified (i.e. quantization is done with respect to the coordinate which spans
the hyperplane) invariant. The other generators of the Poincare group are called dynamical
operators (Dirac called them Hamiltonians).

Firstly there is the familiar instant form (IF) where the three vector of total momentum
P and J are kinematical, while the 0 component of total momentum P° and the Lorentz
boosts K are dynamical operators. In the instant form the invariant hyperplane of the kine-
matical subgroup is given by t = tg.

Secondly the point (PF) form which has M*” as kinematical subgroup while the compo-
nents of the total momentum four vector P* are the dynamical operators. The quantization

surface for the point form is given by z, 2/ = a®? > 0 with z° > 0.

Finally there is the (light) front form (LF) which we will use to formulate the quark model
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which we use in this thesis. With the generators

P+:PO+P3

]5’J_
E1:M+1:K1+J2
E?=M?=K>-J!
J. = M"
K,=M"*

the front form has the largest possible kinematical subgroup. The dynamical generators are
p-
Flepl—g!_ 2
F2:M72:K2+J1

The kinematical operators leave the hyperplane ¢ 4+ z = 0 invariant.

‘cl -‘ct

The instant form The front form The point form

Figure 3.5: Illustration of the forms of relativistic dynamics.

For the light front coordinates we choose the convention

At =4+ A
At = (Al A%

The light front Hamiltonian
M2+ P2

is bounded hence its sign depends on P* alone. This property is an advantage of the LF form
which becomes transparent if one considers specific processes. For example if one considers
electromagnetic form factors of the nucleon the fact that P is always non negative forbids
contributions from diagrams which change the number of partons in the nucleon. One can
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choose the Drell-Yan frame where g™, the + component of the photon is zero. Then it follows
from the positivity constraint on PT that diagrams like in fig. 3.6 that would contribute to
off-diagonal Fock amplitudes are forbidden.

In the instant form on the contrary one would have to consider amplitudes with different
Fock states, for instance (qqqqq | J* | gqq). In constituent quark models (CQM) one misses
all contributions of amplitudes that contain higher Fock states. But at least it is assuring
that in the LF form the form factors can be evaluated consistently in the sense, that the
model assumption of the CQM concerning the number of partons in the nucleon is compati-
ble with the evaluation of the electromagnetic form factors. The same holds for DVCS in the
kinematical regime £ <z < 1.

VALY

Figure 3.6: This graph is forbidden in the Drell-Yan frame

In the following we will present a convenient derivation of LF boosts and spinors by identifying
the LF form with the infinite momentum frame (IMF). This idea goes back to Susskind [69].

Consider two reference frames. In the reference frame A (A) a baryon is at rest, in the
reference frame B (B), it has the four momentum

E

0
n—
P 0
P

The Lorentz boost 4 L.(wp) which maps A to B is thus expressed using the baryon momen-
tum. Next consider a particle (e.g. a quark) with the momentum £* in A. If we denote its
momentum in B by p# the Lorentz boost L.(wp) acts like

ko cosh(w) + k3 sinh(w)

kq

ko ’
ko sinh(w) + k. cosh(w)

p" = L.(wp) k' =

where

E P
cosh(wp) = — and sinh(wp) = —
(wp) = 57 (wp) = 7
4During the identification of IMF and LF we will denote instant form boosts with L. and light front boosts
with Ly.
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The IMF is now obtained from B by sending the baryon momentum in z—direction to infinity.
In this limit the z—component of the quark momentum p, does not stay finite either. Instead

one considers the finite fraction »
S

P

With help of this momentum fraction one can expand pg and E:

pi +m?

-2
5 O

po = \/m2+p§+pi = \JPPP2 4+ +m2=nP+

M2
P2+ =P+ —=+0
— + 55 + 0P
Here M denotes the mass of the baryon and m the mass of the (free) quark. Using
k= Lo (wp)p!

one obtains

ko = KnPjLWJrO(Pz)) ]\14 (PJF]QW_;JFO( )> _npﬁ}
1
2

In the infinite momentum limit one can then define

kT =ko+ks=nM
pi—i—m2

k= ko — kg = VAR

which agrees with our notation for light front coordinates. Note that the quark momentum
fraction is identical with the 4+ component of the light front momentum fraction:

_ ot 0 +p (k4 k) + (R k) R

~ P+ E+P E+P Mo

In the following, LF momenta shall be denoted with k& = (k*,k*, k). Formally the IMF
and LF form can be identified in the following way:

m

k= lim [L7(wp)Le(wy)]

P—oo

=: L¢(wg)

o oo
oo o3

In order to establish an identification of all LF generators of the Poincare group consider a
Lorentz frame C, where the quark has the momentum &# and which is connected to B via a
(canonical) boost in z-direction:

Kt = Lo(w,)pH



3.3. Quark models on the light front 43

The LF boost in z-direction can then be identified with the IMF boost in z-direction, via

K= Phjnoo [Le(wz)Le(wp)] 0
0
. . _ 0
= Jim [Lefws)Lelwop)] Jim (Lo wp)Le(wy)] |
0
= lim [Le(w:)Le(wp)) k . Thus
Lf(w:) = Phjnoo [Le(wz)Le(wp)]

obviously then the LF-boost in z-direction acts on LF momenta like
K = Li(w,)k" = exp(w,)kt
k't = Ly(w)kt =kt
K~ = Ly(w,)k™ = exp(—w, )k~

This boost is generated by one of the Poincare group generators, namely K ,.

Next we want to identify the LF boosts in perpendicular direction. Let D be the Lorentz

frame which is obtained from B by a rotation around the x-axis with the angle® €, =: w,, - %.

For the quark momentum in D one finds
ky, = cos(ez)py + sin(ex)p- and
k. = cos(ez)p. — sin(ez)py

After taking the limit P — oo one can identify this (infinitesimal) IMF rotation around the
x-axis with the so called LF boosts in y-direction by defining

Lywy) = Jim [Rles)Lelwp)
One finds:
K*=Ly(wy)kt = k"
K, = Li(oyks = by
ky = Ly(wy)ky = ky + wyk™
With the particle being on shell it follows
K™ =Li(wy)k™ =k +wy (2ky +wy k™)

From these transformation laws one can read off, that this Lorentz transformation is generated
by the sum of the generators for a boost in z-direction and a rotation around the y-axis

E'=k'+J?

®The labeling of w, is no misprint but reveals the fact that the LF boost in y-direction relates to an
infinitesimal rotation around the x-axis in the IMF
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The same can be done for a rotation around the y-axis in the IMF. Here one finds
K~ = Li(w)k™ =k~ 4wy (Qkx + Wy k:Jr)
which is generated by
E2— ! _ g2

The invariance of the hypersphere perpendicular to the LF time ¢+ z under the above defined
LF boosts can be seen from the fact, that the + component is only multiplied with a factor un-
der these transformations. (Additionally one can see easily that the LF boosts form a group).
The other 4 Poincare transformations which belong to the LF kinematical subgroup are the
rotation around the z-axis (only the perpendicular components change, the IMF limit does
not matter), translations in x- and y-direction (with the same argument) and the translation
in - direction (generated by PT). The three remaining Poincare transformations (translation
in LF time generated by the LF Hamiltonian P~, F' and F? form the dynamical subgroup.

A key issue for the convenient use of the LF form for composite particles is the possibil-
ity to separate the internal momenta of the composite system from the external ones such,
that the internal momenta are invariant under the kinematical subgroup.

Consider for example a baryon consisting of three quarks. Denote the baryon momentum
by P = (P, P,) and the quark momenta by p; = (p;",5;1). Then one can choose e.g. the
internal coordinates

_n
i = py
kii=piL —xziPL (3.4)

such that

inzl
D ki =0

From the explicit transformation rules for the kinematical subgroup one can verify the invari-
ance of the above chosen internal momenta. As examples we verify their invariance under LF
boosts.

For a LF boost in z-direction one finds:

it _ eaplwa)p _ pf
P+ exp(w,)Pt Pt

. - . S .
kip =k =p; —x; P =pi — i P =k

/
Ti— Ty = =x; and

Under a LF boost in perpendicular direction one verifies:

i pf
P+ p+

7 oA 'l = -+
kip = k) =p; —x; P =p;i1 +d1p; —$i<

= <ﬁil - xiﬁL> + 31 (pf —aPt) =kiy

xi—>x§: =x; and

|+ QLPJr)
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Invariance under the other 4 transformations of the kinematical subgroup can be verified anal-
ogously. This property is one key issue which features the LF form as it guarantees that wave
functions which are expressed in terms of internal coordinates are invariant under Lorentz
boosts.

Next we have to construct LF spinors. The transformation of instant form spinors into LF
spinors is known as Melosh rotation [70]. From the requirement of Lorentz invariance of the
Lagrangian for a free spin 1/2 particle one knows how the representations of the Lorentz—boost
for four vectors and spinors are connected. Infinitesimally this connection can be written as

ot — 't = A, = (g™ + ) 2,

Bla) = o) = SAl) = (1= o ) u(a”)

For the boost in z—direction (needed for L.(wp)) one has

cosh(w) 0 0 —sinh(w) 0 00 —w
0 1 0 0 000 O
mo_ =
M 0 0 1 0 =10 00 o0
—sinh(w) 0 0 cosh(w) w 0 0 0
Together with
0 0 + O
ts0__%os_Lloos 30_1]10 0 0 —
r G S A A | PRI
0 0 0
one finds
0 0 35 0
i 0 0 0 -v
S(Leleor)) = eon (4o ) =emn | § ) (P
0 -2 0 0
cosh(%) 0 sinh(%) 0
_ 0 cosh(%) 0 —sinh(%)
sinh(%) 0 cosh(%) 0
0 —sinh(%) 0 cosh(%)

With the expressions for the IF spinors (see appendix A) one finds for the LF spinors

urr(k,s) = lim [S(Lc_l(wp))S(Lc(wp))u(O,s)]

P—oo

= lim [S(L; (wp))u(p,s)]

P—oo

po+m

= lim +/py+m
P—oo [—Ugsinh(%) + oot cosh( } x(s)

[cosh(%) — 939D ginh (¥ ]
@)
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To evaluate the infinite momentum limit an expansion of this expression in powers of P! is
required. With

w E+M

cosh(g) =14/ i and
il
2

, _/E-M JE+M P  |JE+M M _9
sinh(z) = \/ o VNV em BEvm - VN oM <1 p HoF )>
one yields
- 1 m+k++5ﬂ_/a_0'3 X(S)
uLF(k,s) = |: ] (3.5)

V2Kt |:—O'3 (m —k+) + &ﬂ?ﬁ] x(s)

introducing ky, = k1 — ik and kr = k1 + iks one finds the light front spinors

m + kT —k‘L
LF okt | kT —m ’ LE okt kL
/{?R —kJr +m

For later convenience we give here the representation for the Melosh rotation in a two com-
ponent Pauli spinor basis. It can be read off from eq. 3.5 and the normalization condition for
the Pauli spinors in IF and LF:

(m+k+)+ﬁlgl03

XEb(k) = Rep(R)x (k") with  Rep(k) = L
\/(m + k)2 + k2

(3.6)

We should emphasize that the meaning of LF spin is different from the canonical spin (as one
sees already from the fact that the Melosh rotation mixes the “spin states”):

a(k, N)upp(k, ) #0  for X # N

In the instant form it denotes the spin projection in z-direction whereas in LF form it is an
eigenvalue of the helicity operator, although only in the k; = 0 frame it is the projection of
spin along the direction of motion.

Until now we have shown how the Melosh rotation looks for a free spin 1/2 particle state
and thus how it acts on a spinor. Next we have to consider a composite particle. Let us
construct a hadron state. Again we use a different notation for IF and LF momenta:

= (k*, kL) LF
= (ka, ky, k=) IF

Furthermore states will be denoted with [f] (light front) and [c] (canonical=instant) respec-
tively. The meaning of the respective spin variable then follows from the context. The Melosh
transformation does not affect the isospin so in the following we will not display this degree
of freedom explicitly. We will denote the momentum of the composite particle with P, the
momenta of the constituents with p; and the internal coordinates of the constituents (eq. 3.4)
with (1'“]7ZJ_)
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First the light front hadron states can be expressed in terms of single particle states:

dz o o
| P.A) )= Z/ [d*p1] % (P17P27P3) | B, b1, D2, P3) (3.7)

where (3 is an index for color, helicity and flavor (implying the CG construction for the
respective hadron) and

f;H

3
d*p;
[d%F ] = 16736 Z 161; -

These states are normalized according to
(PN | PN g = 1672 PTo(PT — P63 (P — PL)dwa

The normalization of the wave function reads
- A ~ o~ o~
S [1asliags] 19} Gr.pi) =1
B8

Bearing in mind that LF spin has a different meaning than the canonical spin the main diffi-

culty in working with the LF form lies in the construction of the wave function ng[f ] (P1,D2,D3)-
In order to apply the SU(6) construction of the hadron wave functions it is necessary to es-
tablish a connection between the IF wave function and the LF wave function.

In the instant form one can write the hadron state as
3
=4 - A - o o - o o
’ P7 )‘>[c} = Z/H(dpz>¢g[6}(2?l7p27p3) ’ ﬁ7p17p27p3> . (38)
8 i=1

The IF hadron states are normalized according to
(PN | PN =03 (P — P)dgg

The wave function normalization reads

3
- A o o o
Z/H(zn) |03 (B, o) =1 (3.9)
8 i=1
Following eq. 3.6 the single quark state transforms according to

’ﬁy \/2]30 277 ZD)\/)\ cf ’pa/\/ >[] . (3'10)

The factor 1/16m3py stems from the different normalization of the states in LF and IF and
from the Jacobi determinant | g—’l The connection between instant and light front form

S
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can be established easiest in the rest frame of the composite state. We denote the free mass
operator of the non interacting three body system by Mj. It can be written as

MQZZ\/];?—sz
7

Then the Fock states are related according to (eq. 3.10)

10, s = V2Mo(2m)3 | 0, \) g - (3.11)

Now one can evaluate the Jacobi determinant (note, that P™ = M) in order to find

3 3
1
711 = 16736(1 — 5@ (5,
[da)[dp ] = 16735(1 sz)(s (pu)ZH1 T3 i i
3
p +p 1 dl‘z
— 167> iy TPy (2
6 (1 Z My ° H<167r3dp3>
3
1 dp®+dp°
— 1673 My6®) 5)d>p
oMo (Z;p) H167T3 My dp3

Using the Melosh rotation eq. 3.10, eq. 3.7 and eq. 3.11 in the rest frame one then obtains

3 3=
0, \) g ,/1%3 167 MOZ/d [ 167T3¢_p ] 'O )
¢£\ﬂ (mupzi, \/ 16773]71 ZDQ! cf pz ) | pla >c]
:\/167r3M026(3)(2@)¢&f](xi,@b>\i)/d?’ﬁ
Ai

3
ZT; 1 5 ’
.g’/ml})‘/ (Reg (i) | Dis Nidig - (3.12)

On the other hand the canonical Fock state in the rest frame is given by eq. 3.9:

IO)\C]—Z/d?’ RIS puz<H|puz )

Using the canonical normalization for the single quark state o) (57, A; | §i, i) = 0(9i —5;)0x,x:
one obtains the canonical wave function

1/1 J5i, n) =g (B, M| (B2, Az | (B3, Az] 0, A)g
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With (eq. 3.12) one finds

ez 5 2 A g Aa) — M0961362363 DE (RoA(p
Py (D1, P2, P35 A1, A2, Az) = 00 /\//\ZX N (Ber(P1))

1

D}, (Reg(52)) D3y, (Reg(53)) ¥ (@1, 2. 23,51 s P Ay X X))

This relation can of course be inverted in order to gain the LF wave function from the instant
form wave function

1 (B s s Av g Ag) — 167 | —PLSP D
Py (D1, P2, D3, A1, A2, A3) "N\ Moz wts ng '\ (Ref(p1))

1 Cl/— — —
D, (Reg(2)) Dy, (Reg(55) 0000, 52,5, Ny Mg, X (3.13)

As we have already mentioned the LF wave function is invariant under light front boosts. In
another language this is due to the fact that the Wigner rotation for LF boosts is unity.

Before we are ready to evaluate transition amplitudes we need to specify the spatial part
of the wave function. Following [68] we use

M2

(P, P2, Pis) =exp (=5 ")
a =0.56 GeV'?
m =0.267 GeV? . (3.14)

Here m is the constituent quark mass and « a free parameter in the gaussian. « and m are
chosen such that the magnetic proton form factor is well described up to Q% = 1 GeV?. In
order to reproduce the dipole behavior for high values of Q? a spatial wave function of the

type (p1, P2, P3) = (M(?J#Q)n is better suited [71].

We are nearly ready to evaluate the transition amplitudes Géf, - However we have to introduce
an approximation at this point, the so called spectator quark (or impulse) approximation. In
the impulse approximation we assume that the scattering occurs over such a short time that
the binding forces during the interaction can be neglected. In a partonic interpretation this
implies that the quark which is struck by a photon does not interact with the other partons
in the hadron which therefore remain spectators in the process. In the next section we will
discuss consequences of this approximation.

The calculations which we present in the following were partly done before. Some of the
following results can be found (often in a different notation or with different conventions) in

one of the following papers: [64], [65], [72], [73] and [74].

A heuristic approach to obtain the expressions for G’ﬁ, , starts with the observation (see
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e.g [68]) that G, | can be expressed by

Gli\ oc/[dl%w*(l’,y,?)’) -(1,2,3) > CG(spins) (1 | MT(1)1M(1) | 1)

spins

(2 MIIM(2) | 2) - (3| M3 AP (kg M)y T (g, X)) M (3) | 3)

1
2VEtET

Here C'G(spins) stands for some Clebsch Gordon coefficients which have to appear in the
construction of the nucleons involved. The [cik] sketches the 6 dimensional integral for form
factors (5 dimensional for GPDs). The M(i) denote the Melosh rotations for the single
quarks. The label LF in the spinors emphasizes that light front Dirac spinors are meant
here. In fact the clumsy expression 5 WTLLF (K4, Ao)ytult (ks, A) turns out to be 1. From
this expression one can argue handwavingly that the non plus transition amplitudes can be
obtained in a similar way by substituting e.g.

ﬁLF(kg’n )‘g)fy—i_uLF(k?n )‘) - ELF(]{:{’N )‘g)fyluLF(k?n )‘)

It will turn out that the result of this description agrees with the findings of a rigorous deriva-
tion using LF quantization.

With the LF spinors

p++m _pL
1 R 1 +
LF P LF pT+m
u(p, 1) = ; u”"(p,]) =
P T o |
P m—p*
1

and the shorthand notation

1

O)\/,)\ == aLF(p,7 )\/) O uLF(p7 A)
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one can work out the table

o) 1 ,-er ,Ym
m(_1 1 1(p® . p®\ _i(p¥ _ p¥
Ory 2 \p't + p*) B <p/ + P 2\p't  pt
1(p® _ p? ifpY _ pY m((_1 _ 1
Ou | 2 (zﬁ pF) T alpr T 0 2 \pF  pt
1(p= v i(pY p'Y m(_1 1
O | 3(5w =) +3( - 5) | 0 “o\pF T r
m(_ 1 , 1 1(p*  p* i(pY _ pY
OLl 2 (p/+ + p+) 1 2 <p/+ + D + 2 p/+ p+
o 7Y v
1(pY | pY i (P Pt | mPptp Y +i(pY 't —pVp®)
O |3(Fr+ ) +i(5 - & P
0 im {1 1 m | (p*—p'®)+i(p? —p'Y)
L1 2 (p/—+ - p—+) ot )
m | (p'*—p®)+i(p¥—p'Y)
0 im (1 _ 1 I ]
T 2 \p/t pt ptpt
19 Lipv L pv\ _ifps _ po m2+pTp'T+p¥p'V —i(p¥p’®—p'Yp®)
LL2\pF Tp 2\p P ptp't
0 75 QAR s
m(1 _ 1 1(p*  p"\ _i(p¥ _ p¥
Or 2 \p/T p+) 1 2 <p/+ T 2\pt  pt
1(p” p'* i pY v m( 1 1
Our | 3(k— =) +3(5 - 2=) | 0 2 \pF T
1( p® p'* i [ pY p'Y m{ 1 1
O |35 -5) - 3(B-2) | 0 2 \pF T 7
m( 1 _ 1 _ _1(p® , p* ifpY _ pY
Olvl 2 (p+ pH’) 1 2 (p + p/+ + D) p+ p/+

O 775 Y s
1 p/y py i p/z pz 7m2+pzp/z+pyp/y+i(pyp/z7p/ypz)
Ori || 2 (p’+ tor) TalwE T pr prp’F
im (1 1 m | (p"+p")+i(p? +p"V)
Ol»T 2 (p/‘" + p_+) B p/+p+ - (3.15)
im (1 1 m | (p®+p'®)—i(pY+p'Y)
O1.4 —7 (F T i ]
1 p/U p'u i p/w p;); m2 _pzp/z _pyp/y+i(pyp/z_p/ypz)
O —2 <p’+ Tr) TalpT T T pp'F

Using this table one can represent the one body current operators J# and J in terms of pauli
matrices. For example one can read off from the table

1
W NI | pA) = ——=a" () N )y s (o, N) = xhooxn — =0
N



52 Chapter 3. Quark models on the light front

To complete this representation one finds

Jr—1
1/p*  p* my/ 1 1 1/pY pY
T . .
T 5(% +p—+)1+5<ﬁ - p/—+>”y+§<p—+ - p/—>“’z
L/p¥  p¥ ms1 1 L/p®  p*
PRy Ly Y
2\p*t  pt 2\p*t  pt 2\p*t pt
Jo L mAEPT P mpY — P, m(p” —p®). | pp —pp”,
N 1 10y 10 7, 10g
prp't prpr+ prp+ Y prp't
J5+ — Oy,
1/p¥ pY my/ 1 1 1/p*  p*
=5 (= D)t T (o )oxt 5 (5 + o ) o
2\pT p 2 P 2\p™ " p
1/p%* p* my/ 1 1 1/pY%  pY
Y I B S T [ . (£ r
J5—>2(p’+ p+)11+ 2(p’++p+)0y+2<p’++p+>0z
Jo Pt mT ) m(p"¥ +pY) pept + pVpY — m? 216
> prpt T T T Y prp't 7 - (316)

Finally the Melosh rotation for these operators have to be applied. In a Pauli spinor basis
one needs (eq. 3.6)

< (p) = ( | (3.17)

Using 00 = 0;; + i€;j,0) and introducing the notation M := m + Mg and M’ := m + x M
while dropping the common denominator one finds

M(p/) — M +ip¥o, — ip'xay
M*(p) - M — ipYo, +ip®oy

Now one can evaluate how the Melosh rotation acts on the pauli matrices which appear in the
one body currents. Starting with the unit matrix which appears already in J ' one computes

M(p')1M*(p)

(M’ +ipYo, —ipo,)L(M — ipYo, + ipToy)

=(MM'"+p®p"™ + p¥p") + i(Mp"Y — M'p¥)o, +i(M'p" — Mp")o,
+i(p"pY — p*pY)o,

—=:A+iB-&
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Hence one has

. - A+iB.  B,+iB,
M(p)1M*(p) = X"(A+iB - &)x = ( v )

—B,+iB, A—iB,

. . 5 —B, +iA —B; +1B
/ * — T . = _ z T Y
M) == B = (gt )
with
Mp" — M'pY
A= MM+ pYpY + pp® and B= | Mp* — Mp* . (3.18)
plzvpy _ p:cp/y

Similarly we have
M(p" o, M*(p) =(M' + ip"o, — ip®oy)o,(M — ipYo, + ip®a,)
=i(p"p" — p"p¥) + (Mp"™ + M'p”)o, + (M'p + Mp")a,
+ (MM’ = p*p™ — p'p¥)o.
=:iA+B-&
Therefore one can express
M(p)o,M*(p) = X' (iA+ B - 5)x = (izjiﬁj ?}g:jiﬂ)

) = ~A+iB B, +iB
M(p"io,M*(p) = x'(~A+iB - &)x = (_By i iBZ iy iBi)

with

B Mplzv +Mlpm
A — p:vply _ plg:py and B = M/py + Mp/y ) (319)
MMI _ plxp:v _ plypy

Note that this notation is different from [72]. The expressions can be related via

A= B,, B, = By, B, = B, B,=-A
Finally we have
M(p o M*(p) = :iA+ B - &
with
MM’ + pp¥ — p'*p*

A=MpY—M'p¥ and B= —(p"p"Y + p"pY) . (3.20)
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Likewise
M(p"YoyM*(p) =:iA+ B - &
with

B —(p"p” +p"pY)
A= M7p® — Mp* and B= | MM+ p*p* — pYpY . (3.21)
—(Mp" + M'pY)

Of course the results given above can be obtained in a more rigorous way by using LF quan-
tization. This is what will be presented in the following.

In LF theory it is convenient to introduce so called “good” and “bad” components of the
fermion field. The reason is that in field theory one can use one of them, the “good” compo-
nent ¢ as independent field which gets quantized and then express the “bad” component y in

terms of the independent field ¢ using the equation of motion, i.e. the Dirac equation.

The “good” and “bad” components ¢ and x are obtained from the 4 component fermion
field v using projectors:

1 1 1
AR 2( 7°) 57 Y

p=A"Y  x=AT9
Projector properties for A* can readily be verified:
AFAT =0 AEAE = AF AT AT =1

To simplify the following expressions we define

and provide some useful algebraic relations which will be frequently used in the following:

AT =307t ar=1071 AT =AF {51 =0
AT = ATy al AT =AFa; AT = ATy : (3.22)
AT =A% (AR =AT AT =24%0

Next the one body currents can be expressed in terms of “good” and “bad” LF field compo-
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nents. One finds

w
(2A77%)w
(Q’YOA+)
(27°ATAT)Y
=5 (2" (A A*)
=27 (AT)Tg

2(ATY) T

=2¢1¢

.
I

ASHERSY "@I @\

L =gyty
=ylaty
=plat (AT + A7)y
= Ylat AT AT +pTat A=A
=ypTA"@ATY + TATEATY
=x'at¢ +glat

J- VY
(2077")y

(27°A7 )y

(27°A"A7 )

= (20°(A)A7) v

= 2T(A7)Tx

=2(A"¥)Tx

=2y . (3.23)

I
ASHERSY "@I "@I

Similarly one finds

T =y s = 20150
j& = vyt = xTatyse + dlatysx
js =y s = 2x s x

The next task is the afore mentioned quantization of the “good” component ¢ and the sub-
stitution of the dynamically dependent bad LF component Y.
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The equation of motion is the Dirac equation
(i) —m) =0
1

1 B}
[z' <§fy+D_ + 5fy—D+> _FtBt - m}zp —0

Now we multiply this equation from left with A=~
[i <%A707+D + %A707D+> —iA~atDt - mAfyo}i/) =0
i (ATAFD™ + ATATDY) — i@ AT D - my AT |y = 0
iDV y — id’l]jlgb —my’p=0
In QCD the covariant derivative reads D = 0 — igA and using LF gauge one ends up with
X = (9% {d’l(él —igAt)p — im*yoqb] . (3.24)

and thus one has expressed the bad LF component through the only independent fields ¢ and
AL,

Certainly the constituent quark model is not QCD. It is not even a field theory. The phi-
losophy behind calling the prescription to obtain the transition amplitudes spectator quark
approximation is to understand the constituent quarks as dressed fermions of some underlying
field theory (maybe QCD) where the derivation for the transition amplitudes holds. Then
restricting oneself to the leading Fock component (quark model) is a restriction of the Fock
space of the underlying field theory. We will postpone the discussion of this approximation
and the partonic picture behind it to the next section. The above equations simplify in the
case of the truncated Fock state, the Gluon fields can simply be neglected.

The hadron - hadron transition amplitudes which can be related to GPDs read
dz= . p+.—  ~ _ 3 z -
7O 1x +Z (&) C
G = E /—47T e (PN | T/Jq(—§)0¢q(§) | P, )

This expression can be evaluated step by step. One uses the hadron state and integral measure
of eq. 3.7. Next the one particle states which appear here can be expressed using creation
operators:

3

| B,P1,D2,P3) = HbT(wi) | 0)

i=1

The w; are collective coordinates for momentum, helicity, flavor and color of the i-th quark.

The current operators have been expressed in terms of ¢ and x so far. These fields have
to be quantized next:

dkt d?k - - A - -
$q(2) = / Tgkﬁ_e(k—’—) > (bq(k:, g (k, p)e™™ + df (k, p)os. (k, M)emz)
o
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where uy = ATu, vy = ATw, q stands for the quark flavor (color index is suppressed),
k= (k™, k1) and the commutation relation for creation/annihilation operators read

(0o B 1), 0}k, p) } = { g (B 1), di (k) } = 1673880 = k)0 (B, = E1)dudrg
This implies the normalization
(K, | kyw) = 1673k 6D (K, — k)oK — k) (3.25)

Using the Dirac equation one obtains a representation for the dynamical dependent field :

Xa() = o a1 01— imy®]6,(2)

1 ol [dkT k), : PN ke (0 o ke
@ o —im?] [ Geg o >;(bq<k,u>u+<k,u>e + (o (k)

dkt &k, ,, GL-FL o om gy, - -
_/Wa(k )Zu: ( =y >b(kvﬂ)u+(k,u)6

&L . EL m ~ ~ ikz
( s kﬂ°>d2(k,u)v+(k‘,u)€ g ]

Before the length of the formula diverges let us perform the integral
dz_ gizP +z_¢$(—%)0¢q(%) after which some of the terms above will disappear:

47
d + -
[ e d - 06,05)
_ / e / dwdkl dkl+dkia<k+)9(k’+)z

16m3k* 16m3k/+ ‘
Ty

(Bh0K', 1yl ()™ 5 ey (o (K e 50
O(bq (ks s (b )e™ ™) bk, ol (k, )™ ()
/dk:*dlﬁ dk’*dkle

+ +
1673k* 16mw3k/+ (KO )Z
B!

(822 P — kT K )dy (', )by (R, o)y (K, 1) O s (k, 1)
+ 820 Pt — K — kDK 1 )by (K, )l (K, 1) O g (K, pa)
+ 5Pt 4 KT — K )y (K, 1 )by (ks )vs (K, 1) Oy (K, )
+8(20Pt + K+ k)dy (K, 1)di (, u)v+(k",p')01}1(kz,u)) . (3.26)

d
d

For transition elements which are diagonal in the Fock space only two of the expressions in the
operator sum can contribute. We only have to consider these contributions in our calculation
since the quark model restricts the Fock space to three quark states only. Restricting oneself
to the kinematic region z > 0 (no information loss due to symmetry) the theta functions
O(kT) and 6(k'T) leave the term with b7 as only contribution.
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Taking only these contributions into account the operators O which appear in the equation
above can be evaluated as follows:

i i &LE i i &L'EL m
XTal¢+¢Ta¢X:¢T[< o +k,+’y)ou+ou< o +k+’vo>]¢

Using

QL

(7

(z‘f' 62L>ay = Ay + 14775

J.)aaz = Ax - iAy’YO’Y?”YEJ

one finds

O* = 1(2—:+:—i) +vm<k,ﬁ+ - %) +i707375(:—i - ,%)

Oy:1(%+:—j_>+7y(% ?)erws%(k,/: ;j)

Then using
(AL @) (BL-d1) = (AeBy + AyBy) + (Ae By — AyB,)in "%y
(AL -d ) =-4 +*
(WAL -d))=AL -+t
one finds
2
"= | (M KR KR (KR — KR 0y + kT — Ky 4 (kY - k’ywy]

Applying the algebraic relations given in eq. 3.22 one similarly finds

05 = (' + ) + 77w + ) + oo - )

IT

08 (B (s ) (- )

O5 =

ﬁ <k/ka LRYEY — m2>’y5 —|—i<k3/mk‘y _ kxk/y)’YoVs —|—m<k‘m + k':”)vx%

+m(K + K )95

As next step the matrix element (P, X | ¢ (K)o ( ) | P,\) has to be evaluated. For
the moment this discussion shall be restricted to the structure of creation and annihilation
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operators. Applying commutator relations iteratively one finds

SIS T DT 01 b By X )b (5,0 N bEE ( Ay)

C o J1,J2,33 1,12,13

ct /7, c/7. ciy f Cist CioT
bqu(k:',,u/)bq(k:,u) qui (pn?)‘n)quz (pm?)‘m)qug (Dis» Ais) | 0)

= E E § E €i1,i2,i3€j1,52,J3 <pj1’>‘j1aQJ'1acj1 | Diys Aiys Qiy» Ciy)

C o’ J1,J2,33 11,12,13
. <ﬁ92’ )\92’ 2> €2 | Piz; AiQ’ iz Ci2> <p]3’ )\JS’ 453> Cjs | b(C]T(kJ, lu’l)b(c](k’ :LL) | Dis; >‘i3’ iz Ci3>
When the color sum is performed including the wave functions only diagonal terms can survive

(ix = ji) since the three quark wave function is antisymmetric in color space while the operator
beTh is color neutral. In this case the operator structure above collapses towards
(&

3 3
wpoi=1L j=1j#i

Exploiting flavor symmetry for the quarks, choosing the third quark as active quark and using
the one particle state normalization one arrives at

<167r ) T Z 8O (i — K65 — k)84 483 8P (Bss — EL)8(0F — k¥)bgn0000n

2
[(H pJ’ ]’q] | Bj ]’q]>)]
j=1

This derivation holds analogously with an arbitrary operator O sandwiched between bgT(l;:’ i)
and bg(k:, ) as long as it is color blind. Using these simplifications one can evaluate the matrix

element (P', N | ¢5 O ¢, | P, \) further:

(PN [ BI(R 1) Obg(Ryp) | PoX) =36 K pips > > Y Y Y

e NG S A1, A2,A8 ¢ ,qh,q5 91592593

<ﬁ/\d/mid2 > Z% (P - ZPJL

i=1

3

([T in)o0 - 3o - ao0)
5q/q5q3q5xu'5>\3u5(1?3 _kl+)5(2)( kJ_)

5(p3 — kN8P (psy — k)o@ — pH)dP(F L - 7iL)
~/ /

5(p2 — Py )6( )(pQL —P2i)¢q (ﬁl’ﬁé’p?ﬁ /Q’Agaqllaqa,qg%)
Oy (B1, B2, 3, M, A2, A3, q1. 42, 43)
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=3y Y Z(ﬁ/dmml)\/ﬁau — a1 — @y — )

W A qig2 i=1

§O(PL —pry — ot — k1)0D (P — Py —foy — k)
81 — a1 — w0 — &))" (B1, o, Ky M, Ao it 41, G2, )
Oy (pr, Do, ke, A1, A2, 11, ¢, 42, Q)

Finally the results so far can be summarized in order to obtain an expression for the transition
amplitude Gg\g:

dktd%k dk'* d2K' _
G0 =33 / - Lok H )05 (20 P — kT — k)
K

832kt J 8wy 2kt

z- 2~
(P X | ¢q(_7)0¢q(7) | P,)\)
— 6 + 27 1+ 270 2 9 - + I+
= 167%)2P+ 2.2 / dk" Ak dk™ Ak deyd® Py dead i) 0(KT)O(E')
K i A1z 4192
5(2$P+ — k+ — kj,+)6(1 — Tl — X9 — j)é(l —x] — Ty — j/)é(Z)(p’L —ﬁlL —ﬁgl _ EL)
SO (PL = pri — P — K)oy (Br s K M da, 1 a2, )
Oy (Pr, P2, ks A, A2, 11 41, 42, q)
2
3 ),
- (1673)2 Z Z Z(H/d%d Pu>9(1 — 1 — x2)
W A2 qige i=1
U *(w1,m2,1 — 1 — T, P11, Por, Pl — P — Par A, s i, 41, 42, )
O¢2(-’E1,x2, 1-— r1 — :L'Q,ﬁlL,péL,ﬁl _ﬁll _ﬁ2l’>‘1,>\2aH,Q1,QQ,q)

The evaluation of the transition amplitudes is now nearly finished. We write the integral
appearing here in a more symmetric way by defining averaged quark momenta

_ 1/, -
Dil = §<pu ‘H%J_)
_ 1 /

T; = 5 (xl + mz>

The invariance of the LF wave function under LF boosts bears a simplification as the wave
function only depends on the inner coordinates y;, %; 1 . For the struck quark they read

/_pjl_F%A—i__jj_{ 7! _—»'_i_ll_i'j_’
TPy IaT T 1-¢ L TP Ty e
gAY mite L 11-3 5
y]_PJr_lAJr_ 1+¢ klj =DPlj 21+¢ 1
2
For the spectator quarks we have
yézl_lg ’{Iii:pLi_§1_Z£AL
Z; - . 1z %
= R A
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Consequently we can rewrite the transition amplitudes as

G/ /d.%' d —T3)0(x A Ki s Z,)\Z‘,TZ’O AI_{Z‘ s ’ia)‘iaT’i 3.27
NA T \/@Z P16 3)(3) (J_y )%(Ly ) ( )

AiTi

Here we have returned to the usual notation to denote the quark flavors by 7;. It is important
to emphasize that these inner coordinates only appear in the wave function but not in the
kinematical factors obtained from the evaluation of the operators. The determination of the
latter factors will conclude this calculation.

Generally one can sandwich the operators O™, O;, O+,0+,07, O5 between the projectors in
order to obtain the equivalent operators O so that

ulOqu = u'ALOALu = GyoAL OAyu =: @Ou
In doing so we obtain

Ot =2 0t = yAT2AT = 7F
OF = 2v5 — OF = AT 29sAT =715

/T T

e (PT P (M _m Y pY
0" =155+ 57) 7 (g = ) 1o (57 = )
~ 1| /p” n m m Py YN

0 =5 (p—+p+>” + () i - )
1y /x x
P m m . P D

Yy—=-1 Y — -

07 = <p +p+>+7 (p,+ p+)+wm375(p,+ p+)

! o

~ 1| /pY pY m m (D p
Yy | (£ L £ 4t BN P r _ £
0=} (G Bt (B )t il - B

Applying the algebraic relations given in eq. 3.22 one can evaluate

1z p Y 'y

e _ (P P e (VT PP
05—75(])3; +p+)+’y 75(p++p,+)+27073( p,+)
- 1l /p* p* (Y pY
e _ 1| (P PN+ m + PPN+
—*05—2[<p,++p+>7 75+( + )7 Y5y Jr@(p+ p,+)7
1y Yy /x s
p p P
Og_'%(?"'j) +7y75<—+—> + 7073<——F>
~ 1 p/y py /x p:v
y _ L (P PN + m m P PN o+
—05 2[<p,+ +p+>7 75+( + )7 V57 +z< s p+)

Next one finds

2
~ optpt

( lx, T

+ 9" p" 4+ ppY) + i pY — ")V s + m(PT — )Y+ mipY — p'y)vy]
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Using
OpA+A+ — Lo+
TATAT = oy
OA+A0.3 + 1+03 1 3 0 1+5
VAT Y AT = 5T s = 5 (7 ) = 57
1 1
YAy AT = Syfyt = — oyt

we conclude

Tyt

- 1
O (m2 +p"p* + p’ypy) v+ i<p'$py - p”ﬁp'y) Y s +m (p“ — p”) oyt

(o - py>7y,y+]
Applying eq. 3.22 provides

O5

= <p':”p”‘“ +pYpY — mz)% + i<p"”py - pmp"”)%'yg +m <p”‘“ + p"'”)vm%
+m <py + p'y) ’Y%]

— 05 = ]# [(p"”px +pYpY — m2>7+75 + i<p"”py - pmp“’)v*
+m <p’”““ + pm) YT +m (p’y + py) ’Y%sﬁ*]

For the sake of comparison with the results from the earlier ad hoc calculation one has to
translate the operators O into the language of pauli matrices. In order to do so one can use

table 3.15 and add

O [ ¥ [ ¥" [ Y™y [yt
O1 || 0 0 0 0
O | =1 1 =i 1 i
O, | 1 I 1 i
O, 0 0 0

With these tables at hand one can express the currents in term of pauli matrices. One finds
back the results from the heuristic derivation which were given in eq. 3.16. Additionally
however we have obtained the correct factors for the integrand and reference system to which
the kinematic variables refer.

Having all pieces together we can perform the calculation for the transition amplitudes. The
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transition amplitudes related to the form factors (F g,’f) simply bears an additional integration
over T. For the spin flavor wave function we have to combine the formulae given in eqgs. 3.1,
3.2 and 3.3. The expressions for the different operators are given in eq. 3.16. Actually we
rather calculate the transition amplitudes ég\g which we define as

~q,01T _ ~q,0t

Gyn =Gya

54,00 _ o Bt a0

Gux =2P7GYy

34,07 _ 9 p+1\29,0”

Gy =@2PT)*GY
P* is no intrinsic scale in the model calculation therefore we absorb it in the definition of
the transition amplitudes. In the next chapter it will become clear that redefinition is not
problematic. The expressions from the operators have to be combined with the results from
the Melosh rotation as given in eqgs. 3.18, 3.19, 3.20 and 3.21 where now the denominators of
eq. 3.17 have to be taken into account as well. Then we can evaluate eq. 3.27 numerically.
We have written a C*+ program to perform this calculation which uses the Monte Carlo

algorithm VEGAS [75] to perform the 5 dimensional (GPDs) or 6 dimensional (form factors)
integral numerically.

3.4 Covariance breaking effects and applicability of LF quark
models

A hamiltonian description of quantum mechanics, like we apply it in a LF description is not
manifestly covariant. Covariance is achieved by summing up the contributions from all pos-
sible Fock state transitions. Thus an expression like in eq. 3.26 satisfies covariance as long as
all Fock states are taken into account.

In order to calculate observables within our LF quark model we identify the quark model
wave function with the leading Fock space light front wave function. This is a questionable
assumption in itself. Usually the quarks which are described in a quark model are thought
of as dressed quarks, i.e. their interaction mimics the gluon dynamics which would describe
hadronic processes in a field theory. If we want to maintain a partonic interpretation in which
the model quarks are identified with the quarks that appear in a field theory we have to
conclude that the kinematical regime which can be successfully described by the model is
restricted to the valence quark domain, i.e

|z|>0 . (3.28)

For small values of x the results can hardly be expected to describe the physics correctly.

The next consequence of our model calculation follows from the truncation of the Fock space
to three quark states only. An immediate consequence is the impulse approximation. Many
body interactions among the quarks like those in fig. 3.7 are not treated in the restricted Fock
space.

Hence from our introductory remark it is immediately obvious that the impulse approximation
violates relativistic covariance. Not only does the truncation of the Fock space lead to the
impulse approximation, it also neglects the contributions of fig. 3.8.
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/

I

Figure 3.7: Many body contributions which are not included due to the restricted Fock
space of our model. The vertex corrections (lower panels) could in principle be included.

Since the Fock state composition of a hadron changes if one applies a dynamical Lorentz
transformation to the system it is clear that this neglect also triggers covariance breaking
effects.

These covariance breaking becomes manifest in the following observations:

e The sum rules [dx G{'\(z,€,t) = FJ4(t) are not satisfied for & # 0. This can be
explained from the fact that a change in the skewedness variable & can be understood
as a boost of the reference system. Then if covariance is not satisfied the results for
different values of £ can differ. Qualitatively one can state that the model calculation
can only be trusted for small values of £ since the larger the skewedness variable becomes
the more important the neglected off diagonal Fock transition elements become. In the
limit £ = 0 (Drell-Yan frame) off diagonal Fock transitions cannot occur.

e Consistency relations among the transition amplitudes like the angular condition in the
case of the N — A transition are not satisfied. As we will show in the next chapter
these consistency relations can be derived assuming relativistic covariance alone. Since
the latter is violated it is clear that the consistency relations do not hold.
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Y

Figure 3.8: These graphs imply a Fock state transition qqqqq — qqq (left)
or qqq — qqqdq (right) and are therefore not included in our model calculation.

e Gauge invariance is broken. This becomes particularly obvious in the case of the N — A
transition where due to the kinematics (A~ # 0 for £ = 0) a non trivial gauge condition
can be given which connects F' )‘\t y and FY)y.

For form factors it has been tried to fix the breaking of covariance by introducing many body
currents [76]. While this ad hoc correction is successful for the description of form factors a
similar description for GPDs is at least questionable as it is not in the spirit of a partonic
picture on which the description to obtain the DVCS transition amplitudes relies.

Another consequence of the Fock space truncation is that the kinematical regime which can
be accessed by a model calculation is restricted to

lz|>¢ . (3.29)
since in this (DGLAP) region only diagonal Fock state transitions can contribute.

Next we would like to turn our attention to the severe consequences which the truncated
Fock space has for the bad LF transition amplitudes G)%/ s and G,,. They suffer exceed-
ingly from the restriction of the Fock space. This can be understood from the expressions
for the one body currents in terms of LF components (eq. 3.23). If we express the bad LF
component x in terms of the good LF component (eq. 3.24) it is clear that the omission of
gluon contributions affects the results for the transition amplitudes differently. The effects
are strongest for G,, while for the good transition amplitude G}\L, , nho direct consequence
from this term follows. A possible way to overcome this kind of covariance breaking effects
would be to include many body current contributions and to introduce an effective potential
in the equation of motion which relates the good and bad LF components and thus to mimic
the gluon contribution. However we think that this ansatz is incompatible with the partonic
picture of the overlap representation. The philosophy which we prefer is to realize covariance
using the spurious covariants formalism (see chapter 5) and maybe to extend the model to-
wards higher Fock states as it was done in [35].

Finally we address the question how severe the covariance breaking effects are. In the kine-
matical domain in which the valence quark picture is a reasonable assumption (egs. 3.28 and
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3.29) we would expect a typical quark model uncertainty, i.e. 30% accuracy for the ampli-
tude relations (involving only good bf LF component transition amplitudes). The severity of
this model error depends on the interplay of these transition amplitudes with respect to the
extraction of the GPDs and form factors. This will be discussed in the next chapter. For the
sum rule predictions we expect small deviations in the order of £. For the bad LF component
transition amplitudes we expect a significant inconsistency.



Chapter 4

Transition amplitudes

4.1 Introduction

In this thesis we want to obtain GPDs from a quark model calculation. As we have seen in the
last chapter however the objects which we obtain from the model are transition amplitudes
between different initial and final hadron states. Therefore we need to establish a connection
between these amplitudes and the GPDs.

This is done by evaluating the representation which parameterizes the transition amplitude
directly in terms of hadronic degrees of freedom, e.g.

.
GLOT™ = P N [ e + T B e 0]u(Py) (@)
By evaluating the r.h.s. of eq. 4.1 for different helicities of in- and outgoing hadron in
a given reference frame we obtain an expression for the transition amplitudes in terms of
GPDs. The inversion of such relations provides the desired result, GPDs expressed in terms
of transition amplitudes. The number of independent transition amplitudes should equal the
number of GPDs. Therefore the question of counting the independent transition amplitudes
arises immediately. For the example of the N — N transition in eq. 4.1 we find 2 (twist 2)
GPDs while we can write down 4 amplitudes for vectorial and axial N — N transitions each:

Gﬁ, Gfl, GIFT and Gﬁ. These amplitudes are connected via parity which leads to the trivial
relations
+ + \" + + \F
Gy = <Gv,u) Gy =~ (Gv,u)
* *
+ - + _ [t
¢ =—(G1) Gho = (Gh)

Reduction of the number of independent amplitudes is not always as simple as in the example
above. In this chapter we will provide a general way to derive non trivial amplitude relations,
like e.g. the angular condition for the N — A transition.

When we compare the calculation of GPDs and form factors we can remark many simi-
larities. Just as GPDs are obtained from transition amplitudes, form factors are obtained

67
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from similar transition amplitudes. We can stress this analogy by introducing the notation

1
1
F{\(t) = dr ———GY,\(z,£,1) . (4.2)
-1 1-¢
Moreover since the same covariants turn up in the parametrization of the transition amplitudes
Fyx(t) as in the parametrization of the transition amplitudes Gy (z, &, 1), e.g.

oM A,

M Fy(t) | u(P, A)

(N—N) _ 1 _
Fyaa = 2\/ﬁu(ly,)\') {W“Fﬁ) +

it is clear where sum rules like

1

R = [ drH@E
-1

arise from. For this reason we will refer to eq. 4.2 as generic sum rule. In the following we will

drop the indices ¢, V/A and (N — N) or (N — A) whenever the context ensures unambiguity.

At this point we want to emphasize differences between form factors and GPDs which lead
to important consequences: GPDs of a given twist are defined through the parametrization
of transition amplitudes GY,, with a given Lorentz index. For example twist 2 GPDs are
connected to the G;\r/ 5 only. On the other hand form factors contain contributions of different
twists. They can be obtained from any (linearly independent) combination of transition am-
plitudes F' )‘f/ - In the framework of a LF model calculation it is common to derive form factors
from the amplitudes F;} A only!' but in principle any combination of independent amplitudes

F)‘f/)\ has to lead to the same results.

This difference between form factors and GPDs has interesting consequences:

e For some processes more form factors than GPDs of a given twist exist. This leads to
non trivial sum rules which differ from the form

FF(t) = [dxGPD(x,¢&,t)

e Relativistic covariance requires additional amplitude relations between the F )‘f/ \ with
different Lorentz indices

We would like to emphasize that such relations depend on the reference frame only. They are
entirely independent of the model which is being used as input for the transition amplitudes.

Amplitude relations between transition amplitudes G’;, y with different Lorentz indices u do
not exist?. Instead the amplitudes G)L\, y are related to twist 3 GPDs and the amplitudes G, ,
determine GPDs of twist 4 [77].

If one assumes however, that genuine higher twist effects are small enough compared to
leading twist contributions one can treat the leading twist GPDs H, E, H and FE like the

!For model calculations which suffer from consequences of approximations there exist strong arguments to
prefer these so called good light front components, i.e. “p = +".
2Relations between G and GY which determine GPDs of the same twist are an exception.
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form factors in the sense that they can be extracted from any combination of independent
transition amplitudes G’)f/ y- This way one obtains amplitude relations among transition am-
plitudes G, with different Lorentz indices 1 which hold approximately? for large values of
QQ?. There are two reasons why we derive such relations. Firstly one obtains an estimate of
the size of higher twist contributions in the framework of the considered model calculation.
Secondly the reference to transition amplitudes with p # + allows to extend the “spurious
covariants” formalism towards DVCS. The latter is a useful tool for overcoming bad effects
from covariance violating approximations in model calculations and will be introduced in the
next chapter.

4.2 Leading twist GPDs from good LF transition amplitudes

As easiest example let us calculate the expressions for the nucleon GPDs. These results can
already be found in [65, 72].

With our conventions for DVCS kinematics and spinor normalization (c.f. appendix) we
can evaluate eq. 4.1 in order to obtain

2% pita, €, 0] (P, )

g +(N-N) _ L o + 179
Gy 1y —2P+U(P,T)[7 H(z,&,t) + oMy

2

=V1-&HYz,{1) - \/T—ngq(%f,t)
icTVA,

g +(N—N) _ L o +rq
G a(P', 1) |7 O, 1) +

Vi i1 T op+
A

~2/(1- )My

These relations can easily be inverted and yield

E9(a, &, 1) |u(P,T)

Eq(x7 57 t)

H(z,&,t) = 1 Gq,Jr(N*N)+ 2MN§2 Gq,+(N—>N)
AN _m v.in \/WA:B Vi1
2Mny/1 — &2 .
Eq(x,f,t):NA—éGg}jT(N M (4.3)

For the axial N — N transition one finds

T ~
S5 (e g, 0)|u(P.1)

o+ N-N) _ L o, +._ 774

AT 2P+
2

=/1-&HY(x,&,t) — \/T—éﬂEq(%f,t)

— 1 — / 7 A+ L
G = gl ) [y s H a6 0) + Gy B 60 |u(P 1)
§A;

T o /1- My

3Since contributions of twist d scale like Q.

E(x,&,t)
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The inversion of these relations yields

~ 1 N—N) 26MN +(N=N)

Hq :L‘, ,t — quJr( q,

~ 2¢/1 — 2M R

E(z,§,t) = %G%—KT(N M (4.4)

It is natural to use the same set of covariants as for elastic N — N scattering in order to pa-
rameterize the leading twist DVCS hadronic tensor. In doing so one establishes connections
between H(z,&,t) and Fi(t), E(z,&,t) and Fy(t) and between H(x,¢,t) and G4(t), which
allow the development of physically intuitive pictures for these GPDs.

There is however a drawback of this choice of covariants which we do not find expressed
anywhere in the literature. Our criticism concerns the use of the covariant 2%/[—‘:\]75, which

generates E(z,¢,t). As it can be seen from eq. 4.4 E(z,,t) is ill defined for ¢ = 0. We
should remark at this point that

e this is no artefact of the choice of the reference frame

e this problem does not arise for the corresponding form factor G p(t) since the latter can
be obtained from another combination of F wv» While twist two GPDs are unambigu-
ously connected to the good LF components

If one would use the covariant %75 which is traditionally connected with the second class
axial tensor form factor Gr(t) such a problem was avoided (at the expense of a less intuitive
meaning of the resulting GPD):

-
Q7+(N_’N): 1 — !/ \/ —+ r7q 10 Al/fyf) v q
G = P ) [ s w6 0) + TP X 0 [u(PA
—
o 21— &My 4+ (N=N
XUz, €,t) = A—xGZ‘jT( ). (4.5)

Of course the problem with E (z,&,t) mentioned above can easily be circumvented by explain-
ing

~ 21 =E2MN 4+ (N=N)

Eq(l', O, t) = %15}1’(1) TGAvlT 5 (46)

which is a well defined limit. The reason for our comment concerns the calculation of E(z, &, )
in [72]. In a model calculation which applies the impulse approximation the error in the tran-
sition amplitudes due to breaking of Lorentz symmetry is of the order £. Therefore the
predictions which are obtained in [72] for H(z,£,t) suffer from a small error (proportional to
€) due to the use of the impulse approximation, which is tolerable as long as small values of
skewedness £ are concerned. From relation eq. 4.4 however it is obvious that the results for
E obtained in this model calculation have less predictive power.

Next we turn to the N — A transition. Using the parametrization for the p — A+ DVCS



4.2. Leading twist GPDs from good LF transition amplitudes 71

hadronic tensor in terms of nucleon and A degrees of freedom the vectorial transition ampli-
tudes can be written

HA‘F 1 _ v 1 14
ar )::2v6p+quyVV)mf.H}@;&t)++Q’f&@mé}ﬂ—%n; Hi(,,1)|u(P, A)

with a convenient set of covariants

R = (A = K" )y

kb = (P*AY — (P - A)g" )vs

KE = (AFAY — A%gM)ys . (4.7)
At this point we should comment on the isospin convention. The GPDs are defined with a
different isospin factor compared to the form factors. The convention we introduce here refers

to the p — AT transition. The other transitions can simply be related [46] to the above
transitions by:

+(p—Att) 3 + (p—At)
Gv,,e,\ = \/;Gv,f/,\

+(p—a% _ [ peat)
GV, A = \/; GV, A

When we evaluate the vectorial N — A transition amplitudes we have to recall that the kine-
matics for this transition differs from the kinematics for the N — N transition. Particularly
the variable A, bears the different meaning

A, = \/—<1 —ey— o[l ML - (1— oM

now. For kinematical details and the construction of the Rarita- Schwinger spinor u# (P, \)
which describes the Delta resonance we refer to the appendix. We find the following expres-
sions for the vectorial N — A transition amplitudes:

pa _VITEA, A
GV%T —2 3(1_§)H1(1‘,f,t)+4 3(1_52)1{2(1‘,5,15)
€A, A
TaAtoeaog e
2 2
Gro—=at) _BMAA Ay ey EMAA By ey

Vi3l 61— 2Ma 12¢/1- €2
. ( [(1+€)2Ma — (1 - §)My] A2
6(1 — £2)3 Ma
e[ -300+9MZ - (1-¢2M3]a
6(1 — £2)3 Ma

+ )HB('T’€7t)
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o5 _ [0y —2ems]a,
Vigl 61/1 — E2Ma

[(1+56)Ma = (1 - )My |4,
- HQ('T’€7t)

124/1— &2

(Ag —€[(1-€°M3 — (1 - €)My My +4¢(1 + € M3 ) A,

_ H. 65t

Hl(x7€7t)

G+ (pﬁA-F) AiiH ( €7t) gA% H3(x7€7t) : (48)

vl T T B W e (T

Here we have introduced the shortcut notation
A=1+&Mar—-(1-EMy . (4.9)

There are infinitely many possibilities to obtain the three GPDs H;(z,§,t), Hao(z,€,t) and
Hs(x,&,t) from these four transition amplitudes. Meaningful extractions avoid kinematical
singularities. In a fully covariant calculation of the transition amplitudes all prescriptions
have to lead to the same results for the GPDs. However we break relativistic covariance in
our model calculation. Therefore we require two different prescriptions in order to check the
consequences of these covariance breaking effects. Two different prescriptions which fulfill
this requirement are:

e Prescription I: Ignore G’Hf | =A%) and determine the three GPDs from the other three
72

transition amplitudes

+ (p—AT)

e Prescription II: Same principle, this time ignoring GV 1
)

The formulae resulting from these inversions are obtained using Mathematica and will not be
given explicitly here for lack of space. We only provide one example here:

2y/3(1-¢) < (At (1+8Ma - (1 =My ot (p—)A+)) (4.10)
V 1 + A V’ QT AZB V7 21' ’ ’
The linear dependence among the 4 transition amplitudes reveals a non trivial relation between
G+T, G+T’ GJr and GJr This amplitude relation which stems from relativistic covariance is
2 2
known as the angular condition [78]. It will be discussed in a broader context in section 4.4.

Hl(x7€7 )

The GPDs Hy(x,&,t), Ho(x,&,t) and Hs(x,&,t) can be related to the physically more mean-
ingful GPDs Hjy,(x,€,t), Hy(x,&,t) and HE(x,€,t) by relating the two respective sets of
covariants:

(’V”'l, K2, ’{3) — M(HM) RE, ’{C)

Consequently one finds

Hj (‘T,€7t) Hl(‘r’évt)
Hi(z,6,t) | =M | How,et) | . (4.11)
HE(%&U Hg(.%',f,t)
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The matrix M has firstly been given in [79] and for our slightly different choice of covariants
can be found in [80]. These relations between sets of covariants can be derived using the
Clifford algebra and the equations of motion for the nucleon and the A resonance. This
construction will be performed in appendix C.

o42qt
My A o 2t
2 o 2t , (4.12)

SMa M)\ i AM2 2

where 0 = MZ — M% +t and ¢© = (Ma + My)? — t.

Finally we explore the axial N — A transition amplitudes. They can be parameterized
by

—AT 1 = ~+v ~+tv ~+tv
GRS = (PN [T 6,0) + R Ca(a,6.0) + &7V Cale &,0) [u(P.A) - (4.13)

with the covariants reading

g}}ll/y = g/"“/
l%,ul/ glw¢ — fY'UJAV
=
My
2|(P- A)gn — PraY|
Suv
ﬁ4 h—
ME,

Since there exist 4 axial N — A form factors, the so called Adler form factors [81] the reader
may wonder why the remaining covariant

does not have to be considered as well. However at leading twist (i.e. the GPDs are determined
by the good LF components G, vy only) the fourth covariant is not independent:

1, ATAY
F2 =2
M7 —M +
e 2[ A2 Nngu_i_Az_gAu} (MA M2)
= i
D . +v _ p+ AV
(] g gy
M3, M3,
M2 _ M2
_5 |:’*+I/ _ A N%Jru} (4 14)
M} '
The reason for preferring the covariant /{Jr" over ﬁ;r" is the singularity for € = 0 in the

GPD Cy(x,&,t) if one chose Cq, Cy and C3 to parameterize GZ (f\),;) A Unlike in the case of
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E(z,&,t) where the apparent singularity at & = 0 turned out to be a well defined limit (eq.
4.6) this is not true here. One finds

C2y2(1 =831 - g)MJQVG-i- (p—AT)

Cg(l',f,t) = £A2 Ay%l

and at least in our model calculation we find a finite result for G* @~4") at & = 0. Another

A2
72
reason why #5” is an inconvenient choice will be transparent in the following section: The
corresponding form factor C¢(t) requires at least one bad transition amplitude to be evaluated.

By the way a similar argument applies for the use of a possible fourth vectorial N — A
GPD. Of course gauge invariance is no longer a constraint which could forbid a covariant like
9" v5. But again at leading twist it is not independent of the other three covariants:

L sy a-otgtrs
BT TP A (1)
26 [P’+A” — (P A)Q*“}Vs +(1-¢) [A+A” - tg*”] Y5
T 25(P" - A) + (1 - )t
2%k 4+ (1= ©kg”
t+&(MR — My,)

After these remarks we are ready to proceed and evaluate the axial transition amplitudes in
order to find

are—at) VIt EA A, B

Ay%T 2mMNC3(mvat)_2 2(1—52)(1—5)]\4]2\704(1.757”
2
e L R Y

Asl 261+ &) Ma 2V6(1 — £2)2 MMy
AZ[2(1+EMa +(1-€)] —€[B -1 +OMZ + (1 - ©2ME B

3 Cy(z, &t
¥ 2/6(1 — €23 Ma M e

ooat) | JTZEA, - [(1 — My + 2£Ma} Ag
GA,%l —QMMACI(magat) QMMNMA 03($,€,t)

AL[A2 €0~ €M — (64562 + 36 — €)ME — (1 - €)My Ma
+ 3 C4(£7£7t)
2v/6(1 — €2)2 MaAM?

+(poat) _ AZ
B Ty [FRST e
Here we have introduced the shortcut notation

B=(14+&Ma+(1-My . (4.15)

In order to obtain the axial GPDs Cy (z,&,t), Cao(x, &, t) and Cs(x, &, t) from the axial transition
amplitudes the same remark as for the vectorial GPDs holds. In fact the above mentioned
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prescriptions I and II both avoid kinematical singularities also for the axial transition. As
example we provide the expression for Cy(x, &, t) resulting from prescription II:

2V2(1 — (1 = €)2 MY v pat)

C4($,f,t) == A2 Aa%l

4.3 Form factors and sum rules

As mentioned in the introduction the way how we obtain form factors from the transition
amplitudes F' /(‘, , is identical to the way how we get GPDs from the respective transition am-
plitudes G}\L, v+ We will give the relations here as well as the resulting sum rules.

For the vectorial N — N transition we have

4+ (N—N 1 _ icTVA,
qu/;}( )= WU(P',T)[W’LE@) oy F2(75)}U(P, 1) = Fi(t)
,+ (N—N 1 _ iU+VAV Al‘
Fé}( )= WU(P/,U[’WLE@) i FQ(t)}U(P,T) = QMNFZ(t) . (4.16)

Since we have the same number of twist 2 GPDs and form factors for this transition the
generic sum rule (eq. 4.2) leads to

Fi(t) = /1 dx H(z,&,t)

-1

1
Fg(t):/ dx E(x,&,t)

-1

The situation is different for the axial transition form factors. Here we can also include the
second class term ;‘]’\;; ~5. The latter changes its sign under charge conjugation and since the
SU(2) flavor symmetry is almost an exact symmetry the resulting axial tensor form factor
Gr(t) is very small and can be neglected. For the moment we will discuss it however since it

provides a fresh perspective on sum rules for axial GPDs. We have

¢, m(N—N) _ 1 — il A/ w AFs 10" Ayys
Fan TWMP aA)[’Y ¥5Ga(t) + I Gp(t) + YT Gr(t)|u(P,\)
leading to

Ga(t) = Ff; (4.17)
IMy [2MNFT+T - Fr,

Gp(t) =

P A

2M N

The generic sum rule (eq. 4.2) can now be evaluated for its plus components which correspond
to the twist 2 GPDs. Using the equation of motion and the Clifford algebra the covariants
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can now be reexpressed in terms of the convenient set of covariants v ~s, A5 and PHrys:

(PYZ 2Py = a(P) [~ .93 + o [ s ()
2My AMy U P T g L
1 i
= 2ar UE) <P1’Y“’Y5 + 7P — 2P“’Y5>U(P)
N
PH
= —E(P/)M—N%U(P)

At leading twist we can use AT = —26 Pt which then leads to

1 Pt
Bl = Wﬂ(y, ) <’Y+’Y5GA(t) ~ My [GT(t) + §GP(t)]W5> u(P, )
and
1 - 2Pt
G;\F,)\ = ”ﬁu(P” )\/) (fr%H(m,g,t) — 2%\4]\[ E(w,f,t)%) u(P,\)

With both F T# and F ﬁ being non zero* we evaluate eq. 4.2 for the flip and non flip transitions
and thus find

/ 1 dx E(z,€,t) = Gp(t) + %GT(t) (4.18)
-1

/1 dr H(z,&,t) = Ga(t)

-1
The sum rule result certainly violates the polynomiality condition [26]. This is not problem-

atic, since this condition requires time reversal invariance, which is broken due to Gr(t) # 0.

This result looks only slightly different from the sum rules for axial GPDs given by Ji in
[24]:

Gp(t) :/11 dz E(z,€,t) (4.19)

1
Gal(t) :/ dx H(z,,t)

-1

However we like to remark about the sum rule in eq. 4.18 that it provides an observable for
the second class form factor Gr(t):

Gr(t)=¢ [(/11 de(a:,f,t)) — Gp(t)

which is an interesting result in itself.

4This is only true because we assume a non zero Gr(t).
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The N — A transition form factors can be treated along the same lines. The p — AT
transition amplitudes are parameterized via

pro—atn 1

VA - \/W

The covariants are the same as in eq. 4.7. We find

ﬂu(Pl’ >‘I) ’illel (t) + ’{'EWGQ (t) + "fé“/Gs(t)] u(P7 )‘)

v, 31 ~ /3 53 Ga(t)
FEEAN = %Gl(t) By 4 ;]\ZN)M Gs(t)
2
F, (%pfw) T 2%/%6: ©

The formulae have the same structure as the expressions for the G;\r, y ineq. 4.8 with £ = 0.
Therefore the form factors G;(t) can be obtained (ambiguously) in the same manner as the
GPDs H;(x,&,t). Again we use the following prescriptions:

e [: Using F ;‘ . Ff T and Ffl and inverting the relations above we find:
2 2 2

V3Ma [Ag + (Ma — MN)ﬂ Ff, + 30, Ma(Ma — My)FY, +3Ma(Ma — My)2FY,
— 2 2 2

Gi(t) =
Ay [A%MN + (Ma — My)?(Ma + MN)}
2/3 [MN(MA — My) - Ag] Ff, — 60, MaFY, — 6Ma(Ma — My)FY,
GQ(t) — 2 2 2
A, [AgMN + (Ma — My)2(Ma + MN)]
VBALMEFT + 3Ma(M3Z — M3)Ff — 3A, MAMNFEY
_ il il 2!
Gs(t) = (4.20)
A2 AZMy + (Ma = My)2(Ma + My)|
e II: Using Ff,, F; and Fj we have:
s F 5 5]
V3. . V3(Ma—My), .
Gilt) = 7 Fyp + A2 i
2v3 .
Calt) = =g by
M M
Gs(t) = V3 Ff + SMa gt V3My Fy (4.21)

Ay(Ma — My) 317 A2(Ma — My) 31 A2(Ma — My) 3!
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The relations between the G;(t) are the same® as for the GPDs with ¢ = 0. The physically
intuitive transition form factors G}, (t), G (t) and G (t) are likewise obtained from the G;(t)
along the lines of eq. 4.11 and eq. 4.12.

Since for the vectorial transition form factors we have the same covariants as for the respective
GPDs the evaluation of the generic sum rules reveals:

/1 do (2, 6,1) = 2G4, (1)

-1

1
/ do Hi (2, 6,1) = 2G5 (1)
-1

1
/ dx H:(x,€,t) = 2GE(t)

-1
LA+
The factor 2 stems from the different definition of the transition amplitudes FZ (f/ )\A ) and
— + . . . .
fo‘f]j\, )\A ) concerning isospin. For details c.f. chapter 2.
For the axial transition the situation is different again. The transition amplitudes are pa-
rameterized by

— At 1 — ~ UV ~ UV ~ UV ~ v
L O e (P ) [ Cis(0) + R Colt) + R Cat) + Ca(t)|u(P, )
(4.22)

The form factors are named C5(t), Cg(t), C3(t) and C4(t) for historical reasons. Here we have
four form factors in contrast to three leading twist GPDs. With only three independent good

LF transition amplitudes® a bad transition amplitude is required additionally. We choose”
- — + . o . .
Fj (g ) A7) The evaluation of the transition amplitudes reveals
72
A+ A A (Ma + M
st o B gy Bt M) g,
31 2My VeME
-, M M A2 2M, My)A2
431 V6Ma V6MaMy V6MAM?
Azl T V6Ma VBMy VEMAM?, ‘
A2
FHO=AT - 2o oy
A2l V2M3, a(t)
=z (p— Ma+ M Ma + My)AZ M3% — M3
z(é’ A _ MC&;@) + (Ma + éV) zC(t) — MCg(t)
A V2 VM NCITR

(Ma — My)(Ma + My)?
_ \/EM?V Cy(t)

Sup to an overall factor 2.
5The resulting amplitude relation will be dealt with in the following section.
"We define F'® = 2P F? in order to suppress kinematical factors of 2P7.
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Our aim concerning the application of the relations between form factors and amplitudes is
to evaluate the form factors in a quark model calculation. In order to get an estimate for
covariance breaking effects in this particular model calculation we need two distinct reason-
able prescriptions of how to get form factors from the transition amplitudes. we use the

prescriptions

e [: Using F ; , FIFT, F fl and F 3 T and inverting the relations above we find
2 2 2 2

V22, (A2 — M2 + MaMy + M}V)F;T +V6Ma(A2 — M2 + M}‘V)FjT - \/EMgAijl
2 2 2

Cs(t) =
5(1) A2ZMy — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)?
ot V2ME | AL - AZME + MA +2(A2 - MR)ME + M| .
6 = 3
A3 AZMy — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)?| 2
N VBMAMZ (A — MR + M) P
A2|AZMy — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)?| 2!
_ VEMAM}, Ff + VM, iy
Ap[A2My — (Ma = My)(Ma + My)?| 3 A(Ma+ My) 2]
V2MaAMy [Ai + (Ma + MN)2} F;T + VO6MaAMy(Ma + MN)AachT
Cg(t) — 2 2
Ay [A%MN — (Ma — My)(Ma + MN)Q]
VEMaA My (Ma + MN)QFfl
— 2
A, [A%MN ~ (Ma — My)(Ma + MN)2]
V2M% ( [A% + Mn(Ma + MN)] F;T + ﬁMAAmeT — V3Ma(Ma + MN)Ffrl>
2 2 2
Cy(t) = -
Ay [A%MN — (Ma — My)(Ma + MN)Z]
(4.23)
o II: Using Fi,, F{, F§ and F?_ we have
217 21 gl 3l
V20, + VOMAF], + V2MAF]|
C t — 2 2 2
) Ma + My
V2ME (A2 = M3 + M3)FY, + VBMaALFY, + MaAFY, + A, FY,
C t — 2 2 2 2
a(t) AI(Va + M)
V2My {—Aij + (Ma + My)FF
Cs(t) = 2 2l
A2
2M?
Cu(t) = — V2 Nt (4.24)

Az T3l
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Now the sum rules for the axial GPDs also look different. We start from the generic sum rule
(eq. 4.2). As for the N — N transition the & dependence drops out in this equation due to
Lorentz covariance. Using the parameterizations 4.22 for F , vy and 4.13 for G, vy We obtain

1
/ da @, (P, \) <Cl(m, E 0T + Cy(, €, )RS + Cu(x, €, t);%j{”)u(P, A)
-1

1

44/1 — 2P+
1

- 2/P+p+

Using eq. 4.14 we can reexpress RI" and find

(P, X)) <c5(t)rq” + Co(t)RTY + Cs(t)RTY + 04(75)&1V)U(P, )

I M3 — M? ., 1 -
5/ dxu,,(P',X)([Cl(x,f,t)+AT]\7JVC4(x,§,t)]/<;]L +EC4(x,f,t)/<c§L

-1
+ C3(z, &, t)k?{”) u(P, \)

M3 — M3 ]

=u, (P, \) ([Q—,(t) + TN@( VR + [Cﬁ(t) + l(14(7:)] R3Y + (b,(t)@”) u(P, \)
N

§

Since the covariants /<a1 , n; Y and Ry T are independent we can compare their contributions

separately. We read off from the above expression:

1 2
/ dx Cy(z,&,t) = 2C5(t) — 257]\/‘[}\706( t)

1
/ dx Cg(l‘,f,t) = 203(t)

-1

/1 dx Cy(x,&,t) = 2C4(t) + 26Cs(t) . (4.25)
~1

We like to comment the appearance on £ on the r.h.s. of the sum rules in 4.25. The &
independence due to Lorentz covariance is generally valid for generic sum rules of the type
F{\ () fdm Géf,)\(m &, t). For H(x,& t) and E(z,&,t) this property is inherited as
DVCS and elastlc scatterlng transition amplitudes are parameterized by the same covariants.
The ¢ dependence in 4.25 on the other hand roots in the different number of covariants which
parameterize FY vy and G, a

Finally for the N — A transition the moments of GPDs do not have to satisfy a polyno-
miality condition. The latter arises for the N — N transition by considering towers of higher
spin twist 2 local operators which allow for an ordering pattern leading to the polynomiality
condition. There exists no analog for the N — A transition.

We remark a similarity to the axial N — N transition. It is possible to obtain G p(t) from
good LF DVCS transition amplitudes only.

1 . _ 2
Gplt) :/ldacE(m,g,t) _ 2—\/1£A’5MN /1d V=)

AT
x
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The sum rules in eq. 4.25 likewise provide a possibility to extract all Adler form factors from
good LF N — A DVCS transition amplitudes alone. We read off the expressions

:fjl dz Cy(z, €,t) — Ca(t)

3
M3 !
Co(t) :WiszQv) (/_1 dx Cy(x,&,t) — 05(15))

Ce(t)

4.4 Amplitude relations

In the last two sections we have given the expressions for the good components of vectorial
and axial N — N and N — A transition amplitudes. Even when we restricted ourselves to
these good components we could observe an ambiguity in case of the N — A transition. This
indicates the existence of a constraint equation among these amplitudes. This holds true the
more as we allow for other transition amplitudes, i.e. F“/)\ with 4 € {x,y,—}. The number of
independent amplitudes for a given transition can never exceed the number of physical GPDs
or form factors.

The formalism which we develop here holds for the transition amplitudes F )‘f/ y as well as
for the DVCS transition amplitudes G¥%,,. However since DVCS transition amplitudes with
different Lorentz indices pu are parameterized by GPDs with different twists there exist maxi-
mally relations between the amplitudes with the same Lorentz index® e.g. between the ampli-
tudes G;\r, - In the following we will only speak about transition amplitudes and form factors
in order to be concise - obviously GPDs can be treated similarly in the above mentioned sense.

The resulting constraint equations can be understand as consistency relations which have
to hold if the amplitudes obey relativistic covariance®. In order to simplify the calculation of
these consistency relations we introduce a generalized notation:

Let T% with i € I denote the form factors for a given transition. Further let G7 with j € J
enumerate all possible amplitudes for this transition. The respective coefficients C'*/ which
relate these form factors shall be defined by

Gl =Y Cir
i€l
with the shortcut notation
G=c".T
As an example consider the elastic vectorial N — N transition. Here we have
T ={T"};cr—{1,2) With T' = Fy(t) and T? = Fj(t)
G ={G}jer—q..g with G' = V™V @2 = pfN=N gs = o)

viIT Vi viIT

Gt =F N 6o = RN 60 = RV, 6T = R TN 6B = F YL (426)

SThere exist relations between G%/, and GY,, as well.
°In the physical world they do of course. In model calculations relativistic covariance may be violated
though.
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As an example for the coefficients we mention

Ay

022 —
2M

Now for a subset K C J with #K = #1I and

Det{(cik)}iel,keK #0
the form factors are expressed by
T'=> (C)*GF Viel
keK

Now for any [ € J with [ ¢ K one obtains

Gl — Z(Cz’l)TTi

el
_ Z Z Czl szk
i€l keK
= > (O)*G* (4.27)
keK

which is the desired consistency relation between the amplitudes {G*}rcx and G'.

Before applying this prescription to the various processes we like to remind the reader of
the parameterizations for the various transition amplitudes

FEST™) = St ) [ AL )+ G ) (P )

FAO™) = St [3995G0) + G2 Gir(t) + s () u(P )
FLEAh ﬁuym, X)[RA G (1) + R Galt) + w5 G (0)] u(P, Y
PRGN = oo (P )[R C0) + R Calt) + 87 C0) + 7 Calt)] (P

For convenience we introduce the notation F* for the transition amplitudes with

Ft=pt

F* =2ptEp®
FY = 2Pt FvY
F~ = (2P")F~

in order to suppress various factors 2P in the following relations. From now on we will apply
this convention for the DVCS amplitudes G* as well. Finally we can apply eq. 4.27 in order
to gain amplitude relations.
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For the vectorial N — N transition we choose to express all other amplitudes in terms

of

g+ (N—N) 0+ (N—=N)
)y and By,

The consistency relations then read

Ffy=0
Ffy=0
Fl =0
FTyT = iQMNF] + AL F)
Fo=(A7 - 4M]2V)F+ —AMNALF
Fr = —AMNAGF] + (AM5 — ADEF (4.28)

The same can be done for the axial N — NN transition. Here we choose to express the other
amplitudes in terms of

F‘gv FFT (N—N)
F\ng (N—N)
Fp
Then the consistency relations read

Ffy=0

FYy =idF,

Fll, = 2iMy

FT_ —(AZ +4M}) F

Fpo= (A2 +4MRF (4.29)

Finally let us state that with the assumption of vanishing G'7(Q?) one can obtain as additional
constraints

-+
Ff =0
Fi;=0

This relation should be approximately fulfilled since as mentioned before G (Q?) is a second
class form factor and hence suppressed.

In fact since quark masses for different flavors are assumed equal in quark models no quark
model calculation is sensitive to G7(Q?). Consequently we find numerically that £ R vanishes.

As next process we consider the vectorial N — A transition. Here we can express all other
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amplitudes in terms of Fg}, F;T and F; We find

A, | [A2 + My(My — MA)]F;T + ﬁMA(AmF;T + (Ma — MN)F;l)]

5. A2ZMpy + (Ma — My)?(Ma + My)
Ng _ Mi — M]2V F-i—
2.1 A, 31
Nlm _ Mi — M]2V F-i—
7 A, 3.1
~fz _ MZ - M]2V FJr
20 Al‘ %71«
- M2 — M2 .
T A NF+
21 A, 5.1
(M3 = M2)|[AZ + My (My — Ma)|FY, + VBMa(AFT + (Ma = My)FY )|
27 27 27
AZMy + (Ma — My)*(Ma + M)
s = by (s M)? - MMy | By
FY =i 2
2! A, [AgMN 4 (Ma — My)2(Ma + MN)]

[A%(MA — MN)(—QMi + MaMy + 2MJ2\7)} F;T
. 27

—1

Ay [A%MN + (Ma — My)?2(Ma + MN)]

- [\/EMA(MA — My)2(Ma + MN)]FfT + [\/gAwMAMN(MA — My)| Ff |
i 2 2
A2My + (Ma — My)2(Ma + My)

FY  =i|V3MAFS + A F + (2Ma — My)FY
§7T §7T §7T §7~L

{ﬁAxMA (A% + My (My — MA))} F;T

FY =
1l A2My + (Ma — My)2(Ma + My)
3A2Ma ~
il My + M <2 . z ) Ff
N A A2ZMy + (Ma — My )?(Ma + My)/ | 31

(MA — MN) [(Mi — M]%[)Q + Ai(sz\/ + MAMy — 3Mi)

—i Ff
Ay [A%MN + (Ma — My)?2(Ma + MN)] !

] [(MA — My)?(Ma + My)My + A% — A2(2M2 + MAMy — 2MJ2V)} i
Y= >
3 AZMy + (Ma — My)?(Ma + My)

V3Ma (AJC(Ag —2M3 +2ME)FT + [AiMA — (Ma — My)*(Ma + MN)]FTL)
27

§7T
+1
AZMy + (Ma — My)*(Ma + My)
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AZMy + (Ma — My)?(Ma + M)

SAZMA (M2 — M3) .
A2Mpy + (Ma — Mn)2(Ma + My) |~ 21

- 6M3 -
Fio = [4MA 2M]2V—A§<1+ A )]FSTT

2v/3M,
| 2VBMy
JAVS

+ 2v/3Ma [MA<

M3 — M% +

3A2 My

F-f—
A2ZMy + (Ma — My)?(Ma + My) ;

571'

—2>—MN

2V3Ma (MR — M}, — A7) [A?g(MN — 2Mn) + (Ma — My)*(Ma + MN)} .

1. = 3
2! A, [AgMN + (Ma — My)2(Ma + MN)} 2!
2(M3 — My)® 2 2 12A7 MR (Ma + My) -
—= A2 —12MK — 8MAM L } T
[ A% r A A N+A%MN—|—(MA—MN)2(MA—|—MN) 31

2(M3 — M%)(2Ma + MN)} -
F,
AZ‘ 571«
12A, M3Z (M3 — M%) P
A%MN—F(MA MN) (MA—{—MN) 3l

n [mx(MN —2My) —

A 2VBMA(AD — MR + MR)(A] — 2M3 + MMy + M]2V)F+
b AZMpy + (Ma — My)?(Ma + My) 3
— 2(Ma + My)(A2 — 2M3 + MaMy + M%)
(A2(3Mp = My) = (Ma = My)*(Ma + My)) =,
Ay [A%MN + (Ma — My)?*(Ma + MN)} 2
6A2M3 (Ma + 2My) ]F+
AZMy + (Ma — My)2(Ma + My) )" 31
A, [Ai«(‘lMA — 3MN)(Ma + My) — Ai] -
= T AR My (Ma = M) (Ma + M) LR
200 (Mp — My)(3MR +2M3 My — M) -,
AZMN+(MA—MN) (Ma + My) 3l
VM [A4 +2(M2 — M2)? — 4A2(M2 + MaMy — M}V)} )

+ [Ai +6M2 + 8MaMy —

F+
AQMN—F(MA MN)Q(MA—I—MN) 3.1
V3A, Ma [Ag(MA 4 My) — 2Ma(Ma — My)(Ma + 3MN)] - )
_ .30
AZMN + (Ma — My)*(Ma + M) ol (4:30)

Of course the relation for Fy . is the angular condition. The relations for F' Y\ can be un-
2’ ’

derstood as gauge invariance conditions which are (unlike for the nucleon nucleon transition)
non trivial since A~ # 0 for the N — A transition.

For the axial N — A transition we express all other amplitudes through F . 3 g Ff T’F T .
29 29
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and F3 . We find
27

A [N My (Ma + M
A 2| A%+ My(Ma + My) F V3A2M B
3l AZMy — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)2 31 A2Mpy — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)? ™ 31
V3A; Ma(Ma + My) S
A2 2F1
AxMN—(MA—MN)(MA—FMN) 5l
_(Ma - My)|(2Ma + My)A2 = (Ma = My)(Ma +My)?| a2 — g2
) F;f + M}ﬂr
ol \/§A§MA 21 AJ; 2T
(205 + My)A2 = (Ma = My)(Ma + My)?|
_ F3,
V3ALMa(Ma + My) 2
Ma — M [N—M My)(2Ma — M }
fe :( A N)|AZ — (Ma + My)(2Ma N) F++Mi_M]2VF1+
! V3A,Ma 31 Ay 7!
[Ag — (Ma + My)(2Ma — MN)] .
- V3Ma(Ma + My) 3
_ 2 2
P (Ma — Mn)Ma {Aer(MAJrMN) } Ay VBAMA (M3 — M) -
3l (Ma — My)(Ma + My)2 — A2My 31 A2My — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)2" 31
_ VBMA(MR — M})(Ma + My) F+ n Az Fﬂc
A2Mpy — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)2" 31 Ma+ My~ 31
, [A4MN + (Ma — My)2(Ma + My)? — A2(Ma + My)(2M2 + MaMy — 2M3)
F — ;
AL |AZMy — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)? 2!
; V3MA(MaA — My)(Ma + My)? P VBMAMN(Ma + My) o
(Ma — My)(Ma + My)2 — A2My 51 (Ma — My)(Ma + My)2 — A2My~ 3t
=i|v3 MaF§, + A, Ff, - (2Ma + My)F |
2
FY = ! <\/—A MA[A +MN(MA+MN)]>F
31 A%MN—(MA—MN)(MA—FMN)Q QT

+ ((QMA — My) [AiMN — (Ma — Mn)(Ma + MN)z] + 3A§MA>F;

+ (Ma + My) | (MR = M)? = (3MR + MaMy — M3)AZ]
Fy —’LAi — (ZMX — MAMpy — 2M]2V)A§ — (MA — MN)(MA + MN)ZMNFJ,_
3L A2Mpy — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)? 3
V3ALMa(AZ — 2M3 + 2M3) e
A?MN — (MaA — My)(Ma 4+ My)2" 51
VM, |(Ma = My)(Ma + My)? = AZMy)| -
A2Mpy — (Ma — My )(Ma + My)? 31

+1
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~ M3 — M? 6A2 M3 8
Fy =|4M3 —2M% — A2 — 2(M3 ) 8 Fy
A2 AgMN — (M3} — M2)(Ma + My) ) 37

3
2v/3Ma 3Ma(M?2 — M2)A2 N
+ A MA_MN+MA2 (2A 2N) 8 Ff'T

z NAZ = (M3 — My)(Ma+My) ) >

3Mpy MaA2 .
2V3Ma| (2MA — My) — x Tt
v <( A i) MyA2 — (M3 — M3 )(Ma +My) )~ 3t

2(M3 — M%) -
Ay
_ 2[(2Ma + My)AZ - (Ma — My)(Ma + My)?|

o=
2 \BASM, [(MA ~ M) (Ma + My)? — AgMN}

=+ FST

(MR = M3)* + 32103

12M3

— (MX = MY)(BME + MaMy — M)A Y + |8MaMy — o2& — A2
2 N
MZ — M3 12M2 (M2 M2
2(MA ; ) AMA &) ]F+T [ (2Ma + My)A,
AL My[MyaZ— (Ma - My)(Ms + M)
2(M3 — M%)(2Ma — My) N 12M§A (M3 — M%) P
Ay MyAZ — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)2" 5!

2[(ME — ME)? — (2M3 — MaMy — MZ)AZ|
* V3AZMa 2!
P [(MA + My)(2Ma — My) — Ag}
F%l _\/gA%MA [AEMN — (Ma — My)(Ma + MN)Q}
(MR - MR - (MR - MR)(BME + MaMy — ME)AZ + 3M3AL| B,

2(Ma — My) [Ag — (2Ma — My)(Ma + MN)]

A, [AgMN — (Ma — My)(Ma + MN)2]
(Vs + My (M — M) + (3Ma + My) 22| B,

6M3 (Ma — 2My)A2 N
A2 + 6M2 — SMAM A z ] +
+[ » t A A N+A%MN—(MA—MN)(MA—{—MN)2 1l

2(Ma — My)|A2 = (2Ma — My)(Ma + MN)] )
Fy
V3A,Ma 51
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. ~ 1
Fy =2(Ma — My)F%, + <[2(Mi — M%)?
2 A, [A%MN — (Ma — Mn)(Ma + MN)Q}

—2(Ma 4+ My)*(3M3Z — AMAMy + 2M3)A2 + (4M3 — MaMy — 3M3)AL — AS} F;T
2

—V3A,Ma [2(Mi — M3%)? —4(M3 — MAMy — M2)A2 + Aﬁ] FjT
2
+V3AZMa [ZMA(MA + My)(3My — Ma) + (Ma — MN)AEJ} Flﬁ) : (4.31)
2

Again one might call the relation among the good LF component transition amplitudes an-
gular condition.

For the DVCS amplitudes we can also write down relations among the G;\r, ) for the p — A¥
transition. For the vectorial transition we find

A, [(Ag -(1- g)MNA> G; +3(1 + g)MAAijT

Gt =
My (1- A2+ M1 - €] - (1 - )MaMyB + (1+€)3M

2

n (4.32)

My (1 =€) | A2+ ME (1 - €2] = (1 - €)MaMy B+ (1 + €)M}

and for the axial transition we find
A, (Ag + (1 - §)MNB> GgT +3(1 + §)MAAxGJ£T
G‘é’ _ 2 2
(MY [AZ+ (1 - 2MR] - (1 - @)MaMyA - (1+€)PM}
V3(1+ g)MAAmBGjl

- 2 (4.33)

(1— My [A2+(1-€2M3 | — (1 - )MAMNA - (1+€)3M3

Again we have made use of the convenient shortcut notations in eqs. 4.9 and 4.15. Both
relations have the same structure for & = 0 as the angular conditions for the respective
amplitudes F ;C A

4.5 Higher Twist GPDs

Higher twists are related to bad LF transition amplitudes. Having much freedom for the choice
of covariant sets to parameterize these transition amplitudes we choose the covariants which
are known from the twist 2 parametrization. Additionally we allow for another covariant,
which is suppressed in leading twist due to either the analog to the gauge condition or the
suppression of second class terms. Of course we would have the freedom to choose them at
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leading twist as well but this is not favorable because of the relation to the form factors. So
when we parameterize e.g. the vectorial N — N transition amplitude we choose to do so by:

- v
G)\’)\ 2;+ (P/ )‘I) |:7J_( (.%' g t) +H (1‘ 5 t)) ZZMNVE(xvaw
Ai
Grn =5z 8P N) [y (H(,€.0) + He ,€,0) + Hiay(2,61)
YA A~
ZUQMN (E(m,s,t)+E(4)(x,§,t)) oars X (wét)]u(P,)\)

Then we call Hz) and X(3) the genuine twist 3 GPDs and H(4) and E(4) the genuine twist 4

GPDs. There is no choice about whether the covariant QAT‘;V contributes at twist 3 or at twist

4 level. The reason is that one can express ki = xy while x3 is independent.

For the sum rules we have

1
/ dx H(x,&,t) = Fi(t)

-1

1
/ dx E(x,&,t) = Fa(t)

-1

/lde (,6,t) =

1

1

/1 de(3)(m,§,t) =0
1

/_1 dl‘H(4)(.%',§,t) =0

1
/de(4)($,§,t):0 . (4.34)
-1

We should mention that there exist only 2 twist 3 GPDs, although the number of correspond-
ing transition amplitudes might suggest 4 at first glance. The transition amplitudes G¥,, in a
given reference frame can be related to the G¥,, in another reference frame. Since the GPDs
by which the transition amplitudes are parameterized are frame independent they must be
the same objects. So the same twist 3 GPDs which parameterize GG%,, do the same job for the
Gg’\, - And with the four vectors in the game one cannot build other independent covariants.

Of course this argument relies on the LF rotation L f(w,) being a kinematical Lorentz trans-
formation. This explains why the same argument cannot be used to relate e.g. G ;\r, , and GY),.
With the same kinematics as in the previous section these amplitude relations read

A
2M
Y .
G =i <2MNGlT + ALY ) . (4.35)
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We like to remark that these relations are derived without assuming a certain number of twist
3 GPDs. Hence this example illustrates the argument above.

The behavior of these amplitude relations for small values of £ is obviously in agreement
with the amplitude relations for the form factor related amplitudes. Finally let us provide the
expressions for the different twist GPDs in terms of transition amplitudes

26 M ~
s 60) =~y + G,
@u>““’wm

4,/1 — §2MNG”TCT —2y/1 - E2MyA,GY,
A (AMZ + A2)
1 ~+ QMNG V 1 _52 T ~x
@U)%Pﬁww,vF@M+Wbe2waMG

X(3)(m7€7t) =

A EA(AM% + A2) T g(aM2 + A2)
&F@Wﬁ_%%ﬁwww M)
(AM3Z 4 A2)2 1 A (AMZ, + A2)?

21— &My ~, 461 - M3 261 - My ~,
Euyy(z,§t) = - ——FG} + Gf
“) A, AL (AM% + A2) AM2 + A2 1
VI—@[AZ+4(3-263)MF]
(4M2 +A2)2 I
21— EMy[4(2 - HME + A2 -
€My 4 . EWME + 0] (4.36)
AL (AMZ + A2)? a

For the axial N — N transition we find

1 . .
G)J\_/)\ :”ﬁﬂ(Pla)‘/) |:7J_75 <H($,€,t) + H(g)(l‘,f,t))
J_ ~ ~
1 . . -
G;/)\ :2P+ﬂ(P/a)‘,) |:7_75 <H($,€,t) + H(3)(m7€7t) + H(4)(‘T’€7t))

-V

+ T (R &) JutP )

+ QMN,.YS (E(x7§7t) + E(3)(x7€7t))

Again there is no choice whether k% contributes at twist 3 or twist 4 level. Here one finds
%3 = 0 and hence it cannot contribute at twist 3 level. We have the sum rules

/1 de:I(a:,ﬁ’,t) = Ga(t)

1

1
/1 de(m,g,t) = Gp(t) + %GT(t)



4.5. Higher Twist GPDs 91

1
/ dl‘H(g)(l‘,f,t):O

1
1

/ dl’E(3)(l’,f,t> - _EGT(t)
-1 §
1

/1 dl‘g(4)(l‘,€,t) =0

1
/_1 dx X(4) (w,f,t) = GT(t) . (4.37)

The argument for only 2 independent GPDs at twist 3 is the same as for the vector transition.
In the given kinematics the respective amplitude relations read

A
GY . =i—— (26 M NG ALGY
A Zg(A§+4M]2V)( SMnGa, 1 + GMT)
) 2MN
Y T x

Again the behavior for small values of & agrees with the respective amplitude relations for
the form factor related amplitudes. Next let us provide the expressions for the different twist
GPDs in terms of transition amplitudes

- 1 ~ QEM ~
E(z,&,t) = 2 £A€2MN G
- B ~ 2§MN ~ \/1_52Am - 2\/ 1_€2MN ~ax
(e 60) == s~ Ol gy anCh gt Az O

2\/1—52MNC~:++ 4\/1_§2M]2\7 éx 2\/1_£2MN T

By (2,6,1) = = =7~ Y e, @e  an T T v az O

V1-EA, Gﬂﬁ 2\/1 =My ~,

H t) =—
(4)(%,5, ) 5(4M]2\7+A§:) m 4M2 —{—AQ 0
L VI o 2VI-EEMy
AMZ + A2 1T AL (AMZ + A2Z)
. 4y/1 - €M% - 26/1 —€2M 2(1 —€2)2 My =
Xgy(z,6,t) = <My Gy — : v T+ &)’ G (439)

AL (AMZ 4+ A2) T AM2 + A2 AL (AM3Z + A2)

For the N — A transition we can parameterize the bad amplitudes as follows:

—AT 1 = v v v
GV =g W (P V) [l Ha s 6.0) e e, 1) o H,6.0) [ (P,
1 (p—A+ 1 _ u 5
Grin ™ =5 PN (ot (Ha(w, 6, 6) + B (2,6,0)) + 13 (Halw,€,0)

B 0,60) o (Bt .+ 6 ) o

(p AT 1 /vy _
G =P ) [ () + B o) + B 1)
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+ kg (H2(9U7§,t) + Hé?’) (x,&,t) + H§4) (z,€, t)>
+ 7" (Ha(a,&,0) + H (@,6,0) + HS (,6,0)) [u(P, )

One may wonder why we do not use the fourth independent covariant x4 in order to pa-
rameterize at least a higher twist amplitude with. Actually this is just a matter of taste. Of
course one could choose to parameterize e.g.

1 (p—At 1 _ v 3 v
G ™ =gy P X0 st (Ha(es6,0) + 1Y 0,60)) + ¥ (P 1)

+ H2(3)(ac,§,t)) + K3V Hs(x,&,t) + “inf)(x,f»t)] u(P, )

But then there is nothing gained by doing so. The covariant /" bears no physical intuition.
There is no fourth form factor to which it could be related (due to current conservation).
Thus we choose not to use it. The arising sum rules for the genuine higher twist vectorial
N — A GPDs are trivial:

1
/ dl‘Hl(l',f,t) = 2G1(t)

-1

/1 dl‘HQ(l‘,f,t) = 2G2(t)
1

1
[ e Ha(a.&.) = 2Ga(0
—1

1
/ de H¥ (2,6,t) =0
1

1
/ do H (z,€,t) = 0
1

1
/ de HY (2,¢,t) = 0

-1

1
/ de HY (2,¢,t) = 0
1

1
/ do HY (z,€,t) = 0

-1

1
/de§4)(m,§,t):0 . (4.40)
1

From the perpendicular transition amplitudes we obtain expressions for the sum of twist 2
and twist 3 GPDs. Combining these results with the expressions for the twist 2 GPDs (eq.
4.10) we find the formulae for the genuine twist 3 GPDs in terms of transition amplitudes.
For example we find (using prescription II)

3(1-¢) <_L@+ (L+ M - (1 - My

_ ot
14+¢ 3

3
H£ )(m,f,t) =2 A3 A2

1—¢&2 o
T EME = (1 - ©2M3, + €242

(14 &Ma — (1 - My ~, D
A, 3!

wiw s

.

(4.41)
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We will not provide the results for H (ac &), H(3 (x,&,1), H(4 (z,&,t), H. ( (x,&,t) and
H§4 (z,&,t) here for lack of space!®

The angular conditions for the 2 and — component!! transition amplitudes read

- (Agér%T V3L + OAMAGE + A[VB(L+MAGE — (1 - g)MNé:%“T])
G T O[O P + A2 My — (1 - @My MAB + (11 €M)
A, (VB[A2 - (1 - My AL +3(1+ OMA[ALC], +€4G7 ])

Gy, = (1=O[(1—&)>MZ + A2] My — (1 — E)MyMaB + (14 £)3M3

(4.42)

Once more we have used egs. 4.9 and 4.15. Finally the kinematical Lorentz rotation L f(w.)
provides further amplitude relations of the type

éy, —aéx —{—béx —{—Cém
XA gT %T %J'
As an example we mention

Am<\/§(1 +OMaGY, + DG+ [201+ M — (1 - OMy]GY) )
(1+€)2MR + (1 - )2 M} +¢A7

G*yl (4.43)
2

Again the situation changes when we consider the axial N — A GPDs. Here exist four form
factors and we like to reflect this fact in the parametrization of the DVCS amplitudes. Here
they are:

—AT 1 — ~+v ~+v ~+v
GLSNST = (P X) RO, 6,8) + R Ca(a, §,8) + R Cala &, 8) | u(P, )

AT 1 ~ v ~lv
G5 = (PN R (G, 60 + 0P (@.6.0)) + 73700 (,6.1)

VRE (Cg(x,f,t) + c§3>(x,g,t)) + RO (€, t)}u(P, )
G532 =m0 [ (G 60 + P et + o w6 )
+ iy O (2, €,t) + R3” (Cg(.%' &)+ 08 (z,6,1) + C§4)(x,§,t))
+ i7" (Cala&,8) + O @, 6.0)) [u(Py)

Again we have no choice whether the covariant /" contributes at twist 3 or not. The argu-
ment is the same as for the vectorial N — A transition.

10 Actually we have chosen H {3) (z,€&,t) given in prescription II as example since this result is comparatively
concise. Generally the expressions tend to be rather lengthy.
"The y component is too lengthy to be written down here.
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The sum rules for the axial higher twist GPDs read

/_ 11 dz Cy(z,€,1) = 2(05@) - %}VM?V)C%@» (4.44)
/_ 11 dz Cs(x, &, 1) = 2C5(t) (4.45)
/ 11 dz Cy(a,€,1) = 2 (04(1‘,) + gcﬁ(t)> (4.46)
/11 dz CP(z,€,t) =0

/_ 11 de CF) (2, €,8) = 204 (1) (4.47)

1
/ de O (z,6,6) =0
1

1 M2 _ M2
[ arcte.sn —2(SHASE )

1
/ dwC§4)(m,f,t) =0

-1

/ " 0w, 6,1) — —26Cot)
1

3)

One remark is in order here. The genuine higher twist GPD C5” (z, &, t) can not be considered
negligible if Cg(¢) is finite.

The parametrization for the perpendicular transition amplitudes allows us to express the
genuine twist 3 GPDs in terms of good and perpendicular transition amplitudes just as in the
case of the vectorial N — A transition. In order to access the axial genuine twist 4 GPDs
from 4, x and - transition amplitudes we have to make additional use of the relation

M3 — M% 1

E;—V g}—l/ ~—V

Y L T
M3, 13

As an example we provide the result for C’és) (x,&,t):

S (x,6,t) =

220 = E)(1 - M}, <Axég VB OMaGY T)

A1+ &M+ (1= M) |(1+€)?ME — (1 - €)M} + €43

+

21201 = &)(1 = M [(1 +&)*Ma + £(1 — ) M] G| (4.48)

Ao [(1+ M+ (1= My][(1+ €)M — (1 - €)°M3 + €43
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The angular conditions for the x and - component amplitudes read

A, (2265, + VB(1L+ OMald,GY, + B[(1 - OMyGS, — V3L +MaGY ])

o (- OMN[(1- MR + AZ] - (1 - €)My MaA — (1+ €)M}
 A([A2+ (- 9My]BGT, +VB(1+ ©MA[ALGT, - BGT )
Gy = : 2 A (4.49)

2 (- OMy[(1- €M + AZ] - (1 - €)My MaA — (1+ €)M}
Finally as an example for an amplitude relation of the type

GY\ =aG +bGT, 4G

+V3(1+ g)MAGr%T —[(1 =My +2(1+ f)MA]G‘m%

. !
f (1+2ME — (1 - €)> My + A7

(4.50)

4.6 “Mixed Twist GPDs”

In this section we try to establish a link between the treatment of form factors and GPDs
concerning non “+4” transition amplitudes. This will turn out to be useful in order to apply the
spurious covariants formalism which will be explored for form factors in the following chapter.
Under mixed twists we understand an approximation in which we assume that some “mixed
twist GPDs” can be accessed from any set of DVCS transition amplitudes, independently
of the Lorentz component p. This means we simply parameterize DVCS amplitudes by the
maximal set of independent covariants, i.e.

au(N—N)y L, e ichv A, q AH q
GV,)\’)\ _2]5+u(P ’)‘)|:r7 H(*)(‘T’€7t) + 2MN E(*)(‘T’€7t) + QMNX(*)(x’€7t)] u(P7 )‘)
(4.51)
aun(N=N) _ L o o Abys =g i A, g
(4.52)
oA — 1 g pryy (W47 HY 0, 6,0) + w87 HE, (2, 6,) + i HE (2,6, 1)
’ 2V/6P+
+ /‘{ZUHEI*) (CL‘, 67 t):| U(P, )‘)
GhOAD L (P )[R CL (2, 6,8) + RV C2, (2, 6,8) + REYCE, (2, €,1)
A NN 4P+ul/ ) ’%1 (*) x,q, ’%2 (*) Z,q, K;,?, (*) T,8,

+ RO (€, t)] u(P,\)

We name these objects GPD\) (x,€,t) mixed twist GPDs since one needs at least one non
plus component transition amplitude in order to access them. (As for each process there is
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one GPD more than there are independent twist 2 GPDs).

Now we have to address the question what kind of approximation these objects imply, and
whether it is a reasonable approximation. This issue can be discussed by comparing the ex-
pressions above with the properly defined higher twist GPDs from the last section. Starting
with the vectorial N — N transition we firstly remark that the covariant s/ can be expressed
by the others for a given p. We find

1
of =~ 4
Ki = Ky
B 1
K1 = 5“3 + Ky

This way we can compare the parameterizations of higher twist GPDs with those for mixed
twist GPDs for the transition amplitudes. We get

(B + Hewy ) i + (X = %H(*))FL; —(E+ H)xf — %Hﬁf{
(E(*) + ]r-[(*)),%zl + X(*)m?f :(H + H3 + E>,‘<;2l + X3k

1

<E(*) + H(*)>/£2_ + (X(*) + ¢

Heo )iz =(H + Hs + Hy+ B+ Ey) i3
1
+ <X3 + g+ Hy + H4))/<;g
The implications of comparing all components p are:

Huy=H+§X3

B = E - £X4
X(*) = X3
Hs =0
Hy=¢X3
Ey=—£X3

In short, if all genuine higher twist GPDs are very small this approximation is quite ok. There
is no a priori reason why these higher twist GPDs should be small (they are kinematically
suppressed, but not necessarily small quantities in themselves). A little hope for the higher
twist GPDs being small comes from the sum rules (eq. 4.34) which guarantee at least that
their integral over x must vanish.

For the mixed” GPDs the sum rules again become very intuitive:
1
-1

1
/ dl‘E(*)(l',f,t) = Fg(t)

1

1
/ d:I?X(*)(ili,f,t):O

1
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Finally we provide the formulae for the mixed GPDs in terms of the amplitudes G, o G+ and
G7.:
1l

e/1—€2 -
H(x,€,t) =v/1 - €6, 75%

Ay
£ ~ 2M ~ /1 —€2 -
E(*)(‘T’évt) :\/T—‘SQG?—T + \/I—TJ\%GB — T T
3 ~ 2EM, ~ V1-€2 o,
X(*)(x7§7t) = \/17_—52 ﬁ — s {ZAQC GI'T + Al T (4.53)

For the axial N — N transition we can go through similar steps. We find

Hu=H

E(*) = FE+ Es

Xy = —EE;3
Hs;=0
Hy=0
Xy =—(E;

Therefore we find again that the introduction of mixed twist GPDs is reasonable if one can
assume the genuine higher twist GPDs to be small. Likewise the sum rules again become very
intuitive:

1
/ o (. 61) = Gal)
1

1
1

Finally the mixed GPDs in terms of the amplitudes G
QEMN ~+

+
t1» G1y and G,

Flolet0 = g+ g, O
AMy - 8EMY -, /1My -,
E(*) ('T’€7t) :\/1——72;A2G;r —€2A3 GIFT AQ N Tt
_ 2\ A2 2472 — .
Xy (@, 6,t) == MY gy 2MN[(L-E)AT —AEMR] ny | 261 - EMy 5,

Ji—eaz T J1— €A TR

For the vectorial N — A transition we have to express the covariant 4" by the other three.
We find

k¥ = ATk$V + Btky
lv — AJ_IQ%'V —|—BJ'I€§'V
ky' =A Ky" +B k3"
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Here we have used the shortcut notations

At =

B+_

2¢
t+E(MR — MR)
1-¢
t+E(MR — MR)
1

T MR- MR

2

M2 — M3

A1 — M + 26t — 41 + M3

(4+26)MZ +26M% — (1 + &)t

12— (2 — )M2t +2(1 — )M + 21+ €) M4 — [4M§, +(2+ 5)4 M2

Comparing the expressions for the amplitudes we find

7Y = o
e _ AT e
2 — 42~ AL A+ 2
() _ AY(BY - BY) )
H3 = H3 - AL A+ 3
3
g _ Hy”
4T AT A
HY =0
7Y =0

)

Again as long as Hi*

is ok and in this case the concept of mixed GPDs is sensible.

12— (2 — Mt +2(1 — )M +2(1 + M4 — [4M}V + 24 f)t} M2

and thus all genuine higher twist GPDs are small this approximation

Finally we consider the axial N — A transition. Here we can express the superfluous co-

variants in terms of others as following:

R;—V — é— (RIV

2 2
_MA_MNR-F

M

2 2
~lv MA - MN ~1lv

Ry =
M?
N

My,

K1

K1

~—v (Mi_Mlewi-u

v
1

~4v

)
)



4.6. “Mixed Twist GPDs” 99

These expressions lead to

§MR — MR)

(3)
M3 Ca

Cf*) =C1+

Cé*) _ 02(3)

C5) = ¢y

ci =y — ¢y

o =cf =ciV =0

§(MR — M)
M

cy = —¢cy”

Cf‘) _ Cf’)

And again this is a reasonable approximation as long as the genuine higher twist GPDs are
small. As mentioned in the last section however the existence of a finite C(t) forbids the
genuine higher twist axial GPDs to vanish. Luckily the factors £ in the above expressions
seem to save the merit of introducing mixed GPDs for the axial N — A transition at least
for small values of &.

For all the mixed twist GPDs we can now give consistency relations which have to hold
if the approximations are reasonable. This works along the same lines as the derivation of
the consistency relations among the amplitudes which correspond to the form factors. This
means that we can apply 4.27 in order to gain amplitude relations.

For the vectorial N — N transition we choose to express all other amplitudes in terms

of

~q, + (N—N)
GV,TT
~q, + (N—N)
Gy, 1y
~q, ¢ (N—N)
GV,TT

Then the consistency relations read!'?

L EAME + A2)@MNGT, + MG ) — (1 €2)A2GE,

L1 = 2(1 — €2)MyA,
; A+ A+
& :Z 2MNG17T + AmGT,T
.1 1—¢&2
- :22'5MN(2MNGIT +A.G)
L1 (1 - 62)A:v

12Whenever the meaning is clear from the context we will drop the indices ¢,A or V and N — N or N — A.
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[4(1 —3EM2LA, — (1+ 52)A§] Gt - [4MNA§ + 16§2M]?{,] ar,

G = (-4,
26(A2 +4ME)GE
(1-82)A,
B [gQAg — 41— 252)M]2‘VA4 Gt + [(1 +E)MyA2 — 4(1 — 352)M]3(,} ar,
= (1= &2y
2 2 2\ Yz

One can nicely observe the reduction in case of the form factor corresponding amplitudes F ;f, A\
by setting & = 0.

For the axial N — N transition we express the other amplitudes in terms of

~q, + (N—N)
GA
~q, + (N—N)
GA 1t
~q, € (N—N)
Gl

We find the relations

E|AMR A, + ADGT + 26 My (A2 +4MF)G T, —2(1 - €A, MNGT
e (1-¢)A2
; A+ ~+
v _Z(A:’:GTT + 2§MNG”)
T 1_¢2
- :2¢MN(AxG{T +26MyGT)
bl (1-¢2)A,
s AZ+4aMR

Gry == gpas <[852J\4]2VAm —(1- gQ)A;’;] e

+ 166 M7 - 4¢(1 - €)My AZ| G, — [462(1 - €)A, My] Cff})

(A2 + 40M2) [(8521\4]% —(1- g%Ai)éjT 1A, (2MN€:T+T (- 52)6*@)

A (- epa2

(4.56)

The consistency relations for both axial and vectorial N — A amplitudes as derived using
the expressions for mixed twist GPDs are lengthy and thus will not be given here for lack of
space. We have derived and implemented them numerically though, so they are evaluated in
the subsequent section numerically. However we provide one example each. For the vectorial
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N — A transition one of the relations reads

VB @A AT + (1 - €)M 21+ MR + (1 - €)My MaGY
31481 —&2)A;MaA
[+ PME - (1 - € MR + EA7]
31481 —&2)A MaA
: [\/§<Ai F(1—€)2M% — 21+ €)2M2 + (1 — 52)MNMA>C:§T —3(1+ §MaAGT |
(4.57)

Gt

wl»—&?

and for the axial N — A transition one relation is given by

-, <AB2 2[(1— My +2(1 + g)MA])éf%T
“h = V3l + 61— ©)AZMAB
(L+8)2MZ — (1 -§)2MF + A2

)’M
V3(1+&)(1 - )AzMAB

: (@(1 +OAMABGT, + (Ai (1= My +2(1 +§Ma] - ABQ>C¥?§T>

(4.58)

4.7 Results

We will conclude this chapter with the application of the formulae derived in the previous
sections to the amplitudes which we have obtained in the model calculation. In the following
4 subsections we will present the plots for the different transitions and discuss the results.

4.7.1 Vectorial N — N transition

In fig. 4.1 we explore how well the form factor related amplitudes satisfy covariance in our
model calculation. Obviously the shape of all curves is very similar between the predicted
results and the direct calculation. The amplitude relations for the perpendicular amplitudes
are satisfied at 30% level. This is a reasonable result. For the — component transition ampli-
tudes the deviations are much higher. We would like to understand them as 30% agreement
between L and — component transition amplitudes. In fact that is the size of the error for
amplitude relations with — amplitudes in terms of 1 amplitudes. (Not displayed here for lack
of space). Particularly for FT7T the error is much smaller. This seems to be coincidence.

In fig. 4.2 we display the DVCS amplitude relations which connect the x and y component am-
plitudes. These amplitude relations therefore provide a measure for the covariance-consistency
of amplitudes which are associated with the same twist. Since for £ = 0 the amplitudes GJTCT

and éfT vanish the amplitude relations can only be verified for finite values of 3. We find

13Choosing very small values for £ requires too much computer time to produce a statistical error which is
small enough for our purpose.
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that the amplitude relations are satisfied at 30% level or better.

The amplitude relations in eq. 4.55 not only require covariance for the model amplitudes.
They also assume that genuine higher twist GPDs are negligible. In fig. 4.3 these predictions
are tested. We have confined ourselves to showing only the p — p amplitude relations here.
The amplitude relations for GZT/T’ éﬁ and GIT are consistent with the findings in fig. 4.1. The

amplitude relations for CNJTT and G?T however look very bad. Since they scale with O(§) the
numerical extraction of the amplitudes for very small values of £ is again impossible. These
amplitudes also enter in the expressions for the twist 3 GPDs.

In fig. 4.4 we show the leading twist GPDs for t = —0.5 GeV? and different values of skewed-
ness £. The value for t which we chose here is small enough and thus within the application
range of quark models. As discussed in chapter 3 the valence quark picture only provides
results in the kinematical range x > £. For large values of x the valence quark contribution is
dominant and hence the GPDs which we show here are predictive in this regime.

Twist 3 GPDs are presented in fig. 4.5. The non satisfaction of the amplitude relations
which we showed in fig. 4.55 already casts serious doubts on the predictive power of quark
models for observables that are extracted from bad LF component amplitudes in general (and
higher twist GPDs in particular). In fact the genuine twist 3 GPDs H 3) and X(3) do not
satisfy the sum rules in eq. 4.34. Likewise they are not small which would be the necessary
condition in order to apply the concept of mixed twist GPDs. While we provided a formalism
to extract higher twist GPDs from bad LF amplitudes the quark model is not able to provide
the required covariance consistency in the amplitudes to be predictive for higher twist GPDs.

In fig. 4.6 we give the vectorial N — N form factors. The results look quite reasonable
compared to the experimental data. However we have to emphasize that G% (Q?) was used
to fit the spatial quark model wave function (eq. 3.14). Nevertheless G5, (Q?) and G%,(Q?)
are quite well described by the model. Although our model calculation only takes s-waves
into account G,(Q?) does not vanish as one should expect from SU(6) arguments. The finite
result stems from the Melosh rotation which mixes different spin states. While the experi-
mental data for G'%(Q?) is not described by the model, the order of magnitude and the shape
of this form factor are reproduced correctly even without taking into account d-waves. The
deviation from the sum rules for finite values of & stems from covariance breaking effects as
we discussed in chapter 3.
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Amplitude relations for the vectorial N — N transition
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Figure 4.1: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for the respective amplitudes.
Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relation (eq. 4.28) holds.
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Amplitude relations for the vectorial N — N transition (eq. 4.35)
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Figure 4.2: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for the respective amplitude.
Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relation (eq. 4.35) holds.

Black curve: Results for € = 0; Green curve: Results for £ = 0.1; Red curve: Results for

£=02.
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Amplitude relations for the vectorial N — N transition (eq. 4.55)
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Figure 4.3: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for the respective amplitude.
Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relation (eq. 4.55) holds.
Black curve: Results for € = 0; Green curve: Results for £ = 0.1; Red curve: Results for

£=02.
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Leading twist GPDs for the vectorial N — N transition
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Figure 4.4: Black curve: £ = 0; Green curve: £ = 0.1; Red curve: £ = 0.2.
The GPDs are extracted from the good LF component amplitudes (eq. 4.3).
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Figure 4.5: Green curve: £ = 0.1; Red curve: £ = 0.2.
The GPDs are extracted using the perpendicular LF component amplitudes (eq. 4.36).

Twist 3 GPDs for the vectorial N — N transition
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Vectorial N — N form factors
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Figure 4.6: The vectorial nucleon form factors. Calculated from the good LF amplitudes
directly (black curve), evaluated using the sum rules for £ =0 (on top of the black curve),
€ =0.1 (red curve) and & = 0.2 (green curve). The experimental data are taken from the
following references:

Upper left panel: green star: [82], black square: [83].

Upper right panel: blue triangle: [84], blue circle: [85], green triangle: [86].

Lower left panel: green triangle: [87], green star: [88], black triangle: [89], black square:
[90], red triangle: [91], red square: [92].

Lower right panel: blue square: [93] [94] [95], red circle: [96] [97] [98] [99] [100] [101],
green triangle: [102].

The black star in each panel denotes the experimental value for Q* = 0 GeV?.
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4.7.2 Axial N — N transition

In fig. 4.7 we explore how well the form factor related amplitudes satisfy covariance in our
model calculation. We have confined ourselves to presenting the isovectorial amplitudes only.
Like for the vectorial N — N transition the shape of all curves is very similar between the
predicted results and the direct calculation. The amplitude relations for the perpendicular
amplitudes are satisfied at 30% level and again for the — component transition amplitudes
the deviations are much higher.

In fig. 4.8 we display the DVCS amplitude relations which connect the x and y compo-
nent amplitudes. These amplitude relations therefore provide a measure for the covariance-
consistency of amplitudes which are associated with the same twist. For £ — 0 the expression
Gfl}

11

becomes difficult to access numerically. Therefore the amplitude relations can only be
verified for £ = 0.1 and £ = 0.2. We find that the amplitude relations are satisfied at 30%
level or better.

The amplitude relations in eq. 4.56 not only require covariance for the model amplitudes.
They also assume that genuine higher twist GPDs are negligible. In fig. 4.9 these predictions
are tested. The amplitude relations for GZT/T’ GTT and GT} are consistent with the findings in

fig. 4.7. Concerning G?T it is remarkable that the strong & dependence in the prediction for
the amplitude is not followed by the directly calculated amplitude. The amplitude relations
for CNJJTCT and GIT look quite bad. Since they scale with O(§) the numerical extraction of the
amplitudes for very small values of £ is again impossible. These amplitudes also enter in the
expressions for the twist 3 GPDs.

In fig. 4.10 we show the leading twist GPDs for t = —0.5GeV? and different values of
skewedness . The value for t which we chose here is small enough and thus within the ap-
plication range of quark models. As discussed in chapter 3 the valence quark picture only
provides results in the kinematical range x > £. For large values of x the valence quark con-
tribution is dominant and hence the GPDs which we show here are predictive in this regime.
As discussed in section 4.2 the GPD E (z,&,t) is obtained directly from the leading & behavior
in GTT and is therefore to be trusted less than the results for H (x,&,t). Apart from this

covariance breaking effect which casts doubts on the reliability of the prediction for F (x,&,t)
there is a much more serious argument why the results for E(m,§ ,t) are less predictive. In
fact this GPD is dominated by the pion pole contribution, which is physically not accessible
in a quark model calculation. This will become particularly obvious in the discussion of G p(t).

Twist 3 GPDs are presented in fig. 4.11. These genuine twist 3 GPDs ]:1(3) and E(g) are
not negligible. They do not satisfy the respective sum rules (eq. 4.37). Like for the vectorial
N — N we only provide these twist 3 GPDs to show that we can treat them in our formalism.
The predictive power of the quark model amplitudes for these GPDs is little.

In fig. 4.12 we give the axial N — N form factors. The results for G 4(t) are reasonable
compared to the experimental results which we have simply represented in the figure by a
dipole fit. Concerning G p(t) we have a couple of comments to make. Firstly it is not amazing
that the sum rule for £ = 0 does not lie on top of the directly calculated curve for this form
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factor. The reason is that G p(t) is extracted using GTT while the sum rules use the good LF
component DVCS amplitudes only. Then the result for G p(t) is negative in our calculation
while data shows a large positive Gp(t). In fact the pseudoscalar form factor is dominated by
the pion pole contribution

4M?
Gp(t) = MGalt
This physics cannot be described using the valence quark picture. So our result has to be
understood as valence quark contribution which should be added to the pion pole contribution.
The deviation from the sum rules for finite values of £ stems from covariance breaking effects
as we discussed in chapter 3.

Amplitude relations for the axial N — N transition
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Figure 4.7: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for the respective amplitudes.
Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relation (eq. 4.29) holds.
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Amplitude relations for the axial N — N transition (eq. 4.38)
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Figure 4.8: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for the respective amplitude.

Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relation (eq. 4.38) holds.

Black curve: Results for € = 0; Green curve: Results for £ = 0.1; Red curve: Results for
£=0.2.
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Amplitude relations for the axial N — N transition (eq. 4.56)
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Figure 4.9: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for the respective amplitude.
Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relation (eq. 4.56) holds.
Black curve: Results for € = 0; Green curve: Results for & = 0.1; Red curve: Results for

£ =0.2.
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Leading twist GPDs for the axial N — N transition
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Figure 4.10: Black curve: £ = 0; Green curve: £ = 0.1; Red curve: £ = 0.2.
The GPDs are extracted from the good LF component amplitudes (eq. 4.4).
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Twist 3 GPDs for the axial N — N transition
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Figure 4.11: Green curve: £ = 0.1; Red curve: £ = 0.2.

The GPDs are extracted using the perpendicular LF component amplitudes (eq. 4.39).
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Axial N — N form factors
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Figure 4.12: The azial nucleon form factors. Calculated from good and bad LF ampli-
tudes directly (black curve), evaluated using the sum rules for & =0 (blue curve), & = 0.1
(green curve) and &€ = 0.2 (red curve). The dotted cyan curve is the dipole fit for G 4(Q?)
with the dipole mass M4 = 1.03 GeV?.
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4.7.3 Vectorial p — AT transition

In fig. 4.13 the amplitude relations among the F;f, ) are tested. Our first remark concerns the

angular condition (F ; l) which is broken. Actually the breaking of the angular condition is

within 30% and thus 2not larger than other typical covariance breaking effects. However this
inconsistency afflicts the predictability for G%;(t) and G% () as will be discussed later. Another
interesting feature for the N — A transition is the possibility to check gauge invariance
explicitly within the same kinematics. The consistency relations for ij, , can be understood
as gauge (invariance) conditions:

ALF, =0
1 1

& §A+F;,A + §A*FA+,A — AF, — AYFY,, =0
1

& §A*FA+,A = A"FY,

M3 — M3

& Py NS, = ATFY,
- M3 — M3 -
= Ff/A:TNF;A

which is the respective amplitude relation (eq. 4.30). The directly calculated amplitudes
are non zero however they are quite small. Unfortunately it turns out that gauge invariance
is very strongly broken. The other two amplitude relations which we chose to present are
satisfied at within 30% error.

In fig. 4.14 we display the DVCS amplitude relations which connect the x and y compo-
nent amplitudes. These amplitude relations therefore provide a measure for the covariance-
consistency of amplitudes which are associated with the same twist. The angular conditions

for DVCS amplitudes (C}gl and G% l) are satisfied at 30% level. The relation for GY ) does
2 2 2

not look very good. After the experience with the amplitudes F Vv, this does not come as a
big surprise. At least for higher values of ¢ (where gauge invariance is broken strongly) the
relation approaches the usual error of 30%. Finally the angular condition for the - compo-

nent (G l) shows that twist 4 associated DVCS amplitudes are strongly inconsistent in the
2

quark model. Even the shape of the calculated amplitude differs from the prediction. People
who like reading tea leaves may fancy the fact that for large values of  where valence quark
physics dominates this amplitude relation is roughly satisfied.

The amplitude relation in eq. 4.57 which requires covariance for the model amplitudes and
assumes genuine higher twist GPDs to be negligible is presented in fig. 4.15. The result is
discouraging concerning the possibility to obtain mixed twist GPDs from our model.

In fig. 4.16 we show the leading twist GPDs for t = —0.5GeV? and different values of
skewedness €. The value for t which we chose here is small enough and thus within the ap-
plication range of quark models. As discussed in chapter 3 the valence quark picture only
provides results in the kinematical range = > £. For large values of x the valence quark
contribution is dominant and hence the GPDs which we show here might be predictive in
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this regime. This is the case for Hy,(x,&,t) as we see from the fact that the breaking of the
angular condition does not afflict this GPD. This can be understood from the fact that the
different prescriptions to obtain H},(z,&,t) from the good LF components provide the same
results (within 2-3 % deviation). For Hy(x,&,t) and Hf(x,&,t) the situation is different. The
breaking of covariance destroys the predictive power for these GPDs.

An example for a genuine twist 3 N — A GPD is presented in fig. 4.17. Again we only
provide it to demonstrate that we can treat higher twist GPDs in our formalism. There is
little predictive power in the quark model amplitudes for this GPDs as one can see from the
fact that the sum rule for this GPD (eq. 4.40) is not satisfied.

In fig. 4.18 we give the vectorial N — A form factors. The magnetic form factor G3,(t)
again is the only predictive result. However the value of G%,(0) is only 70% of the physical
value. One may wonder how this is possible as simple SU(6) arguments already describe this
value much better. Technically the deviation from the SU(6) result stems from the Melosh
rotation (see chapter 3). The shape of G7},(t) follows a dipole behavior which is reasonable
in this kinematical regime. The sum rule results for finite skewedness deviate from the direct
calculation. The sign of this deviation is different for the N — N transition. This reveals
that sea quark contributions have opposite sign for the N — A transition as compared to the
N — N transition. In the upper right panel we have displayed Ry = —%. Rgpr in the
lower left panel is connected to the N — A transition form factors via [103]

\/[Q2 +(Ma + My)?} (@ + (Ma = My)?] Gx(Q?)

AM3 G (Q?)
We remark that our various predictions for Rgys and Rgys are in the correct order of mag-
nitude. Apart from this observation we have to state that the covariance breaking effects
severely afflict the predictive power for these ratios. In fact different prescriptions even lead

to different signs and shapes for these ratios. Unless covariance breaking effects are taken care
of the light front quark model calculation is not predictive for these observables.

Rsy = —

Next we like to report on other LF quark model calculations for N — A transition form
factors. The first such calculation was performed in [104]. In this paper only one prescription
to extract G, G and G, was applied. Therefore the issue of inconsistent results for G7; and

¢ was not addressed. The problem with the low predictions for G%,(0) has been remarked
of course. The author introduced an additional “free” parameter C'a in order to orthogonalize
the nucleon and A LF wave functions and thus to enforce the gauge condition. By doing so
he obtained reasonable agreement with the GX/I(QQ) experimental data. On the other hand he
pointed already out in his paper that this parameter Ca is not really free but the Melosh ro-
tation requires Ca = 1 which is in strong contrast to the ad hoc tuning Ca = —0.22355 which
ensures the gauge condition. To our knowledge this ansatz has not been applied subsequently
as it lacks a sound theoretical justification. In [105] the authors apply a more sophisticated
wave function (harmonic oscillator basis truncated such that d-waves are still included, pa-
rameters fitted to baryon spectrum). They consider two different prescriptions and find the
same behavior for G3,(Q?) and G (Q?) as we do. Additionally they include constituent quark
form factors which allows for a realistic description of the faster than dipole fall - off behavior
of G%,(Q?%) at higher values of Q2. The difficulty to predict G% and G however remains.
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Amplitude relations for the vectorial p — AT transition
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Figure 4.13: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for the respective amplitudes.
Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relation (eq. 4.30) holds.
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Amplitude relations for the vectorial p — A™ transition (eqs. 4.32, 4.42 and 4.43)
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Figure 4.14: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for the respective amplitude.
Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relations (eqs. 4.32, 4.42 and

4.43) hold.

Black curve: Results for € = 0; Green curve: Results for £ = 0.1; Red curve: Results for

£=02.
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Amplitude relation for the vectorial p — A" transition (eq. 4.57)

o (p—AT
GVA(.[%i )(x, &t =—0.5GeV?)
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Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relation (eq. 4.57) holds.

Black curve: Results for € = 0; Green curve: Results for £ = 0.1; Red curve: Results for

£=0.2.

Figure 4.15: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for G
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Leading twist GPDs for the vectorial p — AT transition

T
= *
iy

((z,6,t =—05GeV?) Hi(z, &t = —05GeV?)
0.1

0.05
0
-0.05
-0.1
-0.15
-0.2

O FRL N WPAMOUOIO N

H(z, &t = —0.5GeV?)

04+
03¢
0.2¢
01t

0
-0.1}
-0.2+ S
0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1z

Figure 4.16: Black curve: £ = 0; Green curve: £ = 0.1; Red curve: £ = 0.2.
The GPDs are extracted from the good LF component amplitudes using prescription I
(dotted lines) and prescription II (solid lines) as described in sec. 4.2.
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Twist 3 GPD for the vectorial p — A™ transition

HP (2,¢t = —05GeV?)

O B N W

Figure 4.17: Green curve: £ = 0.1; Red curve: £ = 0.2.
This GPD is obtained using perpendicular LE component amplitudes (eq. 4.41). The
result has been obtained using prescription II.
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Vectorial p — AT form factors

G)RI(Q2> REM<%)

3 14+
12
10¢

Figure 4.18: The vectorial nucleon form factors calculated from the good LF amplitudes
directly (black curve), evaluated using the sum rules for § =0 (on top of the black curve),
€ =0.1 (green curve) and & = 0.2 (red curve). The dotted curves are the results obtained
using prescription I; Results from prescription II are given by solid curves. Experimental
data points are extracted from the following references:

Upper left panel: black star (G%,;(Q* = 0GeV?): see e.g. [48]), black square: [106].
Upper right panel: black triangle: [106], blue star: [107], blue square: [108], red circle:
[109] [110] [111].

Lower left panel: black triangle: [106], blue star: [107].

The connection between the transition form factors and the ratios E/M and S/M is
explained in the text.



124 Chapter 4. Transition amplitudes

4.7.4 Axial p — At transition

In fig. 4.19 the amplitude relations among the F;f, ) are tested. Our first remark concerns the
angular condition (F; l)' Unlike for the vectorial transition it is already strongly broken for the

2
good LF component amplitude. Also the other amplitude relations which we show here are not
satisfied. Only FY_is roughly (shape, 50% error) in agreement with the prediction. Partly one
2

can understand this behavior since the predicted amplitudes here depend on F' 3 . Following

2
the experience with the gauge condition for the vectorial N — A transition which affected
the x component amplitudes one can think along the lines of PCAC here which explains the
large deviations from the predictions. However F¥ | does not appear in the relations for F' ; |
5 2 2
and FY . A physical explanation why the axial N — A amplitudes suffer from much higher
2

covariance breaking effects than the vectorial N — A amplitudes could be rooted in the fact
that the quark model is not adequate for describing pion pole physics. The latter is important
for the axial N — A transition (see e.g. [112]) since

M2
Co(t) = -

In the language of the light front formalism the missing of important pionic contributions
translates into the expectation of large higher Fock contributions. This again implies large
covariance breaking effects.

In fig. 4.20 we display the DVCS amplitude relations which connect the x and y compo-
nent amplitudes. These amplitude relations therefore provide a measure for the covariance-
consistency of amplitudes which are associated with the same twist. The angular condition
for ém% | is satisfied at 30% level. The same can be said about the relation for C;‘yl . The

other two amplitude relations are not satisfied (in agreement with the findings from ﬁQg. 4.19.
We observe an interesting behavior at ¢ = 0.2. For this value of skewedness the amplitude
relations are well satisfied. The reason for this behavior can be found when one looks at the
kinematics. For £ = 0.2 and t = —0.5GeV ? the momentum transfer variable A, is very small.
This indicates that for vanishing A, the covariance breaking effects become very small. In
retrospect we find the same behavior for the vectorial N — A DVCS amplitudes.

The amplitude relation in eq. 4.58 which requires covariance for the model amplitudes and
assumes genuine higher twist GPDs to be negligible is presented in fig. 4.21. Like for the
vectorial N — A transition the result is discouraging concerning the possibility to obtain
mixed twist GPDs from our model. The pole behavior in the predicted amplitude for the
value € = 0.2 stems from the factor A2 in the denominator of 4.58.

In fig. 4.22 we show the leading twist GPDs for t = —0.5GeV? and different values of
skewedness €. The value for t which we chose here is small enough and thus within the ap-
plication range of quark models. As discussed in chapter 3 the valence quark picture only
provides results in the kinematical range x > £. For large values of x the valence quark
contribution is dominant and hence the GPDs which we show here might be predictive in
this regime. This is the case for Ci(z,,t) as we see from the fact that the breaking of the
angular condition does not afflict this GPD. This can be understood from the fact that the
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different prescriptions to obtain Ci(x,&,t) from the good LF components provide the same
results (within 2-3 % deviation). For Cs(z,&,t) and Cy(z,&,t) the situation is different. The
breaking of covariance destroys the predictive power for these GPDs.

An example for a genuine twist 3 N — A GPD is presented in fig. 4.23. Again we only
provide it to demonstrate that we can treat higher twist GPDs in our formalism. There is
little predictive power in the quark model amplitudes for this GPDs as one can see from the
fact that the sum rule for this GPD is violated (c.f. the three black stars in the middle left
panel of fig. 4.24).

In fig. 4.24 we give the axial N — A form factors. The leading form factor C5(t) is the
only reliable result. For higher values of Q? the predictive power of our calculation decreases
a little bit. The two different prescriptions produce a slightly different slope in C5(¢). The
other axial N — A form factors suffer from a large inconsistency between the different pre-
scriptions. Additionally a similar remark as for G p(¢) is in order for Cg(t) which is dominated
by pion pole physics.
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Amplitude relations for the axial p — AT transition
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Figure 4.19: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for the respective amplitudes.
Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relation (eq. 4.31) holds.
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Amplitude relations for the axial p — AT transition (eqs. 4.33, 4.49 and 4.50)
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Figure 4.20: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for the respective amplitude.

Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relations (eqs. 4.33, 4.49 and
4.50) hold.

Black curve: Results for £ = 0; Green curve: Results for £ = 0.1; Red curve: Results for
£E=0.2.
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Amplitude relation for the axial p — AT transition (eq. 4.58)
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Dotted lines: Expected result if the respective amplitude relation (eq. 4.58) holds.

Black curve: Results for € = 0; Green curve: Results for £ = 0.1; Red curve: Results for

£=0.2.

Figure 4.21: Solid lines: Direct model calculation for G
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Leading twist GPDs for the axial p — A™ transition
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Figure 4.22: Black curve: £ = 0; Green curve: £ = 0.1; Red curve: £ = 0.2.
The GPDs are extracted from the good LF component amplitudes using prescription I
(dotted lines) and prescription II (solid lines) as described in sec. 4.2.
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Twist 3 GPDs for the axial p — AT transition
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Figure 4.23: Green curve: £ = 0.1; Red curve: £ = 0.2.
This GPD is obtained using perpendicular LE component amplitudes (eq. 4.48). The
result has been obtained using prescription II.
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N — A axial form factors
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Figure 4.24: The axial nucleon form factors. Calculated from the good LF amplitudes
directly (black curve), evaluated using the sum rules (eqs. 4.44, 4.45 and 4.46) for £ = 0.1
(green) and & = 0.2 (red). For the evaluation of C¢(t) the sum rule (eq. 4.46) for & = 0.1
(green) and & = 0.2 (red) have been used. From the sum rule (eq. 4.44) one obtains
curves for £ = 0.1 (blue) and & = 0.2 (magenta). Finally the sum rule (eq. 4.47) provides
three (¢ = 0; 0.1 and 0.2) values for Q% = 0.5GeV?2. In all panels the dotted curves are
the results obtained using prescription I; Results from prescription II are given by solid
curves.



Chapter 5

Spurious covariants

5.1 Introduction

Whenever one breaks an important physical symmetry in a model calculation the resulting
quantities suffer from an inconsistency. While in a fully covariant calculation the choice of
the reference system for the model calculation does not influence the result this is no longer
true if Lorentz covariance is violated. For instance the brickwall frame in an instant form
model calculation (using the impulse approximation) is not only chosen because of its simple
kinematics but mainly because covariance breaking effects get minimized in this framework.

Using a light front description one might think at first that this problem does not arise here
since Lorentz boosts are kinematical in this Hamiltonian form. But due to the dynamical
nature of Lorentz rotations the dependence on the reference frame gets manifest here.

A very convenient way to parameterize this reference frame dependence is to vary the di-
rection of the so called null vector n#

By
ntr, =0

n? =0

The conventional choice of this null vector is n o (1,0,0, —1) which leads to 7 = x + z playing
the role of time in this theory, namely light front time. Another choice of the null plane direc-
tion can be achieved via a Lorentz rotation and due to relativistic covariance all observables
must remain invariant under such a transformation. However in models which do not satisfy
Lorentz covariance this is not the case.

In [22] the idea of spurious covariants, which consists of parameterizing the unphysical vi-
olation of Lorentz covariance in terms of new pseudo observables which depend on n*, was
applied to the calculation of vectorial N — N form factors. This method requires the ex-
tension of the set of covariants which parameterize this process by allowing for an additional
Lorentz vector in the construction of these covariants, the null vector n*.

To illustrate this argument let us start with the vector form factors for the nucleon-nucleon

132
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elastic scattering. Allowing for spurious form factors the transition amplitude can now be
parameterized as

[ M R . . FPBI(O? n - .
W' 1 74(0) | p) = ,+p+ <ZEF )+ FB Q0 pn p))U(p)
J
Here the usual covariants /' and x4 are the structures for the electric and magnetic form fac-
tor. Additionally three new covariants " appear with their respective spurious form factors.

J
They are built using the null plane vector e.g MZP#) In order to be on the safe side one

must allow for the dependence of all form factors (original ones as well as spurious ones) on
all possible invariants which can be built using the null vector. In this case that would be
n-pand n - p’. Of course if this dependence was a genuine one for the original form factors
the introduction of spurious covariants would not be very useful since this would imply that
the spurious contributions, i.e. the reference frame dependence due to covariance breaking,
could not be separated from the physical ones in a clean way.

Fortunately one can argue without looking into the kinematics that the dependence on these
two invariants must vanish: The direction of the null plane is fixed by the direction of the
null vector only. n* may be multiplied with a scalar without altering the direction of the null

plane. Thus the form factors can only depend on the ratio :LL_';’,. However due to n- g = 0 this

ratio is one.

In order to clarify the relation between the one body current approximation, breaking of
Lorentz covariance, reference frame dependence and restoration of reference frame indepen-
dence in the context of spurious form factors we write the full current as a sum of its con-
tributions each of which can be separated into the physical and the null plane dependent
part.

Je=3"Jt
Jb = FF + B! (n*)

(| FI'0) | p) =

I k
2/t /+p+ <ZK’CF > ()
/ 7 o k
<p ’Bz(o)’p> 2\/Tp+ <Z"£kB > ()
2) = Z Fz'k Q
k
=) Bi@’
k
So now let J}* denote the one body current while other J! stand for various many body
contributions. Thinking of the many body contributions in terms of a Fock space expansion

it is clear that when one considers all contributions to the current one has restored Lorentz
covariance. Consequently the spurious form factors Bf‘(Q2) must add up to zero while they
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will be non zero individually. On the other hand side the one body contribution F il(QQ) is
reference frame independent although it is still obtained from a one body approximation.

This method of introducing spurious covariants as it was presented in [22] in order to ab-
sorb the frame dependence from covariance breaking into spurious covariants can be extended
towards axial N — N transition form factors as well as towards vectorial and axial N — A
form factors in a similar fashion by constructing appropriate spurious covariants for these
transitions. We will provide these covariants in the next section.

In [113] the author proposed to apply this formalism to extract GPDs in a similar way.
In order to proceed along these lines we have to discuss three special features of GPDs which
are different from form factors.

Firstly in DVCS gauge invariance does not impose a constraint on the number of possible
covariants. This increases both the number of physical and spurious covariants which are
required to parameterize the soft transition amplitude. Secondly we have to reconsider the
possible dependence of GPDs on the invariants n -p and n - p’ since unlike for the form factors
n - A is different from zero. The scaling argument which we gave for elastic scattering still
holds. Hence the spurious GPDs can only depend on the ratio Z—% The null vector n always
projects out the + component of a four vector, even if “4+” eventually bears the meaning of

e.g. AT = A% + A" Hence the ratio above can always be expressed by
n-A AT
n-P Pt
Therefore the spurious GPDs have no additional kinematical- or null plane dependence since
they can depend on z,£ and ¢ anyway.

= —2¢

Finally the extraction of physical and spurious form factors involves bad LF transition am-
plitudes, e.g. (P’ | J*(0) | P). If we want to match the number of possible (physical and
spurious) DVCS covariants with transition amplitudes it is obvious that the calculation of
physical GPDs also involves such bad LF transition amplitudes. However in DVCS twist 2
GPDs are related to good LF transition amplitudes; GPDs of twist 3 are connected with per-
pendicular LF transition amplitudes and twist 4 GPDs are obtained from “—” LF transition
amplitudes. Therefore in order to extract GPDs using the spurious covariants formalism we
have to work with mixed twist GPDs. These GPDs have been introduced in 4.6. We have
to emphasize that working with mixed twist GPDs implies the assumption that higher twist
GPDs are small. To put this statement in a different way this implies that using spurious co-
variants for GPDs implies two approximations - the covariance breaking approximation (i.e.
the impulse approximation in our model) and the assumption that higher twist GPDs are
small.

As we have discussed in the last chapter there is no a priori argument why higher twist
GPDs should be small compared to the leading twist GPDs. The only indication that nour-
ishes such a hope is that their respective sum rules (mostly) give 0. Our model calculation
for selected examples of higher twist GPDs (figs. 4.5, 4.11, 4.17 and 4.23) lead to sizable
higher twist GPDs. On the one hand side this casts serious doubts on the applicability of
mixed twist GPDs in the framework of a LF quark model calculation. On the other hand
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side we realized in sec. 4.7 that these higher twist GPDs do not respect their sum rules due
to covariance breaking. Therefore we conclude that the chance of higher twist GPDs being
small is not generally ruled out and the spurious covariants for mixed twist GPDs might be
useful in other model calculations. Thus we pursue the evaluation of mixed twist GPDs for
light front quark model amplitudes in the spirit of a toy model calculation.

This restriction does not concern the spurious form factors which we also discuss in this
chapter as for them we do not have to imply any additional assumptions.

We point out that in [113] the GPDs under consideration are conceptionally identical with
what we have called mixed twist GPDs. The issue of different twists is simply not discussed
there. Also additional spurious covariants which only appear for GPDs are not considered in
that work.

5.2 Construction of spurious covariants

The construction of spurious covariants follows the same procedure as the construction of
any set of covariants. First one has to write down all possible covariants involving momenta,
gamma matrices and the null plane vector n* which can appear in the transition under con-
sideration. Then one can use symmetries (like time reversal invariance and gauge invariance)
and the equations of motions in order to get rid of superfluous covariants.

It is useful to use symmetry arguments to count the number of possible independent transition
amplitudes beforehand since the number of covariants that parameterize a transition has to
match the number of independent transition amplitudes. Then one only has to ensure that
the chosen covariants form a complete set. We use the notation introduced in 4.4

GI = Z CuTi

where this time G7 enumerates both physical and spurious form factors or GPDs, T denotes
the independent transition amplitudes (e.g. GILL(NHN) or G?%NHN)) and C% are the kine-
matical dependent coefficients which connect them. Then considering the matrix (C'%) the

criterium for a complete set of covariants is a non vanishing determinant

det C #0

The next subsections provide our results for the different transition amplitudes.

5.2.1 Vectorial N — N transition

Counting the number of independent DVCS transition amplitudes we end up with 8 since

MOV with GEY TN and G with gEY )

parity relate the amplitudes G7, i Vil Vit Vil . A possible
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complete set of covariants reads

K =~*

olud
Kh = —QMNA,,
[ an
37 2My
e
M=
oy QMNTL“
Ry = ———
2 n-P
n AME, o
° (n-P)?
L QiMNU“Vny
K, = ———o——
4 n-P
A
R =P

We have evaluated the respective determinant in eq. 5.1 using Mathematica. Since it does not
vanish we have found a complete set of physical and spurious covariants which parameterizes

. . wW(N—N)
the vectorial soft amplitude Gv7 VA

The first three covariants are physical. They correspond to the mixed twist GPDs introduced
in eq. 4.51. The other five covariants are spurious. Note that we have chosen to compensate
each appearance of the null vector n* in the numerator by a factor n - P in the denomina-
tor in order to avoid arbitrary scaling factors from the null plane vector in the coefficients C'%.

For elastic scattering gauge invariance gives two additional constraints so we expect to find
2 physical gauge invariant covariants, one non contributing non gauge invariant covariant
(k4), 4 gauge invariant spurious covariants and two non gauge invariant covariants. In fact
although neither 7} nor % satisfy current conservation one can construct a current conserving
covariant from %, £} and KL namely

b

1
pt 1 b
Rl =Ky — -Rjy — —=kK
3 4 2 5
2 8My,

Since the violation of gauge invariance is a possible consequence of covariance breaking one
should involve all eight covariants in the extraction of the physical form factors. However for
the N — N transition we are in the lucky situation that gauge invariance is satisfied on the
level of amplitude relations

Fi =0
Fi =0

Therefore for elastic scattering using only Y, &, &), £} and &% produces the same result as
using all eight covariants.
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The spurious covariants &/, £} and r% were already given in [22]1. k! and &£ only appear in
DVCS where we find five spurious GPDs.

5.2.2 Axial N — N transition

Counting the number of independent DVCS transition amplitudes again yields 8 due to parity.
A possible complete set of covariants reads

Ky =5
W A*
Ko = My V5
oMY
Kéf = MAV%
. AME g

Ky = ('I’L ] P)2 75
QiMN O’“VTLV

R
N pH

Kg = f P’YEB

" 2Mpy nt

e
A

fffrf - n- p75

Completeness of this set follows from the counting argument above. We have verified linear
independence of this covariant set by evaluating the respective determinant in eq. 5.1 using
Mathematica and finding a non zero result.

The first three covariants are physical. They correspond to the mixed twist GPDs introduced
in eq. 4.52. The other five covariants are spurious. Again we have chosen to compensate
each appearance of the null vector n* in the numerator by a factor n - P in the denomina-
tor in order to avoid arbitrary scaling factors from the null plane vector in the coefficients C'%/.

For elastic scattering only &), &5 and &4 have to be considered. £/ only contributes to
the second class current while #£ does not have to be considered at all. It is only related to
(P',7] J* | P,1) which is zero. These statements follow no simple argument like in the case
of the non gauge invariant spurious covariants for the vectorial transition. We refer to the
following section where these statement will be proven.

5.2.3 Vectorial N — A transition

Counting the number of independent DVCS transition amplitudes yields 16 since parity relates
wW(N—A) . h uw(N—A) wW(N—A) . h uw(N—A) wW(N—A) . h w(N—A) wW(N—A)
GV,%T wit GV,fgl , GV,%T wit GV,f%l , GV,%l wit GV,—%T and GV,%L

!We have defined &4 and &4 such that the corresponding spurious from factors are dimensionless.



138 Chapter 5. Spurious covariants

w(N—A)

with GV,f%T

. A possible complete set of covariants reads
WY = (A = ¢ A )
= (P — (7 g
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F@’g" = _
n-P
o <757“ - A“ﬁ) n'7s
/{/6 = —
n-P
g — 0 )i
n-P
» (tpfmv (P A)A“A”)VL%
/{/8 = —
n-P
v — A1
9 n-P
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127 7

The first four covariants are physical. They correspond to the mixed twist GPDs Hi(x,¢&, 1),
Hy(x,&,t), Hs(x,&,t) and Hy(x,&,t). The other 12 covariants are spurious.

For the N — A form factors only the first three covariants are physical. We have chosen
/Y .. REY such that they are manifestly gauge invariant. Using 4", kh", &y, &} and
k!5 one can construct another gauge invariant covariant. Hence we find a total of 12 gauge

invariant covariants which agrees with the four constraints from gauge invariance
moo_
AL FL, =0
The first four spurious covariants £}, &5", k5" and k" are chosen such that they only receive
contributions from (P’ | J~ | P). This reduces the algebraic effort considerably which is a



5.2. Construction of spurious covariants 139

nice feature since even if we use Mathematica the inversion of 16*16 matrices is quite involved.
We point out that unlike in the N — N transition also the non gauge invariant covari-

ants have to be taken into account in the extraction of the physical form factors. This will
become clear in the next section.

5.2.4 Axial N — A transition

Counting of the number of independent DVCS transition amplitudes again yields 16 due to
parity. A possible complete set of covariants reads

fi/i“/ = gw/
w  AFAY
My
BN AV
v — 9 A—n
My
" 2[(15 - A)gh” — PRAY
l‘€4 ==
M5,
NG
,zjl“’ _ e
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oy V
R;Zw _ n n_A
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R
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(n-P)
NG
Y _Vi
(n-P)
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F@g“’ = _
n-P
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n-P
e ey
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n-P
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w0

11 (TL K P)2
YAV
Ko = =
n-P

The first four covariants are physical. They correspond to the mixed twist GPDs C4(z, &, t),
Co(z,&,t), C3(z,&,t) and Cy(z,&,t). The other 12 covariants are spurious.

For the N — A form factors no simplifications arise since there is no obvious analogy to
second class currents for the N — A transition.

5.3 Orthogonalization of spurious covariants

Having the goal in mind to disentangle physical GPDs and form factors from spurious ones
it is clear that the spurious covariants have to be orthogonal to the physical ones. First we
have to specify what we mean by orthogonality between covariants. We call two covariants
A" and B* orthogonal if

S PN AM [ PP N | By | A =0 . (5.1)
A
In [22] orthogonality is defined by
Tr

(P'+m)A" (P +m)By| =0 (5-2)

with B := 49(B*)T4°. Our definition in eq. 5.1 has the advantage that it can also be applied
to the N — A transition. In this case we call the covariants A*” and B"” orthogonal if

*

=0

>

PPN

ub, (P) AR un(P) | |5 (P) Byrua(P)

For the N — N transition we can show equivalence of these two expressions:

D APLN | A* | PPN | By | A =0

M
& Y (PN AY | PANPA| B, | P, XN) =0
A
& Y APN | AN (P+m)B, | P N) =0
)\/

& Tr (P +m)A*(P+m)B, =0
Here two identities for spin sums have been used:

ZU,)\(P)E)\(P) = P—i—m
A
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and

3 [ﬂA(P) Au,\(P)] - Tr[(F + m)A}

with A being an arbitrary 4 x 4 matrix. The latter identity can be proven in a straight for-
ward way by using a complete set of sixteen 4 x 4 matrices for A (e.g. 1,7vs5,7*, 57", ")
and verifying the identity for these matrices individually.

Now the orthogonalization procedure is as following. With the physical covariants ! and
the spurious covariants Ré‘ we choose the ansatz

The requirement that /%é‘ is orthogonal to all /@f then provides i equations from which the z;
can be determined.

Finally we can calculate the coefficients
CY\ =P X | | P.X)
C =(P', N | & | P,A)

and inverting the resulting matrix we obtain expressions for physical (and spurious) form
factors and GPDs in terms of transition amplitudes.

Before we proceed with the orthogonalization procedure for the different processes we like
to comment on a statement in [22]:

The authors state that the covariants which we denoted by &% and R4 require no orthog-
onalization since unlike %/ they have no part that would not depend on the null vector. The
reason why they claim not having to orthogonalize ko and k3 roots in their procedure to ob-
tain the form factors from the amplitudes. They contract the current operator with the null
vector, in which case the latter covariants drop out. However the impact of these covariants
should appear in another step in their calculations as can be seen from their equations (15-17).

Particularly if one used an orthogonalized form of the covariants &% and &% their coefficients
¢4 and ¢5 would change. Similarly the expressions for their equations (22-23) would change.
We claim that although the argument given by the authors about the structure vanishing
after contraction of the current with the null vector is correct they still should orthogonalize
the other two spurious covariants in order to obtain correct results. To put this differently
we claim that although the non orthogonalized covariants &% and &5 bear no null vector in-
dependent contributions they can still afflict the physical form factors due to mixing effects
with /] which depends on both.

Just for the records we remark that if we work with only i/ being orthogonalized we find
back the expressions that are given in equation (23) in [22]. But we do not agree with their

neglecting of two spurious covariants in the orthogonalization procedure.

Next we perform the orthogonalization of the spurious covariants for the different transitions.
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5.3.1 Vectorial N — N transition

With the ansatz

Sl M I M
K{ =K1 +X1K] + Y1Kky + 21K3

Sl M I M
Ko =Rg + X2K] + Yok + 22K3

i M M M
Ky =RKg3 + XT3K] + Y3kg + 23K3

~/ ~
114“ :K'Z +m4/#f + y4/#2‘ + 24/{;

e~ H M M
Kg =Rg + T5K] + YsKkg + 25K3

the above described orthogonalization procedure yields

4m?
T, =—
! 4m?2 —t
B 4m?
N =2 —¢
21 =0
8m?
Tog = —
2 4m?2 — ¢t
_ 8m?
Y27
8¢m?
zZ =
2Ty
8m? (4(2 L Eym? (1 §2)t>
e (4m? — 1)2
32m* (452m2 T (3 52)t)
s = (4m? — )2t
64&m
23 =
T 4m2 — )t
T4 =0
_8§m2
Ya = 7
8m?
24

“am? — ¢
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I5 =0
ys =0
8m?2
25 = — yTe R (5.3)

Equipped with the orthogonalized set of spurious covariants we can now proceed and express
the form factors in terms of all possible amplitudes. For DVCS these amplitudes can now be
decomposed into

Gh = ZCS)“AZ (2, 6,1) + Zc B Bk (3, € 1)

)

D _ 1 / I
Cya = —2P+u(P Nl u(P, )
A _ L ooy
Cya= 2p+u(P N)EHu(P, )

{A’(m,f,t),Bk(m,ﬁ,t)} = {H(*) x,f,t),E(*)(‘T,f,t),X(*)(‘T,f,t),B1($,€,t),32($,€,t),
Bg(l‘,f,t),B4($,€,t>,B5(CL‘,€,t)}

By inverting this relation one obtains an unambiguous expression for both, physical and
spurious GPDs. They can be expressed in terms of the amplitude relations. We find

,/1—52(A§+8J\4}V)C~;+ V1 —§2A1MNG+ N /1 — 27, -~

H(*)(-’E,é-?t): (A2+4M2) Il (A2—|—4M2) T (AQ 4M2)
LI EMy A, V-0 VIZE8e LV &My -,
TAZAME M T Az Ay T T Az panz
(1-€):(8MZ —A%) . 3(1—€)iAMy -
4(A2 + 4M%, )2 M 2(AZ +4MmZ)2 1
V1 - ¢ .
E) (z,&,t) = e YSYE )(A% n 4§2M]2V) <_ [(1 + 52)A§ + 8§2M12V] MJQVG;FT
+ Ae My [AL+2(1+ E) MY Gy +26(1 = €)A M GY,
+4E(1 = E)MR Gy — 2i(1 — ) A, MR GY, — 4ig(1 — €)M GY,
(1 - &)MF[(3 - €)A] +8¢° M7 &=
- A2 +4M}, il
(1 - fz)AJ:MN [(2 - 652)M12V - Aﬂ é,
a A2 4+ 4M3 I
V1-¢€ 1—E)A M3,
X(@,&,t) = ~ X2 i +4£25M2 ( MY G, + €A MNGT, LA AziLMQ G,
201 = @)AIMN =,  26(1 - E)MF ~ (1) AMy ~_

— G . (5.4
A2 1 4M3 i A2 4 apmz T AZ +4M% lT) (5.4)

We note that if we introduce the consistency relations in eq. 4.55 we find back the expressions
from eq. 4.53. This is obvious since if the consistency relations are satisfied there are no
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covariance breaking effects which have to be absorbed into spurious GPDs.

For elastic scattering one can read off from eq. 5.3 that /%'1“ , /?;/2“ and Rg“ are gauge non
invariant covariants. The amplitudes can be decomposed into

Floy =S CURFI(@QY) + 3 CWN B (Q?)
i k
p_ 1
VAT S PPt
cow _ 1
VAT S PPt
{Fl(@), B" (@)} = {R(QY). F2(QY). F5(QY), B1(Q?), B2(Q%), Ba(@?), Ba(Q?), B5(Q*)}

For the time being we allow for the unphysical form factors F5(Q?), B4(Q?) and Bs(Q?) which
are forbidden by gauge invariance. We will discuss this issue in a moment.

a(P, N )R (P X)

a(P', N )& u(P,\)

NAp C}% Ciff\ éifl,\ é%\ éif& Ciff\ C~Yj\1fl,\ éif&
M+ x X

I+ X

My | x X

T - X X X X X

T = X X X

T x X X
1Tz X b

Ty X

Figure 5.1: The non vanishing coefficients for elastic N — N scattering are denoted by
an .

From fig. 5.1 we see that x%, /%21“ and Rg“ are not required for the extraction of the physical
form factors. They can be obtained by inverting the corresponding 5*5 matrix. We emphasize
that the reason why /ig , /%2‘ and /%'5“ are not required is neither that these covariants are not
gauge invariant nor that they are orthogonal to the physical covariants. We find for the form
factors expressed in terms of the amplitude relations:

Fi(t) :m ((Ajﬁ + 1247 M7, + 32My) Ff — (84, MR, + 2A3 M) FY
— (80, MY, + 2A3)FYy + (8M}, — A2)F}; — 6AxMNFl_T>
Fy(t) = X 41AmM]2V)2 (-(AiM?V +AAIMEN)EY + (AL My + 6A3 MR + 88, M) F}
— (20 MR, + 8A, My)FYy — 3AIMR Fy; + (A My — 2M]?{[A1)FL‘T>
F(t) = AMS ¢ 2MN e (5.5)

A (A2 +4M2) 1T AZ a2 1
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Again we remark that if we introduce the consistency relations in eq. 4.28 we find back the
expressions from eq. 4.16. Additionally the only terms in Fj3(t) are F 7 and F I which are
zero for elastic scattering.

5.3.2 Axial N — N transition

With the ansatz

SIn

K1 —I-{l —{—.Tllil —i—yl@ + 21163
,%2“ —HQ + .%'Qlil + y2n2 + z2/<;3
Ry =Rl + z3kl + yarh + z3kb
Rt =RN + zakl + yarl + 246k

/,
Ry’ =RE 4+ x5kl + yskh + 25K%

the orthogonalization procedure gives

2 ¢?
i+
SR prrees i g
32m [(1 _ 3¢+ 12§2m2]
n=- (4m? — 1)t2
64&Em?
Z S
! (4m? — 1)t
8m?
Tg = — ———
2 4m? — ¢t
_ 8m?
Y2 =ym2 —¢
8Em?
z =
2Ty
I3 =0
y3 =0
46m?
23 = — ;
x4 =0
_8$m2
Ya = ;
8m?2
Z4 =

4m? — ¢t
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Ty =
8¢m?
t

Ys =
z5 =0
Equipped with the orthogonalized set of spurious covariants we can now proceed and express

the form factors in terms of all possible amplitudes. For DVCS these amplitudes can now be
decomposed into

Gl =S O A (@6, + 3 CPNBR .6, 1)
i k
_ 2}%a(zy, N)kbu(P, )
CYN = 2}_%11(13', N)iPu(P, \)
{460, B*@,6.0) | = { Ao (@,6.0), B (0,6,6), X (@,6,1), Bi(2,6,1), Ba(w,€, 1),
B3(m7£7t)7 4($,€,t),B5($,£,t)}

By inverting this relation one obtains an unambiguous expression for both, physical and
spurious GPDs. They can be expressed in terms of the amplitude relations. We find

- VBN G+ &/1-84, My STV

Hy(z,€,t) =

(A2 —|—4§2M2) (A2 —|—4§2M2) (A2 —|—4£2M2)
€24/1 - §2MNG \/ — 24, VIZ@A o \/1 - §2MNGy
A2 +4€2 M3, (A2 2(A2 +4M2) 1 A2 +4M?
_ (1-€2):A2 o £(1—€%)2A,My <
4(AZ +4M3%) (A2 +42M3) 1T 2(A2 + 4M3Z) (A2 + 4€2M3)
i 1= [(1—3¢%)A2 — 82 MR | MY, - .
i@, &) = (A2 +482M2) AZ 1 4E2M?, Gt
E0LMN[AL +(6 = 2PIMR] | 661~ A, MY, -
A2 + 4§2M2 a A% + 4§2M2 m
20 = EMy(8: — 3EMR) g _ 21— DM
A2 4+ 4§2M2 = A2 +4M?2
A= EMy g, (- )My [(1 - 3¢%)A7 — 8 MR ] -~
AZ +4M5 (A2 +4MR) (A2 +462M7) T
(- )AL My [AZ + (6 - 26%) MR o
(AZ + 4ME)(AZ + 462 M) H
. V1-8M C26(1 )My

(1 B 62)A:v ~—
+ mG” . (5.6)
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We note that if we introduce the consistency relations in eq. 4.56 we find back the expressions
from eq. 4.54. This is obvious since if the consistency relations are satisfied there are no
covariance breaking effects which have to be absorbed into spurious GPDs.

For elastic scattering the amplitudes can be decomposed into

Fia=2 CYVNFI(Q?) + Z CWVBE(Q

1

@Op _ Iy
CX,)\ = 72 TPT a(P'y A )ﬁ u(P,\)
iy 1
B

= \/ﬁﬂ(f’,, )\/)I%;HU(P, )\)

{F(Q), BX Q") } = {Ga(@), Gr(QY), Gr(Q%), B1(QP), B(Q), Bo(Q%), Ba(QP), Ba(Q))

NAp C%\ Cif& é;\ff\ éifi\ éf\if& Cif& éiff\ éifl,\
T+] x X
Tz | x
My | x
Ty | x X
I
T+ X
1T = X X
Tz X

Figure 5.2: The non vanishing coefficients for the axial elastic N — N transition are
denoted by an x.

From fig. 5.2 we conclude that we can obtain G 4(Q?) and Gp(Q?) by inverting a 5*5 matrix
and Gr(Q?) from the inversion of a 2*2 matrix. &% is related to (P’, 7| J® | P, 1) which is
zero. The form factors then can be expressed in terms of the amplitude relations. We find

1= A - My = 1

Gat) =-Ff —i———"—5FY —i FY — F

Alt) 411 Z2A2+8M2 1 ZA§+4M]2V I 4(A2 amz) 1

M? 2My = 2M32 - AM3; - M? -

Gp(t) == F} — = Fly — g Fly — i Y- N F
A2 Az T AT TAA M T T A4+4A2M2 oAt panzm
My M .

Gr(t) ==—2F* + N Fo . (5.7)

A, WA (AZ1anz) N

Again we remark that if we introduce the consistency relations in eq. 4.29 we find back the
expressions from eq. 4.17. Gp vanishes in our model calculation since F' f% and F' |1 are zero.

5.3.3 Vectorial N — A transition

With the ansatz

~1 ~ .
R =R+ wirh” + o + yikk” + zikh” for i =1..12
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and defining

2
N = A%+ 2021+ €2MR + (1 - ©?MF] + (1 - ©°MF — (1 +€)°ME
the above described orthogonalization procedure yields

wq =0

101-¢) (Az +ef+ePME - (1 - s>2M?v}>
N

20— €)(1 - ) [A2+ (1 - 92ME - (1 + €)M

N

Irl = —

Y1 =
21 :25

w9 =0

B 2y2
ry =t e M) (Ai (8- 00— 703 - 3 - 5)(1 + 203

+(3+6)AT—26[(1-&MF - (1+ g)?sz)

I )*(1 +]$>22(MN +Ma) <A;§ - (1 — &My — (1+ é)zMi]z

_mg[ (1+6)>2M32 —(1—¢ 2M§,>

45(1—6)(1—52)(MN+Ma[ +2ME — (1- €)M} - AZ]

zZ9 =

41— (1 - Paz[(1+¢)? MA —(1- €)M} - AZ]

w3 = N2

16(1 — €)(1 — €2)°
2
(A% + [+ oMa+ (- §>MN]2> <A% + [+ oma— (- f)MN]2>

xr3 = — 3

2 3
- (s[u +6Ma + (1= My| [(1+€Ma — (1 - €)My]
—202[(1 - €M} — (1 - €2(1+ MEMa + (1 - €)?My ME — (1 - 26)(1 + €)M}

— A3+ OMa - (2—¢ - 52)MND
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8(1—¢)*(1 —¢%)°
2 3
(A% + [+ oMa+(1- f)MN]2> (A% +a+onMa - (- f)MN]2>

Yys = —

- ([(1 FOMa+ (- OMy] [(1+6Ma — (1 - &My]

+ A [3(1 LMy — (1 §)MN} —9A? [3(1 33

—2(1 - )1+ &> MyMZ —2(1 - (1 — E)MFMa + (1 - e)?’Mf’V})
86(1— )(1 - €2)?

23 = 2

2 2
(Az + [+ M + (1 - M| ) (Az + [+ &M - (1 - M| )

: (Ai (1= )My =201+ Ma| + (1 +©Ms + (1 - ©)My]

A+ OMa-(1- §>MN]2>

2(1 - €%)’A%

wy =

N
41—
T4 = — 2
2 2
<A% + [+ OMa + (1 - §)My] ) (A% + [+ M — (1-€)My] )

: (25[(1 FOMa + (1 - &My [+ M~ (1 - &)My]

+A2[(3+26 - €)Ma - (32 - 52>MND
I 41— - ¢

2 2 2
(A% + [+ M+ - )My] ) (A% + [+ OMa — (1 - €)0y] )
- (Ai (1= My — 201+ OMa] + [(1 + OMa + (1 - €)My]

Ja+onma-a- 5>MN]2>

1601 - €)[(1+©Ma — (1 - ) My]

_ (Ai +a+oMa - (- §>MN}2>
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Ws =0

e GRS (R

- e[+ %0tk -2 wikad + 1 - ]

yo=- 0 <A§£ (1= €)M — 2(1— €3 (1 + OMFMA + (1 — €)(1 +€)* M4

4&@&%%W&O%M@

z5 =0
wy = 2028 (Ai ~(1- 922+ OME — (1 - 30)M3]
ol Parts s ot -2 ehastan]
Te =0
21— €)2(1 +&)(Ma + M) [A2 + (1= €)M — (1+€)*M3]
Y6 = — N
26 =0
wr =0
T =0
21— €2)[(1 + &M — (1 - €)My
Yyr =—
A2+ [0+ OMs — (1 - &My’
Vard =0
ws =0

rg —

2[(1+€)Ma — (1 - )My] (Ai F2[(1+OME (1 - f)Mf?V])

2
A2+ [(1+€Ma = (1= )My

[+ 6Ms — (1= My][A2+ (1 - M} — (1 - 26 - 36 M3
Ys = —

A2+ (14 Ma — (- &)My]
Z8 =0
W9 =0

T9 =0
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21+ €)(1 - £2[A2 + (1 - €2MF — (1+6)*M3]
N

=- 228 (Ai ~ (1= A1+ M — (1 - 39)M7]

Yg =

—26[(1- MY + (1+ M - 201 - 52>MNM2}>
w10 =0

10 = — 4(1_£)<1 _§2)2
2
(A% + (1 Ma + (1 - é)MNr) (Ag + oM - (1= f)MNr>

- (Ai (= OMy 201+ OMa] + [+ OMa + (1 - €)0y]

Ja+oma-a- aMNf)
Y10 =0

2)
210 = — = ¢&)

(Ag [(1+5)MA+ 1-¢ )(A n 1+5MA—(1_g)MNr>

- (Ai[ (1+€)Ma — (1 - )My] + AZ[-2(1 - M, +2(1 - (1 + )My M}
—3(1 - €)MEMa — (3 56)(1 + s>2M2] - [(1 FEMa — (1-OMy]
=M+ (1= )1+ OMAME — (1-39)(1 + €)M}
—(1=3¢-¢+ 3£3>MNM2D
_ 41— (1 - €’
e 2 2 2
<A%+ (14 )Ma + (1 §)My] ) <A%+ (14 )Ma = (1 - §)My] )

. ([(1 +EOMa+ (1 - g)MN} ’ [(1 FEOMa — (1 g)MN]

— A2[(1 - My + 201+ f)MAD

oy =S8 (mi +a2[(1- M+ (1 +2M3] - [(1 - 203 — (1 + £>2Mi}2>
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y11 =0
4(1 — £2)?

(A% + [(1 +&Ma+ (1 - €)MN}2> (Ag + [(1 +EOMa—(1— g)MNr>

211 = —

2
- <A;§ —2tMa [(1 +EMa+(1— g)MN] [(1 +E)Ma — (1 — g)MN]

— (1= 9A2[20+ MR — (1= OMF - (1 - §>MNMAD

21— €)[(1+ ) Ma + (1 - §)My]

w1z = 5
A2+ [(1+ M+ (1 - My
41+ - €[A2— (1 - MG + (1+ M3
12 = — N
yi12 =0
2(1+¢) (Ai + %M [(1+ M - (1~ §>MN}>
z12 =

(Az +la+oms-a- §>MN}2>

Equipped with the orthogonalized set of spurious covariants we can now proceed and express
the GPDs in terms of all possible amplitudes. For DVCS these amplitudes can now be
decomposed into

GK,A—ZC,“Amet + 3 CUN B (2, €. 1)

k

A= 3pT —— 0, (P, N )6 u(P, \)
1

5 2p+ "

{Ai(@,6,0), Br(w.6,0) ) = {HL (0,60, B2 (2,6,6), HE (@,6,0), HYy (0,6,1), Bi (2,6, 1),
BQ(%‘,f,t),Bg(.%',f,t),B4(1‘,f,t),B5(.%',§,t),Bﬁ(l',f,t),B7(l',f,t),
BS(x,évt)aBQ(magat)vBIO(‘Taévt)aBll(x,évt)aBH(x,évt)}

i, (P, )R u(P, )

By inverting this relation one obtains an unambiguous expression for both, physical and spu-
rious GPDs. In principle they can be expressed in terms of the amplitude relations. However
the analytical inversion of the 16*16 matrix is too involved even if we use Mathematica.
Therefore we perform this inversion numerically.
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The amplitudes FY, y can be decomposed into

F)A\L/)\ — Z C(Z/),';FZ(QQ) + Z é(lf,))/ka(QQ)
i k

(D _ 1 / n%
Cya= 5 P’+P+ Uy (P, N u(P, )
iy 1
L = P N)EM (P,
8 = e (P )R u(P, )

{FI(QY), B Q)] = {G1(8), Ga(1), Gs(1), Ga(t), By (1), Ba(t), Ba(t), Ba(t), Bs (1),
Bg(t), Br(t), Bs(t), Bo(t), Bio(t), B11(t), Bia(t)}
)z

Here no simplification arises from considering the coefficients Cil;)g and C"yf A\
have the interesting situation that the non gauge invariant spurious covariants have to be
included in the extraction of the physical form factors. The form factors can be expressed

. Therefore we

analytically in terms of the amplitude relations. We find
1

2
zﬂ[(Ag + M2)2 + 2(Ay — Ma)(Ay + Ma)MZ + M]ﬂ

Gi(t) =

(e o2 - ity -+ ot )] [ 20053+ as]
2

— VBAIMA(A] — MX + MY) {Az +2(MA+MN)]F;T

~ VBALMa(Ma = My)(A% = M + M) | A2 +2(M3 + MR)| Ff,

+ A2MA (A2 + 3M3 — AMAMy + M) [Ai +2(M3 + M?v)} )

+2Ma (MR — MR) [(MA — My)*(Ma + My) + AZ(3Ma + MN)] Fg,

= 2V3A; Ma (MR — MR)(A7 = MR + M) FT,

—2VBMA(Ma — My)*(Ma + My)(AZ — M + MR)FY

+ 20, MA(MR — M) (A2 + 3MJ — 4MaMy + M}‘V)Fgo
Ma

Va[A2 + (s — by [A2 + (s + )2

+1

: <[(MA — My)(Ma + My)? — AZ(3Ma + MN)}F%/T
+V3A, [Ag — (3Ma — My)(Ma + MN)] Y
+ VB|(Ma = My)(Ma + My)* = A2(8Ma + My) | FY,

]

— A, [Ai — (3Ma — My)(Ma + MN)] Y )
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1
2
zﬂ[(Ag + M2)2 + 2(Ay — Ma)(Ay + Ma)MZ + M]ﬂ

+
. <_AxMA [(MA — MN)*(Ma + My) + A2(3Ma + MN)] ET
2
+ V3AIMA(AL — MR + MR)Fy,
2
+ VBALMA(MpA — My) (A2 — M2 + M3)F;

3l
— A2MA(A2 +3M3 — AMAMN + M%) Fy )
2

1

\/5[(A§ + (Ma — MN)2} ’ [Ai + (Ma + MN)2} i
. ([—A;MN A% (Ma — 2My) (M2 + M2) + 28, (Ma — My)*(Ma + My)

(6MR + TMAMN + MR) + A3(Ma — My)(AMA + MAMy + TMAMZ, — MAMY
+ 5M]4V)]F§T

+2v3Ma [—AQMA +2(Ma — My)*(Ma + My)? — 202 (2Ma — My) (M2 — M%)?
— A MA(ME + M}V)] FY,

+V3AMa [Aﬁ +AALME — 2(Ma — My)?(Ma + My)(5M3 + 6Ma My + 3M%)

— AL(MR — MR)(MR — 2MaMy +9MR)| F|

2

— A2 [Ag + AY(BM3Z — 2MaAMy +4M3%) + 2(Ma — My)?(9MA + 12M3 My

+ 10MAMZ + My) + A2(15MA — 10M3 My + 20MAM3% — 6Ma My + 5M§,)} Fyf

31

—2(M3 — M) [ALMy — (Ma — My)* My (Ma + My)

+202(Ma — My)(5M3 — M3)|Fy,
2

+4V3A, Ma (M3 — M) [A§(3MA —2My) — 2(Ma — My)*(Ma + MN)] FY,
2

— 2VBMA (M3 — M%) [:mg 4 (Ma — My)*(Ma + My)
— 2A%(Ma — My)(3Ma + MN)} a1

— 20, (M — M3)[AL - 2A2(3MR + MaMy — M)

+(Ma — My)?(3M3 + Mzzv)} F§l>
2
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1
2
(82 4+ M2)2 + 20 — Ma)(Ay + Ma) M5 + M|

+1

. (x/i[Aj;MN + My (MZ — M%)? +2A2(M3 — 2M3 My + M}”V)] FgT
2

+ 2v6A, Ma | A2My + (Ma — My)*(Ma + My)| Y,

1
2
—\/EMA [—Ai—2AiMA(MA—MN)+(Mi ) ] 11

+ \/§A$[ — 3MA +2(A2 + M2)ME + MN] Fyl>
2
1

" ﬁ[(A% + (Ma — MN)2]3 [A% + (Ma + MN)2]2

(A [A My — (Ma — My)3 My (Ma + My) + 2A2(Ma — My)(5M3 — MN)} Fy,

— 2V3A2 M [A§(3MA — M) — 2(Ma — My)2(Ma + MN)] Fr
2
VB, Ma 304 + (Ma — My)*(Ma + My) = 2A2(Ma — My)(3Ma + My)| 7,
2
+ A2[AL - 2823M3 + MaMy — MR) + (Ma — My (3M3 + M})| F; 1)
2

1

\/i{A% + (Ma — MN)2]3 {A% + (Ma + MN)2]2

. (meg [AiMN — (Ma — My)*(Ma + My)(TM3 + M%)

202 Ma(~M2 + 2MaMy + MN)] F,
— V3MA(Ma — My) [_Ag — 2N (BM2 + MaMy + M2) + A(M3 — MaM?2)?
— A2(11MA + 6 M3 My +4ME M3 + 2MaAM3, + My F+
— V3A,Ma [Ag +2AR(2ME + M2) — 2Ma(Ma — My)?(Ma + My)
- (BMZ + 2MaMy + M%) + A2(3MA + 2M3 My + AMA M3, — 2MaA M3, + Mf{,] F;
+2A2M2 [Aj; + A2MA(BMa — My) + (Ma — My)
(M3 + TM2 My + 3MaM2 + MN)} Fy,
— 9(Ma — My)M2 [—:m;ﬁ + (M2 — M2)2 — 2A2(6M2 + MaMy + M?V)] 24
— 2V3A,Ma [Aﬁ(zMA — My) — (Ma — My)2(Ma + My)(6M3 + MaMy + M%)

+2A2(3M3 — M2 My + MaAM — MN)] Y
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+2V3Ma [Ag + Ma(Ma — My)3(Ma + My)? + A (M3 + MaMy + 2M%)
+ A2(—9MA + AM3 My + AMEME + Mj{,)} 3
2
— 20, M3 [3A% — (Ma — My)*(Ma + My)(3Ma + My) +2A2(5M3 + M3)| F&)
1
2
(A2 + MR)2 +2(A, — Ma)(A, + Ma) M3, + M|

+i
: (—\@Mg [A§(3MA — My) + (Ma — My)(Ma + MN)2] Y.
2
+ V6A, M3 (A2 — ME +MN)FfT
2

+ VEMX (Ma + My)(=AZ + MK = MR)FY,|

+ V20, MR A2 + (Ma + My)(3Ma + My)| F yi)
1
va[az+ (s — b [0 + (01 + 1]

: (—QAIMZ [A§(3MA —OMy) — 2(Ma — My)2(Ma + MN)}F :
2
+ V3Mp [Ai(?)MA — My) + (Ma — My)*(Ma + My)?
~ 202(Ma — My)(3MR + MaMy — M3)| Py
—V3A,Ma [A4 (Ma — My)*(Ma + My)(3Ma + My)
+2A2(~3M3 + MaMy + M}V)] 2
2

+2A2 M3 (2A2 — 3M3 + MaMy + 2M%)F; 1)

1

2
\/i[A% + (Ma — MN)2} My [Ai + (Ma + MN)Q]

~AFT }
51

: (:mei(MA — My)|(ME — M)y,

— V3Ma [A2(2M) — My) — (M = My)*(Ma + My)| | (MR = MR)FY, = ALFF,

31

+VBALMA(A2 — 2M3 + MaMy + M%) [(MA M2)FY Afol]
2

2l

—3A2M2 [(MA ~MYFf - A Fgl]> . (5.8)

Again we remark that if we introduce the consistency relations in eq. 4.30 we find agreement
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with the expressions in eq. 4.20. From the expression for G4(t) it is clear that if gauge
invariance is satisfied at the level of transition amplitudes G4(t) vanishes. On the other hand
side it is possible to break gauge invariance even if the transition amplitudes are covariantly
consistent. The condition for gauge invariance after removing covariance breaking effects
can be read off from the expression for G4(t). We will discuss the situation for our model
calculation in the next section where we present the numerical results.

5.3.4 Axial N — A transition

With the ansatz
’%;W =i+ wikh” + zikh” + yirk” 4 zisl” for i =1..12
and defining
2
N = A%+ 2821+ €2MR + (1 - ©2MF | + [(1+ € ME — (1 - &M}

the above described orthogonalization procedure yields

2(1 - €2)(MZ - M) (Ai +ef(1+e2M - (1- §>2M?v]>

wp = —

N
21— €)ME [(1+€)°ME — (1 - £2M3, + €42

r1 = — N
y1 =0

2(1 - €)M}, (Ai +e[0+ePME - (1 - §2>M?v]>
zZ1 = N
2L EPU M) (0 g - 9008 i) 1+ 708 - 1 - 2

+ AL[(5+ 26 + MR - (1426 - 3)ME | - 222[(1 - )M},

+ (1 =56 +26")(1+€)" My —2(1 -3¢ + 267 - &7 + 54)M1M?v]>
ry = - 20290 =) My (Mo — M) (—(1 +39a1 +2[0+ 23 - (1 - 93]

+ AZ[—(1+€)%(5 - 3)ME + (1 - 39)(1 —s)%%]))



158 Chapter 5. Spurious covariants

yo =0
2(1 = (1 = £*)’MZ(Ma — My)
N2

zZ9 =

(—(3 rontpoef e - (-2
+22[(3-56)(1+€)?ME - (3-€)(1 - f)?M?V])

8(1—-¢%)°

2 3 2
(Az + [T+ OMa + (1 - M| ) (Az + [+ OMa - (1 - M| )

w3 = B}

3
- (Ai [€Ma + (1 - My - €1 = )(ME — ME) (1 + OMa + (1 — ) My]
oo — (- oMy]” + Al -se(1 70 + (2 — £~ €)My
(4436 +E)ME — (2 - €+ 267 - 3)ME M| — A2|(1 - €)M M
+ (14— ME + (1-39)(1 - €)My M3 — 2(1 - )°(1 + £%) MY M3
+ (1= TE+42) 1+ €)M — 21 — 4+ 285 — ¢t + 255)MJ2VM2D
81— - €)* My

T3 = — 2

3
(A% + |+ Ma +(1- é)MN]2> <A§ + |+ oMa - (1- g)MN]2>

: ([(1 +&)Ma+ (1 §)MN]3 |(1+ )My — (1 - )My i
+ 202 —6(1 = M + (1 - ©* (1 + OMEMa — (2 - (1 +€)* M3
(1= €My ME) + AL =360+ OMa — (146~ 2£2>MN]>
41— €)(1 - 2P A2My [AZ + (1 - )?M3 — (1+ €)*M3]

QZ — (1 —&)°MY

3 2
(A% + |+ Ma+ (1 - €)MN}2> (Ag + |+ Ma - (1 - g)MNr>

Ys =

23 =

3 2
- (s[u +OMa +(1—)My| [(1+EMa — (1 - )My]
= 202[(1 = M + (1 - €)*(1 + OMEMa — (1= 26)(1 +€)*ME — (1 - €)*My M} |

+ AL -3+ OMa - (2-¢ - £>MN]>
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159

s — 2(1 — €2)*(Ma — My)
2
(Ag + [(1 +EMa+ (1~ €)MN}2> (A% + [(1 +EMa — (1~ €)MND

: <—A§Z +2§(Ma + My) [(1 + & Ma + (1 - E)MN]Q [(1 +&)Ma — (1 — f)MN]

2(1 — £2)°M%
Ty = — 5 -
(A% + [(1 +&Ma+ (1 - é)MN} ) (Ag - [(1 +&Mp — (1 - g)MND

2
. <2[(1 +Ma+ (1 - é)MN] [(1 +&Mpa— (1 - g)MN]

+ A2 [(1 26— 3¢ My — (12 — 3§2)MAD

2(1 — €%)°MyA]
N

2(1 — €2)° M5,
Z4 = 3
(A% + [+ oMa+ (- §>MN]2> (A% + {0+ omMa - (- §>MN]>

. <2§ [(1 +&Ma+ (1 — §)MN]2 [(1 +&Ma — (1 — §)MN]

Yqg = —

+ A2 [(3 + 26 — €)M + (3 — 26 — §Z)MN]>

(1-6)1 - €)(ME — ME)[AZ - (1+)2ME + (1 - €)*MF|
Wy =

N
xIs =0
ys =0
(1= )1 = €)MZ[(1+€? MR — (1 - €2M3, — Al]
Z5 = N
we =208 = i)(MA = Mw) <Ai + (1= &My — (1+ 5)2MZ>
T6 =0
21— €)(1 — €)My [A2 + (1 - €2MF — (1+€)*M]]
Yo = —

N
26 =0
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wy =0

21— €)M, [(1+€)*Ma + (1 - ) My]

T = — 5
A2+ [(1+©Ma + (1 - My]
y7 =0
Vard =0
(1 - €)(ME — MR)|(1+Ma + (1 - OMy|
wg = —
A2+ (14 Ma+ (- M|
I8 =0
ys =0

(1= €)ME[(1+ OMa + (1 - ) My]

A2+ [+ OMa+ (- My

8 —

W9 =0

21— €)(1 - €)M [AZ + (1 - €2MF — (1 +)°M3
Tg =

N
yg =0
29 =0
__ 2(1 = &(1 — &) (MR — MR)
w10 = ) : :
(A% + [(1 +EMa+ (1 - é)MN} ) (Ag + [(1 +MA — (1 - g)MN] )
) <{(1 +&Ma+ (1 —é)MN}Q[(1+§)MA -1 _g)MN]
— AZ|(1- My +2(1+ §>MA}>
x10 =0
y10 =0
2(1 - (1 - &)>My
z10 =

(A% + [0+ OMa+ (- f)MN]2> (A% + [+ OMa—(1- f)MND
- ([(1 FOMa+ (1= OMy] [+ M — (1 €)My]

— A2[2(14+§Ma+ (1 - f)MND
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_4(1 - g

wn == (Ai ~26(1 - €)My (My ~ My)[(1+ €203 — (1 - M

+ AL[2(1 4+ €2 MR + (3 26 — €)MaMy — (1+2¢ — 3¢*) M3

+ AZ[(1+ ©*MA — 201 - M + (3 - )(1 - ©)*Ma M},

+(1+)%(1 -4 +36") MY MZ — (3 — 86 +56")(1 + f)ZMNMiD

oy = H=ET My (—mi tla-emg —area)
- a2+ oMR+ (- f)?M?VD
B 41— &) (1 —€2)2My
Y11 = —

<A§ [+ oM+ - g)MNr) (Ag 0+ omn—a- g)MN]2>

: <Ai [(1 — My —2(1+ 5>MA]
+lavoma+a-omy|[a+ema-a- 5>MN}2>
40— )03

— 2|1+ €M + (1 - s)?%ﬁv})

4(1 = )My (Mp — My) (A% + 5[(1 +&)?ME - (1 - f)QMJQV])

w12 = — N

21— €)(1 +§MZ [A2 - (1 - €2M3 + (1 +€)2M3]
12 = — N

2(1 = €)My (1 +€)Ma — (1 - €)My
Y12 = —

2
A2+ [(1+ ©Ma — (1 - €)My]

21— €)(1 +§MZ [AZ - (1 - €2ME + (1 +€)2M3]
N

212 =

Equipped with the orthogonalized set of spurious covariants we can now proceed and express

the GPDs in terms of all possible amplitudes. For DVCS these amplitudes can now be
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decomposed into

G&‘/A—ZC,“Almft Z BF(z,¢,t)
k
C(l):u' _ 1 — Pl )\I j24 P )\
NA T 2P+ul/( ) )Ki u( ) )
~( 1 v
CN = 557 I (P AR (P, \)

{Al@,6.0), BX@,6,0) ] = {C1(@.6,1), CX(2,6,1), C*(w,€,),C*, Bi(a, £, 1),

BQ(x7 57 t)’ B3(x7€7 t)’ B4(x7 57 t)’ B5(x7€7 t)’ BG(x7 57 t)’ B7(x7 57 t)’
Bg(x,&,t), By(x,&,t), Bio(x, &, t), Bii(z,§,t), Bia(w, &, )}

By inverting this relation one obtains an unambiguous expression for both, physical and spu-
rious GPDs. In principle they can be expressed in terms of the amplitude relations. However
the analytical inversion of the 16*16 matrix is too involved even if we use Mathematica.
Therefore we perform this inversion numerically.

The amplitudes F' /(‘, 4 can be decomposed into

1
cWr — = (P MK (P, A
AN 9 P/+P+ ( ) 1 ( )
iy 1

o _ PR u(P, A
O = et (P NI (P )

{F1(@Q%), BHQ) } = {Cs(1), Cs(t), Ca (), Ca(t), B (1), Ba(t), Ba(t), Ba(t), Bs(0),
Bg(t), By (t), Bs(t), Bo(t), Bio(t), B11(t), B12(t)}

Again no simplification arises from considering the coefficients C y/)g and églf);f . Therefore
we have to include all 16 covariants in the extraction of the physical form factors. The form
factors can be expressed analytically in terms of the amplitude relations. We find

1
C5(t) = 3 ([AZMN + 12A:,3MZ(MA — MN)3

2
2v2( A2+ (Ma = My)?| |2+ (Ma + My)?]
(Mpa + My)* 4+ 203 (Mp — My)(Ma + My)2(AM3 — MaAMy — M%)
(M3 4 M%) + 20T(M3 + MAM?Z, +2M3%) + AS(8MR — MAMy + 2M3 M3

—AMZM3 4 6MaAMY + 5M]5{,)] Fy.
2
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4 2V3Ma [AiMN —9A2(Mp — 2My)(Ma — My)?(Ma + My)* +2(Ma — My)?
(Ma + My)® + 2A8 My (ME + MaMy + 2M3%) + AL(Ma + My)

2

(M4 +2MAMR, + 5MY)| B
+V3A,Ma [Ag +4(Mp — My)3(2Ma — My)(Ma + My)* +4A8 (MZ + M3)
+ 2A2(Ma + Mn)?(MA + 4MZ M3 — 8MAMZ, + 3My) + AY(TMA + 2M3 My
FAMEME — 2MAMS + 5M]4V)} F
2
+ A2 [Ai +12M3 (M3 — M%) + 2A8(2M3 + MaMy + 2M3) + 2A2(Ma + My)
(M3 + M3)(3ME — MAMy + MAME + My) + AL(TMA + 6 MX My + 8MAMZ,
F6MAMS, + 5Mjﬂ Fy,
2
+2A% (MR — MR) [AiMN — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)*(8M3 + MaMy + My,)
+2A2(M3 — M3 My + MaM% + M]?{,)] F
2
+ 4V3A,MA(ME — M) | ALMy + 2A2Ma(2Ma — My)(Ma + My)
— (Ma — My)*(Ma + My)* | FY,
+2VBAZMA (MR — MY,) [Ai — (BMa — 3My)(Ma — My)(Ma + My)?
+ AZ(6MZ — 2M3) | FY,
2

+2A3 (M2 — M2) [Ag — OMA + 2M3 My + 12M3 M2 + 2MAMS, + M
+202(MZ + MaMy + M3)] F§l>
2
i
2
V2[A2 + (M — My 2| [A2 4 (Ma + My)]

(Ma + My)(2M2 + MaMy + M%) + 2A2(2M3 — M2 My + M;”’V)} Y,
2

_ (-Ai [AiMN + (Ma — My)?

+ 2V3ALMA My — My)[A2 + My (Ma + My) | FY,
2
— VBAZM [AL+ 4A2MAMy + (Ma — My)*(Ma + My)| Y,

2

N [Agﬁ +3M4 — 8M3 My +4MEME + My + 202 (M2 + M?V)] ng)
2
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1
2/3[A + (Ma — My)2] [A2 + (Ms + My)?]

. (-Ag ALMy — (Ma ~ My)

- (Ma + My)*(8MA + MAMy + M5,) 4+ 2A%(MR — MXMy + MAMZ + My,) F%—T
— 2V3A2 M [AﬁMN + 2A2MA(2Ma — My)(Ma + My)

— (Ma — My)2(Ma + MN)ﬂ Fy, — VBAIM, [Ag — (5Ma — 3My)(Ma — My)
(Ma + My)? + A2(6M2 — QMJQV)} Fy Al [Ai — 9MA +2M3 My + 12M3 M2

31

£ OMAMS + MY + 202 (M2 + MaMy + M?V)] P )

1
Co(t) = 3 (AxM?v (A2 4 2(M3 + M)

2\/§[A% + (Ma — MN)2]2[A326 + (Ma +MN)2]

: [AﬁMN — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)*(8M2 + MaMy + M%) + 2A2 (M3 — M2 My

+ MAME + M) S,
2
+2v3MA M [Aj;MN +2A2ZMA(2Ma — My)(Ma + My)
— (Ma = My)*(Ma + My)?*| [A2 + 2(MR + M3)| FY,
2
+V3AMAMS [Aﬁ — (5Ma — 3My)(Ma — My)(Ma + My)?

+A2(6M2 — 2M]2‘V)] Fy
2

+ A202 [Ag + (M3 + M?V)} AL — M4 + 2M3 My + 12M2 M2 + 2MaM?,

MY 1282 (M2 + MaMy + M?V)] Py,

— 203, (Ma + M) [AL(MF — 6MR — MaMy) + (MR — M)?

(2M2 + MaMy + M2) — 2A2(TMA — 2M3 My + SM2AM? — Mj{,)} 24
— 4VBAMAM? [A§(2MA + My) — (Ma — My)(Ma + My)?

C(AMZ — MaMy +3M2) + A2(3M3 + 5MaAM?2 + 4M}’>V)] ae
—2V3BMAM? [mg — AY(M3 + 2MAMy — TM2) + (M2 — M%)
— AA2(3ME + M3 My + MaA M3 — Mjlv)} 2

— A, M [Aﬁ(M?V — M) — 20E(TMA + M3 My + 6MAM% — Ma M3 — M)

+ (Ma + My)?(3MA — 8MX My + 4AMZ M3 + Mf*v)} Fi 1)
2
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Cs(t) =

ﬂ[Ai + (Ma — MN)Q} i [AJ% + (Ma + MN)2}

(Ma + My)(2M2 + MaMy + M%)+ 2A2(2M3 — M2 My + M?V)} Y
2

5 (-M}V [ALMy + (Ma — My)*

—V3BMAM? [Ag FAA2MAMy + (Ma — My)3(Ma + MN)} al
- A, M% [Aj; + 3MA — 8ME My + 4MZM3Z + My + 2A2(M3 + M%‘V)} FY 1)
2

6A, Ma(Ma — My)M?2, [Ag + My (Ma + MN)]

+ S
(824 2)7 + 28, — MaYAs + )M+ 0rf] !

1
2W[A2 (M MN)} [A§+(MA+MN)2}

(Ma + MN)Q(sMg + MAMy 4+ M%) + 2A2(M3 — MAMy + MAMZ + MN)] F;
2

- (—AxMJQV |ALMy — (Ma — My)

"
+2V3MAM?, [—AgMN —9AZMA(2Ma — My)(Ma + My) + (Ma — My)?

(Ma+ MN)?’}FIT
2
— V3AMAM? [Aﬁ — (5Ma — 3My)(Ma — My)(Ma + My)?
+ AZ(6ME - 2M3) | P
2
— A2M2 [Ag — OMA +2M3 My + 12M3 M2 + 2MAMS + MY
+202(MZ + MaMy + M3)] F§l>
2

1

; (—AxMAMN
2v2[(A2 + M3)? + 2(A, — Ma)(Ay + Ma) M3 + M|

: [Ai(?’MA — Mny) 4+ (Ma — My)(Ma + My) } [AQ +2(M3 + MN)} g
F

!
— VBAMAMN(Ma + My) (A2 — M2 + M2) [AQ v o(M2 4 MN)} :

2

+ AZMAMy |AZ + (Ma + My)(3Ma + My)| [A2 +2(M3 + M3)| F,
2

+ 2V3MA(Ma — My) My (Ma 4+ My)?(M3 — M% — A2)F¥
2

+ 20, MAMN(MZ — M3) | A2 + (Ma + My)(3Ma + MN)] 5

+ VBAMAMN(Ma + My)(AZ — MX + M3)F; l)
2
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1
2\/§[A% + (Ma — MN)2}2[A% + (Ma +MN)2}

(A2 - ME + M})|A2 + 2(M3 + MR)| B,
2

_l’_

5 <\/§A§MAMN

— 2Ma(ME — MZ)My [A2(3Ma — M) + (Ma — My)(Ma + My)?| F3,
+2VBA, MAMN (M3 — MR)(A] — M3 + M) FY,
2
i
2
V2[A2+ (M — My 2| [A2 4+ (Ma + My)?]

+ (M — My)*(Ma + MN)]FQT
2

n <—MAMN [Ai(MN — 3My)

xT

— VBAMAMN(A2 — 3M3 + 2MAMy + M3)FY '
2

+ V3MaAMy [Ai(MN —3MA) + (Ma — My)*(Ma + MN)]FiJl
2

— A MAMN(A2 — 3M32 + 2MAMy + M?V)Fgl>
2

1
Qﬁ[A% + (Ma — MN)Q} i [A% + (Ma + MN)Q}

n - (AmMAMN |A2(3M, — My)

+ (Ma — My)(Ma + MN)Q}Fg

3l

— AZMaMy [Ai + (Ma + My)(3Ma + MN)] F )
_ 1
2\/§[A§ + (Ma — MN)2]2 {Ag + (Ma + MN)Q}

+2A7(Ma + 2My) (MR + M) + 2(Ma — My)(Ma + My)°
S(6M3 — TMZ My — M3) + A2(Ma + My)(AMA — M3 My + 7TM3Z M3,

Cu(t) . <—A$M]2V [AQMN

+ MaM + 5M]4V} Fy,
2
—2V3BMAM? [—AQMA +2(Ma — My)3(Ma + My)* — 2A2(2Ma + My)

(MR = M3)? = 280 Ma (MR + M| F,
2
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+V3AMaMZ, [Ag FAARMZ — 2(Ma — My)(Ma + My)?

- (5MZ — 6MaMy + M) — A2(M3 — MR)(M3 +2MaMy +9MR) | Ff,

_ A2V [Aﬁ + 203 (AME + MaMy + 2M%) + 2(Ma + My)?(OMA — 12M3 My
+ 10MAMZ + My) + AZ(15MA + 10MA My + 20MX M3, + 6Ma M3 + 5Mf§,)} Fgl
+ 2MF (MF, — MR)[ALMy — My(Ma — My)(Ma + My)* = 2A2(Ma + My)

- (5M3 - MR)| Fy,

— 4VBAMAME (M2 — MZ) [_Q(MA — My)(Ma + My)? + A2(3Ma + 2MN)} P,
— 2VBMaAMR (MZ — MR) [3A3« —2A%(3Ma — My)(Ma + My) + (Ma — My)
(Ma + MN)?’} él

+ 20, MR (MF, — MR)[ AL+ (Ma + My)* (33 + M)
+ 202(M, + MaMy - 3M3)] F§l>
2

7

\/i{A% + (Ma — MN)Q} i {A% + (Ma + MN)Q}

+ Q(M?V [0y + My(3 — M3

— 202(M3 + 2ME My — M3)| Y,
2
+V3MaAM? [Aj; + 2A2 MA(Ma + My) — (MA — M}‘V)Z] }’l)
2
i

N ; (2\/§AxMAM?v
V3[(A2 4 MR)? + 22, — Ma)(A, + Ma)M3 + M}

: [AiMN ~ (Ma — My)(Ma + MN)Q] Y
2
+AM2 [Aﬁ —3MA +2(A2 + M2)ME + Mj*v} N;i,t)
2

1
2\/§[A% + (Ma — MN)z} 2 [A% + (Ma + My)?

. (AmeV [AﬁMN — (Ma — My)My

(Ma + My)* = 2A2(Ma + My)(5M3 — M3)| Fy

31



168 Chapter 5. Spurious covariants

+2V3A2MAME [—2(MA — My)(Ma + My)? + A2(3Ma + QMN)} Fr
2
+V3A Ma M2, [3A;§ — 2A2(3Ma — My)(Ma + My) + (Ma — My)

- (Ma + My)?| F

3!

+ A202 [Aﬁ; + (Ma + My)2(3M3 + M2) + 2A2(M% — 3M3 + MAMN)} F§l> . (5.9)
2
Again we remark that if we introduce the consistency relations in eq. 4.31 we find back the
expressions in eq. 4.23.

5.4 Results and discussion

In this section we apply the previously explored spurious covariants formalism to calculate the
form factors and mixed GPDs and hence hope to overcome covariance breaking effects from
the impulse approximation. To be more precise using spurious covariants allows us to restore
reference frame independence for form factors and GPDs which was previously violated due
to covariance breaking.

In fig. 5.3 we see that the curves for the N — N form factors which we obtained using
spurious covariants (red) are similar in shape to the curves which we calculated from the good
component of the transition amplitudes alone (black). Actually the black curve is obtained
by evaluating eq. 5.5 where we use the consistency relations to obtain the bad component
transition amplitudes from the good LF component model transition amplitudes. The black
curves coincide with fig. 4.6 which illustrates the consistency of 4.28 and 4.16 with 5.52.

However the red curves are quantitatively different from the black curves and hence differ
considerably from the experimental data.

Consequently we have to address the question why our new results are numerically poorer
than the results from the simple approach. We had rather expected the opposite beforehand
as spurious covariants were introduced in order to deal with frame dependence due to covari-
ance breaking.

Firstly we remark that the free parameters of the spatial wave function (see eq. 3.14) have
been chosen such that G4 ,(Q?) is best described if it is extracted from the good components
of the transition amplitudes alone. By introducing spurious covariants more transition ampli-
tudes get involved and the interplay among them causes trouble. This is particularly the case
as we know that the “1L” and “—” components of the transition amplitudes suffer from sizable
inconsistencies as we have discussed in sec. 4.7. Unfortunately the obvious consequence of
this observation namely to readjust the free parameters in the quark model wave functions
for the use of spurious covariants does not work. We have scanned the parameter space from
mg = 100 MeV... 500 MeV and o = 0.3 GeV2... 0.7 GeV? and found that while the use of
spurious covariants leads to good results for G}, (Q?) for a wide range of (my,, «), GL(Q?)

%We have also verified this consistency analytically.
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does not even get close to being described successfully. So we perform our calculations with
the given parameters for the sake of comparability.

Secondly we like to remind the reader that a small error in some of the amplitudes can
lead to a sizable error in the form factors due to the interplay among the different amplitudes.
As an example for such a behavior we recall the violation of the angular condition (eq. 4.30).
Here a 30% effect lead to a total loss of predictive power in the extraction of G%(Q?) and
G5(Q%). In this example G%,(Q?) proved to be robust against small deviations from the an-
gular condition while G%(Q?) and G (Q?) did not. The question now arises which properties
our model amplitudes should have in order to guarantee robust results for the form factors
that are obtained using spurious covariants.

We will address this question by focussing on a discussion about F} (Q?) (upper left panel
in fig. 5.3). In the spurious covariants approach we obtain F7 (Q? = 0) ~ 2 and thus find
a strong deviation from the physical value F¥ (Q? = 0) = 1. Physically this means that the
charge is not conserved. Therefore we now explore where this strong deviation stems from.
The expression for FP(Q?) in eq. 5.5 reduces in the limit Q% — 0 to

1- 1 -
_ —t S Al
Fl(o)_QFTT+8MJ2V 5

The expression for F;(0) extracted from the good LF component transition amplitudes alone
reads

F(0) = F}f

These expressions agree if
P A2 B
Fo =4AMyF; . (5.10)

This is one of the consistency relations for respecting Poincare covariance (c.f. eq. 4.28) in
the limit @2 — 0.The inconsistency of our model amplitude FT_T with eq. 5.10 thus causes
FP(0) to deviate from unity.

Charge non conservation is clearly a major drawback. We emphasize that using spurious co-
variants only the effects of covariance breaking on the frame dependence are resolved. Other
inconsistencies due to covariance breaking are not necessarily removed. Nevertheless it is
still frustrating that using good LF component transition amplitudes alone the proton charge
is conserved while employing a more elaborated approach charge conservation is violated?.
Therefore we take a closer look on how charge conservation comes about in the former case
and what difference appears in the latter. For Q2 = 0 the Melosh rotation becomes unity (c.f.
eq. 3.6). For the relevant current components Q2 = 0 leads to (see eq. 3.16)

@ NI A =xhxa (5.11)
_ m? + p?
XN [J | p, ) IT)QLX&XA . (5.12)

3In [22] the charge of the proton is conserved. However this stems from the authors default to orthogonalize
all spurious covariants. We have already discussed why this is mandatory and where the argument provided
in [22] to not having to orthogonalize 55 and &% fails.
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For the spin flavor portion we find unity in both cases for the non flip amplitude. Thus the
normalization of the spatial wave function enforces F#p ~P) — 1 while the kinematical factor

in the integrand from eq. 5.12 certainly does not enforce F{T(pﬂp) = 4M12v-

The other three panels in fig. 5.3 show that the reference frame dependence at least is
not for all form factors of the order 100%. We have already mentioned in the previous section
that a possible non physical form factor F3(t) is zero if gauge invariance is satisfied. In fact
eq. 5.5 allows for the weaker condition that

2MNFY = AT, (5.13)

has to be satisfied in order to guarantee vanishing of F3(¢) in the spurious covariants formal-
ism. We note that our model satisfies this condition.

In fig. 5.4 the black curves coincide with fig. 4.12 which illustrates the consistency of 4.29 and
4.17 with 5.74. Just as for FP(Q?) we find that the reference frame independent results (red)
for G4(Q?) and Gp(Q?) differ strongly from the respective results in chapter 4. For G 4(Q?)
the new result moves far away from the experimental data while G p(Q?) switches sign. As
our quark model does not describe pion physics we consider the sign correction as a fortunate
coincidence.

In figs. 5.5 and 5.6 the situation is similar. The black curves agree with the results from
prescription I in figs. 4.18 and 4.24. In the case of the vectorial N — A transition this
result roots in the smallness of G(¢) in the spurious covariants formalism. In the lower left
panels the statistical errors from the MC integration add up to an effect that is visible with
the bare eye. This is not the case for most other results. The numerical results for H%(Q?)
and H@(QQ) are not impressive. On the other hand the ambiguity due to different possible
prescriptions how to extract the N — A transition form factors from the amplitudes has been
resolved. The uniqueness of the N — A transition form factors is a positive consequence of
the spurious covariants formalism applied to the N — A transition.

Unlike for the N — N transition gauge invariance is not satisfied for the N — A transi-
tion amplitudes in our model. Eq. 5.8 reveals that again a weaker condition than gauge

invariance ~ ~
[(Mi — M{)Fy — AxFAm'A} =0

is sufficient in the spurious covariants formalism to ensure G%(Q?) to vanish:
0= <3A1M2(MA ~ My)|(MX = MR, - AuFY |
2 2
— VBMa[A2(2My — My) — (Ma = My)2(Ma + My)| [(ME = MR)FY, = A, Ff
+VBAMA(AZ — 2M2 + MaMy + M2) [(Mg — MR)FY - AL FE 1]
2 2

~aatad[(orf - )Ry, - g ) 514
2 2

4We have also verified this consistency analytically.
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The result for G7(t) shows that our model satisfies this relation to good accuracy while gauge
invariance is strongly violated.

About figs. 5.7, 5.8, 5.9 and 5.10 we have not much to say. However one observation re-
quires a remark. The spurious covariants formalism absorbs reference frame dependence into
non physical form factors and GPDs. The dependence of

/1 dx GPD(z,&,t) (5.15)
-1

on £ obviously does not decrease if the reference dependence is eliminated. The neglect of non
valence contributions seems to be the dominant cause for the sum rule violation. We mention
that for HX(Q?) (lower left panel in fig. 5.9) and particularly for C5(Q?) (lower left panel in
fig. 5.10) numerical uncertainties play a big role which show up as wiggles in the curves.

In conclusion we like to address the reason for the poor numerical findings in this chap-
ter. Firstly we remark that already the amplitude relations which we discussed in the last
chapter were badly satisfied. Certainly this effects are handed down to the form factors and
mixed twist GPDs which we have calculated here. In order to understand why the non plus
LF component transition amplitudes are described so badly in the quark model we recall the
expression for the bad LF component from chapter 3
X = a% (a3~ igA)o — im %

In the quark model we have neglected the gluon contribution. This influences the bad LF
component transition amplitudes, but not the 4+ components. We had the hope that the quark
model might be capable of providing at least a good approximation for the bad LF component

transition amplitudes. This is clearly not the case. One needs a better model (that treats
higher Fock states) in order to reasonably access the bad LF component amplitudes.

The spurious covariants which we have discussed in this chapter are model independent.
So the results in this chapter have a use beyond the specific model context discussed here
for illustrative purpose. We have demonstrated in the framework of a LF quark model that
reference frame dependencies can be absorbed into spurious form factors and GPDs. It would
be interesting to employ a more involved model like [115] to exploit this formalism.
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Figure 5.3: The vectorial nucleon form factors calculated using the spurious covariants
formalism (eq. 5.5). The red curve is obtained using all amplitudes from our LF quark
model calculation. The black curve uses FTJ% and Fﬁ from the model while the other
amplitudes that we use are obtained using eq. 4.28.
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Figure 5.4: The axial nucleon form factors calculated using the spurious covariants
formalism (eq. 5.7). The red curve is obtained using all amplitudes from our LF quark
model calculation. The black curve uses FTJ% and FfT from the model while the other
amplitudes that we use are obtained using eq. 4.29.
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Figure 5.5: The vectorial N — A transition form factors calculated using the spurious
covariants formalism (eq. 5.8). The red curve is obtained using all amplitudes from our
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the other amplitudes that we use are obtained using eq. 4.30.
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Figure 5.7: The mized vectorial nucleon GPDs calculated using the spurious covariants
formalism (eq. 5.4). The solid curve is obtained using all amplitudes from our LF quark
model calculation. The dotted curve uses éﬁ, CNJIFT and GJTCT from the model while the other
amplitudes that we use are obtained using eq. 4.55. Results for £ = 0 are given in black;
& = 0.1 corresponds to the green curves and & = 0.2 to the red curves.
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Figure 5.8: The mized axial nucleon GPDs calculated using the spurious covariants
formalism (eq. 5.6). The solid curve is obtained using all amplitudes from our LF quark
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Figure 5.9: The mized twist vectorial N — A transition GPDs calculated using the
spurious covariants formalism. The results are obtained numerically using all amplitudes
from our LF quark model calculation. Results for & = 0 are given in black; € = 0.1
corresponds to the green curves and & = 0.2 to the red curves.
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Chapter 6

Conclusions

Before concluding this thesis we like to provide some additional results that did not fit in
the flow of the last chapters but which are interesting in themselves. On the one hand side
we apply the large N relations from egs. 2.6 and 2.7 to our model results. As can be seen
from fig. 6.1 we find good agreement for the leading GPDs H},(z,&,t) and Ci(x,€,t) for
¢ = 0 and decreasing agreement for higher values of £. The reason is that the skewedness
effect for N — N has opposite sign compared to N — A in our model calculation. Since we
get no conclusive results for Hf,(z,§,t) and Hf(x,&,t) in the direct model calculation we are
happy to state that the large N results provide the same order of magnitude as the different
prescriptions for these GPDs.

Another quantity that we like to discuss is the evaluation of Ji’s sum rule (eq. 2.4). From the
nucleon GPDs evaluated from the good LF components for £ = 0 we get

J* =0.265 + 0.001
J%=—0.029 + 0.001

(6.1)
which is in fair agreement with the findings of lattice QCD [114]
J* =0.37 £ 0.06
J4=—0.04£0.04
(6.2)

This implies that our model prediction for the quark contribution to the total nucleon spin is
47.2%. The deviation from the SU(6) prediction (100%) originates in relativistic effects which
in the framework of the LF quark model enter via the Melosh rotation.

After this side remark we highlight the results of this thesis. We have applied a LF quark
model using the overlap representation to calculate amplitudes for vectorial and axial N — N
and N — A transitions. So far in the literature the amplitudes in table 6.1 have been cal-
culated in the framework of a LF quark model. In this thesis the missing slots have been filled.

179
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Figure 6.1: The large N¢o relations from eqs. 2.6 and 2.7 applied to the results from the
quark model. The solid lines are the large N¢ predictions using the nucleon GPD results
from the quark model calculation as input. The dashed and dotted curves are the direct
calculation for the N — A GPDs in the two prescriptions which we use. The color of the
curves indicates the value of the skewedness variable: £ = 0 (black), £ = 0.1 (green) and

€ =0.2 (red).

amplitude | VNN |AN—->N [V, N->A]|AN-A|
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L
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Table 6.1: Amplitudes that have been calculated in a LEF model so far.
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We have established the connection between the transition amplitudes and the respective form
factors and GPDs. These conversions are model independent and can be applied for future
model calculations as well. Among the new results in this context are

e N — A GPDs
e Adler form factors
e Sum rules for the N — A GPDs without overparameterization of this DVCS process

e First toy model results for higher twist GPDs

We have presented a way to obtain model independent amplitude relations which have to
be satisfied due to Poincare covariance. Among them we found back the angular condition.
Additionally we presented dozens of new covariance consistency relations. All these relations
are model independent.

We have worked out how bad LF component DVCS soft amplitudes and higher twist GPDs
are related. For the latter we chose convenient sets of covariants and showed completeness.
We have introduced “mixed twist” GPDs and have explored under which assumptions such a
concept is sensible.

We have picked up the spurious covariants formalism which facilitated the reference frame
independent extraction of form factors and (mixed twist) GPDs. In particular this formalism
was extended towards axial transitions, the N — A transition, and GPDs.

Numerically satisfying observables which have not been calculated before in a LF quark
model were

e the magnetic N — A transition GPD H},(x,§,t)
e the Adler form factor C5(Q?)

e the corresponding GPD C(x,¢&,t)

Most of our numerical results however can hardly be considered predictive as they suffer
strongly from the consequences of the impulse approximation and the restrictions of the quark
model. Fortunately the analytical results in the chapters 4 and 5 are model independent and
therefore have a scope beyond the quark model calculation in this thesis.



Appendix A

Conventions and spinors

For the gamma matrices we use the conventions of Bjorken/Drell

o (1 0 . (0 &
T =10 -1 T= -z o

. 0 1 i
v5 = in'yly2y? = (1 0) o = = [v*,7"]

The normalization of the (canonical) spinors for a particle with mass M is chosen to be
ﬁ(p7 S) U(p, 3/) = 2M5s,s’

hence

__ 1 (po + M) x(s)
w009 = = (P e )

For the LF vectors we choose the convention
At =A0 4+ 43

Therefore one has

1 — —
AFB, = §(A+B*+A*B+> _ AL Bl
The LF spinors are normalized by
aLF(p7 /\)ULF(p, /\I) = 2M5>\/>\
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and read
M +p*
1 pR
uLF(pa T) = +
/2t - M
2p p -
p
1 pt+ M
urr(p,|) = L
v/ 2pt D
M — ]0+

(M+p+7 p, M —pT, —pL>

_ 1
ULF(va) :\/QP?
_ 1
ULF(pvl) :\/QP?

Massive spin 1 particles are described by polarization vectors. On the LF they explicitly read

(—pR, pt+ M, —pft, pT — M)

0

4 1
6+1(p) =—12 0
pR
pt

7

1 p
65(1)) :M pR
e
¥

Now the Rarita-Schwinger spinors which describe spin % particles can be constructed using a
Clebsch Gordon construction. They read

ul o (p) =11 (p) u(p, 1)

ul 15 (p) Z\@Eﬁ(p) u(p, 1) + éfil(p) u(p, )
uy 15 (p) :\/geg(p)um 1)+ %e’il(p)U(p, 1)

u;ig/g(p) :651(17) U(p, J,)
These spinors have to satisfy the equations of motion

(¥ — M)ul(p) =0
=0

puui(p) = (A.1)



Appendix B

Kinematics for the N — A transition

The kinematics for the N — A transition is contained in eq. 2.5. Here we will give useful

invariants which can be built from the respective four vectors. Naturally they do not depend
on &. We find

A% =
_ 1 t
P? =M = 5(Mg + M%) — 1
P? =M}
P2 =M%
1
P-A :§(Mg — M%) . (B.1)
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Appendix C

Covariant structures for the N — A
transition

In this section we provide some useful relations among N — A covariants and then establish
a connection between the sets of covariants which are used to parameterize the vectorial soft
transition amplitude. Relations which we frequently apply in the subsequent calculations are
the egs. of motion for the RS spinor (eq. A.l) and the Dirac equation, which is the eq. of
motion for the nucleon spinor.

We find the following relations:
(A %P N) = (] 5[5 (P7 P2~ PP+ 5PP] | N)
= (A %[5 (P~ P+ P- P~ P'P| | N)
= (A [MR = 5+ PV | )

= (A | [Ma(Ma + Mx) ~ £]35 | N) (€1)

(A3 | N) = (A | Sl + P) | N)
=(A| %VWMMN + %P’“%’ma | N)
= (A| _%%75MN + %P’“ [2gﬂa - %ﬂu} Vs | N)
= (A ] —%MN%% + Pys — %F’%% | N)

1
= (A —§(MN + Ma)yuys + Poys | N) (C.2)

(A7 A | N) = (A ysy(P = P) | N)
= (A | My + 2P, v5 — Mavyuys | N) (C.3)

185



186 Appendix C. Covariant structures for the N — A transition

_ t
(A [ 3570 P 4 N) = (A | 9570 | MR = 5 = P'My] | V)

t (07
= (A (MR = ) wms + P s | N)
t (07
= (A ] (M - )5 + [2%1% — YuYa Yo P’ ]'75MN | N)
t
= (A [ (MZ = )17 + [ZPLW% — 2P,y + P’w%ﬂ My | N)
t
=(A] [MA(MA + My) — 5]%%% +2My [Péw - PL%] V5 | N)
(C.4)
(A Ay [ N) =(A[ (P = P)vs | N)
= (A | (Ma+ My)ys | N) (C.5)

Another useful identity is:

Jaa! Gap' Goy' Gas’
Goar o5 Iy 998 (C.6)
Gya! g~p’ Gryry! g~o'
gsa! gsp g5y gss'

€afBrs€al Bin's! = —det

which can be proven by exploiting the total antisymmetry of the determinant and fixing the
indices to find a possible constant factor. Another identity involving the totally antisymmetric
tensor reads [116]

€uvas =175 [7#71/’70476 — GuvYaVB — aBVu Vv — GuB Ve — GuaYu VB

F9uaY Y3 + 9vBVuVa T Gur9as — Gua9vs + 9us9va . (0'7)

With the relations above at hand we can proceed to evaluate the structures which appear in
the covariant sets

o 3(Ma + My)

Ry = PP, A
M 2Mpy [(Ma + My)? — t] P

6(Ma + My) i o
kY = — Y — B P AL VB DAL
: M My [(Ma — My)? —t][(Ma + My)? — t] alp €y " P Bps
W 3(Ma + My)

"¢ Ty [(Ma — Mn)? = t][(Ma + My)? — t] [(P TA)ARAY - tPHAV] V5 (C.8)

R = (A — £g")ys
Ky = (PMA” — (P"- A)g" )5
wEY = (AFAY — A%gM )y (C.9)

We find
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(A | €apP* AP | N) =(A | i |1 YaV8 — G Va8 — GaBVu Ve — 9usVoYa — Gua Va3
+g,uo/71/76 + B YV + JuvYap — Guagvp + guggl,a] PaA,@ | N>
=(A | is 'Y;/YVP& - QMVFA - (P ) A)'YM'YV - AM’YVP - 'YMPVA

+ Pt + 4 AP + g (P A) — PA, + AMPV} | N)

T _ _ 1 _
:<A | Y5 __g/.tl/PA - A;LWVF - §Au7u¢ + g,uu(P : A)
1 _
+ 580, + AMP,,] | V)
. t 1
=i(A | [5 — Ma(Ma + MN)]Q;W - Ay [Py - §(MN + Ma)v
1

1

1 _
+ §AuAy + ANP,/>’}/5 | N>
1 )
:Z<A | 5 |:t - (MA + MN) }g,ul/ + MAA;L’VV

1 _
— 508, - AuP,,> v | N) (C.10)

On the other hand we obtain

(A Marhy, =52, | V)
_ _ 1 t
=(A ] [ MaB A ~ Mg = DyuPot (P A)gu = 580, + 300] 35 | N)

1 1 _
=(A| <§ [t — (Ma + MN)Q]Q;W + MAA 7y — §AMAV — AuPy>fy5 | N) . (C.11)

Comparing both expressions we get (@ < v produces a minus sign in the antisymmetric
tensor)

(Marf” - k5") (C.12)

Next we find



188 Appendix C. Covariant structures for the N — A transition

Juv 9y Gua! Gus’

o PYAB A — —det | IR s ket GkBT | Ba AB pal A
o' B 75 Gav 9o Jao! Gap’ V5

9pv 93 9o/ 9pp’

= —det | I I

Guv 9 ]? w Ay
_ kv 4 P Ay
=-det |5 pe p2 pLal|Ts
A, AF  P.A A?
4 pr AF qs pr AF
= [—g,w det | Py P2 P-A| +4gudet| P, P2 P.A
A, P-A A A, P-A A
9 4 AR g 4 pr
— P, det P, P, P-A|+A,det P, P. P.-P| |y
A, A, A? A, A, P-A
= — gu [AA2P? £ 2(P - A)? — 4(P - ) — PAA? — P27

P, A,
+det | P, p? P-A|~s
A, P-A A
— P[P 4 4(P - A)A, + PuA? = Ay (P A) = 4B, A7 = (P 8)A, |55
A [ PP+ A) + 48, P? + (P A)B, = AP = 4(P - AP, = P2A, |5

- [(P N pw} G s 4+t PRV + PEARAV~s — (P - A)ARPYys — (P - A)PHAY~s
Sandwiched between nucleon and A states we can apply eq. A.1 and conclude

(A | €uapP D%, 4y 5 PY A7 55 | N)
5 A2 22w, [52, 15 y _ t1 =0
—(A| [(p-A) _PA}gM +[P +§(P-A)]A“A _[(P-A)+§]Pm 5 | N)

(C.13)
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On the other hand side we find

3(M, M 1
( A+ N) [_MAI{,Llw + KSW]
My 2[(Ma + My)? —t]
1
+ |(MZ = MF -+ )" — 2ME 5" |
[(Ma — My)2 —t][(Ma + My)? —t] (MR = My + )y Ak3
3(Ma + Mpy) _
=— Khy + M3E — M% +t)PFAY
M MN[(MA—MN)Q—t][(MA—I—MN)Q—t] ( A N )
1 Ma — My)? —t][(Ma + My)? —t
+[§(M3—M]2\7+t)—2MZ}AMAV— [( A N) ]2[( A N) ]guu Vs
(C.14)
Using the kinematical relations in eq. B.1 one ends up with
3(Ma + My) [ Ma 1 o 2M3
R = — g |- A g . (C.15
e My o™ T gt T )™ T Mz (C.15)
Here we have adopted the notation from chapter 4 with
o=M3 - M%+t
gt =(Ma + My)* —t
Finally we evaluate
M, M _ _
IiéV: 3( 2A+ N) - {(P.A)AMAU_tP’LLAI/ s
My [(Ma — My)? = t] [(Ma + My)* — t]
3(Ma + M M3 — M3 _
_ SWMat My) (MA =My npnv _yprar |y
MN(O'2 - 4MAt) 2
3(M, M
_ 3Ma+ NQ) ZAAY — tPHAY g
MN(O'2 - 4MAt) 2
3(Ma + My) < o
- —thE” + ZR) C.16
My (0 M2\ M2 T oh (C.16)
We can resume the results of eqs. C.12, C.15 and C.16 and write
My —L 0
2 2
MY O3Ma+ My) | vy 1, 2M3 " C.17
ke | = My T 2¢t 5% T o2—4M3t © o2—4M3Zt 2 (C.17)
ke 0 — Dy v k3
o2 —4MZt 202 —8M2 1

Inversion and transposition of this matrix gives the result that was given in 4.12.
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