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We introduce a string-based parametrization for nucleon quark and gluon generalized parton
distributions (GPDs) effective across all skewness values. The conformal moments of the GPDs are
expressed as sums of the spin-j nucleon A-form factor, and the skewness-dependent spin-j nucleon
D-form factor. This representation, which fulfills the polynomiality condition and does not rely on
model-specific assumptions, is derived from t-channel string exchanges in AdS spaces. The spin-j
nucleon D-form factor is closely related to the the spin-j nucleon A-form factor. We use the Mellin
moments from empirical parton distributions to model the spin-j nucleon A-form factors. Using
only five Regge slope parameters, fixed from the electromagnetic and gravitational form factors, our
string-based parametrization generates accurate singlet, non-singlet, isovector, and flavor-separated
nucleon quark GPDs, along with symmetric nucleon gluon GPDs from their Mellin-Barnes integral
representations. Our isovector nucleon quark GPD is in agreement with existing lattice data. Our
string-based parametrization should enhance the empirical extraction and global analysis of nucleon
GPDs in exclusive processes, bypassing the de-convolution problem.

I. INTRODUCTION

On the light front hadrons are assemblies of va-
lence and sea partons. These constituents, directly
probed through hard inclusive and semi-inclusive
processes, owe their "visibility" to relativistic time
dilation and asymptotic freedom [1–3]. This al-
lows for the separation of hard processes into cal-
culable perturbative factors, and non-perturbative
matrix elements like parton distribution functions
(PDFs) and fragmentation functions (FFs), the cen-
tral tenets in modern high-energy scattering data [4,
5].

At the center of our investigation are the Gener-
alized Parton Distributions (GPDs), extended PDFs
as off-forward matrix elements of leading twist QCD
operators in highly boosted hadron states [6–12],
see [13–15] for review. These distributions are
inherently non-perturbative. They offer a multi-
dimensional view of nucleons, describing their spin,
mass and mechanical structure via the variables x, η,
and t—respectively representing the parton momen-
tum fraction, skewness, and total momentum trans-
fer [13–15].

Despite their richness, GPDs elude easy prob-
ing through first principle QCD lattice simulations,
owing to their inherent light cone structure. Yet,
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progress has been recently made by recent lat-
tice QCD collaborations [16–23], using the theoreti-
cal considerations proposed initially in [24–26], and
since extended by others [27, 28]. A number of ex-
periments at various electron facilities [29] are cur-
rently under way to shed more light on the phe-
nomenology of GPDs [30, 31], with more system-
atic exploration anticipated at the forthcoming EIC
(electron-ion collider) facility [32–34].

GPDs at finite skewness, have been modeled in
various theoretical frameworks, owing to their cen-
tral role in describing the internal structure of
hadrons. These include standard quark models [35–
39], chiral soliton models [12, 40, 41], AdS/QCD
models [42–44], light front and holography hybrid
models [45–50], light front models [51, 52], double
distribution models [12, 53–62], conformal moment
based models at small skewness [63–73], and recently
using lattice data for Compton form factors [74].

The unpolarized GPD H(x, η, t) and polarized
GPD H̃(x, η, t), are generalized form factors. These
distributions reduce to ordinary PDFs in the forward
limit, and turn into pertinent Compton form factors
when summed over x. The inherent complexity and
non-uniqueness in the de-convolution of GPDs from
the Compton form factors of deep virtual Compton
scattering (DVCS) and deep virtual meson produc-
tion (DVMP), presents a significant theoretical chal-
lenge for their model independent extraction from
data [75].

Characteristically, for a fixed Mandelstam t and
positive skewness η, GPDs exhibit distinct behaviors
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in two kinematic regimes: the DGLAP regime for
|x| > η and the ERBL regime for |x| < η. In the
DGLAP regime, the dynamics correspond to either
quark or antiquark momentum redistribution, while
in the ERBL regime, it is akin to the emission of
meson-like quark-antiquark pairs [13, 14].

We propose to use the holographic string-based
approach (see the review [76], and references
therein), to leverage the holographic principle to by-
pass the de-convolution issue entirely. By employing
Gegenbauer moments with fixed conformal spin-j,
each moment is directly mapped to its gravity dual,
allowing a detailed reconstruction of the GPDs in
the ERBL regime, as we noted recently [77]. This
method not only simplifies the encoding of stringy
properties of QCD at low resolution, but also aligns
with empirical Regge phenomenology and Veneziano
amplitudes, capturing critical aspects of QCD dis-
persive analysis such as crossing symmetry, unitar-
ity, and spectral densities in a framework with re-
markably few parameters, e.g. open and closed
string intercepts and slopes. The GPDs are then
expressed through an expansion in integer-valued
spin-n conformal moments of quark and gluon PDFs,
structured using an orthogonal basis of conformal
partial waves (PWs). By employing the Sommerfeld-
Watson transform, this series is transformed into an
integral over analytically continued complex spin-
j conformal moments, which preserves analyticity
across all regions of skewness [65].

The outline of the paper is as follows: Section II
elaborates on the expansion of quark and gluon
GPDs in conformal PWs, particularly in the ERBL
region, and discusses their analytical continuation
to DGLAP region. Section III details the holo-
graphic string parametrization of the conformal mo-
ments used for reconstructing the quark and gluon
GPDs across all values of parton-x. Section IV com-
pares the conformal moments and the reconstructed
GPDs to those derived from Euclidean lattice sim-
ulations within the large momentum effective the-
ory (LaMET). Finally, Section V summarizes our
findings and conclusions. The appendix provides an
overview of the empirical nucleon MSTW PDFs used
in our analysis.

II. QUARK AND GLUON GPDS

A natural organization of the quark and gluon
GPDs in the ERBL regime, is a series expansion
in terms of the conformal partial waves (PWs), with
the conformal moments as coefficients. The confor-
mal PWs are Gegenbauer polynomials in parton-x of
the struck quark in the GPD, that diagonalize the
pertinent GPD evolution operator. The conformal
moments carry the essential dynamics of the quarks
and gluons in hadrons.

The extension to the DGLAP regime requires an-
alytical continuation of the series expansion, using a
Sommerfeld-Watson transform. The result is a GPD
given as an integral transform of spin-j conformal
moments, following a pertinent analytical continua-
tion of the PWs. In this section we recall the essen-
tial relations needed in this continuation, for both
the quarks and gluons.

A. Quark GPDs

The quark GPDs, defined as Hq(x, η, t;µ), can be
naturally expanded in terms of Gegenbauer polyno-
mials in parton-x. These polynomials are best struc-
tured in terms of PWs which are eigenstates of the
pertinent QCD evolution operator for a given GPD.

1. Series expansion

More specifically, a generic quark GPD admits a
series expansion for |x| < η

Hq(x, η, t;µ) =

∞∑
n=1

(−1)n−1pn(x, η)Fq(n, η, t;µ), (1)

with the conformal moments Fq(n, η, t;µ) as coeffi-
cient functions. The conformal partial waves (PWs),
pn(x, η), form an orthonormal basis set defined as

pn(x, η) =
1

ηn
pn

(
x

η

)
with pn(x) = θ(1− |x|)2

n−1Γ(3/2 + n)

Γ(3/2)Γ(2 + n)
(1− x2)C

3/2
n−1(−x), (2)

where Cν
n(x) are Gegenbauer polynomials. The

PWs encode reflection symmetry pn(−x, η) =
(−1)npn(x, η), and turn to distributions at zero

skewness

pn(x, η = 0) =
1

n!
δ(n)(x). (3)
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The orthonormality relation of Gegenbauer polyno-
mials, key to the inversion of the GPDs, is captured
by

∫ 1

−1

dx cn′(x, η)pn(x, η) = (−1)n−1δn′n , (4)

where

cn(x, η) = ηn−1 × cj

(
x

η

)
cn(x) =

Γ(3/2)Γ(n)

2n−1Γ(1/2 + n)
× C

3/2
n−1 (x) , (5)

Note that the conformal moments are Gegenbauer
moments of the GPD

Fq(n, η, t;µ
2) =

∫ 1

−1

dx cn (x, η)Hq(x, η, t;µ) , (6)

for n = 1, 2, .... Also note that in the forward limit,
the spin-n conformal moments of the quark GPDs
reduce to the spin-n Mellin moments of the quark
GPDs, since

lim
η→0

cn(x, η) = xn−1 . (7)

2. Non-singlet (Valence) Quark GPDs

The non-singlet or valence quark GPDs, denoted
as H(−)

q (x, η, t;µ), represent the difference between
quark distributions and their antiparticle counter-
parts within the hadron. This difference is key for
understanding the valence quark structure. They
are defined as

H(−)
q (x, η, t;µ) = Hq(x, η, t;µ) +Hq(−x, η, t;µ) =

∞∑
n=1

(−1)n−1 (pn(x, η) + pn(−x, η))F(−)
q (n, η, t;µ), (8)

for odd n = 1, 3, . . ., with support 0 ≤ x ≤ η. (8)
can be extended to the complex j-plane with the help
of the Sommerfeld-Watson integral transform, with
support 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, as

H(−)
q (x, η, t;µ) =

1

2i

∫
C
dj

1

sin(πj)
(pj(x, η) + pj(−x, η))F(−)

q (j, η, t;µ),

(9)

by extending spin-n to complex spin-j, as suggested
in [65] (for recent discussions see [71] and references

therein). Note that the factor 1
sin(πj) , with residues

Resj=n 1/ sin(πj) = (−1)n−1/π for n = 1, 3, · · ·,
yields the original series, barring additional singu-
larities within the integration contour C.

The analytic continuation of the PWs pn(x, η) to
the complex j-plane, can be done using their Schläfli
integral representation [65]

pj(x, η) =

θ(η − |x|) 1
ηj

Pj

(
x

η

)
+ θ(x− η)

1

xj
Qj

(
x

η

)
,(10)

The functions Pj and Qj are hypergeometric func-
tions

Pj

(
x

η

)
=

(
1 +

x

η

)
2F1

(
−j, j + 1, 2

∣∣∣∣12
(
1 +

x

η

))
× 2jΓ(3/2 + j)

Γ(1/2)Γ(j)
,

Qj

(
x

η

)
= 2F1

(
j

2
,
j + 1

2
;
3

2
+ j

∣∣∣∣η2x2
)
× sin(πj)

π
, (11)

for all values of parton-x. The complex-valued func- tions Pj cover the ERBL regime, and Qj cover the
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DGLAP regime. This illustrates how the analytic
continuation process for the PWs is captured in the
complex spin-j plane. Note that the functional de-
pendence of the conformal moment Fq(j, η, t;µ) is
common to both regimes, which makes it accessi-
ble from the ERBL regime using dual gravity. This
observation is central to our analysis. The confor-
mal moments carry the essential hadron dynamics,
that interpolate between the distribution amplitudes
(ERBL regime) and the parton distribution func-
tions (DGLAP regime). To segregate between the
contributions stemming from valence and sea quarks
partonic distributions in hadrons, we now discuss the
singlet and non-singlet quark GPDs.

3. Non-singlet (Isovector) Quark GPDs

The non-singlet isovector quark GPDs, denoted
as H(−)

u−d(x, η, t;µ), represents the difference between
the up and down quark distributions. They are de-

fined as

H
(−)
u−d(x, η, t;µ) =

∞∑
n=1

(−1)n−1 pn(x, η)F(−)
u−d(n, η, t;µ),

(12)

for all n = 1, 2, 3, 4, . . .. To account for non-integer
conformal spins, (12) can be extended to the com-
plex j-plane with the help of the Sommerfeld-Watson
integral transform with support −η ≤ x ≤ 1

H
(−)
u−d(x, η, t;µ) =

1

2i

∫
C
dj

1

sin(πj)
pj(x, η)F(−)

u−d(j, η, t;µ),

(13)

with the analytically continued conformal PWs
pj(x, η) given in (10).

4. Singlet (Sea) Quark GPDs

The singlet or sea quark GPDs, H(+)(x, η, t;µ),
sum the contributions from all quark flavors, encom-
passing both quarks and antiquarks. They reflect on
the sea quark distribution. The singlet combination
is defined as

H(+)(x, η, t;µ) =

Nf∑
q=1

Hq(x, η, t;µ)−Hq(−x, η, t;µ) =
∞∑

n=2

(−1)n−1(pn(x, η)− pn(−x, η))
Nf∑
q=1

F+
q (j, η, t;µ),

(14)

for even n = 2, 4, . . .. Similarly to the non-singlet case, we use the the Sommerfeld-Watson transform to
extend (14) to complex conform spin-j with support 0 ≤ x ≤ 1

H(+)(x, η, t;µ) =
1

2i

∫
C
dj

1

sin(πj)
(pj(x, η)− pj(−x, η))

Nf∑
q=1

F+
q (j, η, t;µ), (15)

B. Gluon GPDs

Following our brief discussion of the quark GPDs,
we now present the gluon GPDs. Generically, the
gluons whether in perturbative or non-perturbative
form, are blind to the electric and weak probes, and
hence more subtle to quantify. Yet, they are essential
ingredients in the composition of the mass and spin
of hadrons.

1. Series expansion

The formulation of the gluon GPDs, Hg(x, η, t;µ),
mirrors that for the quarks, albeit with adaptations
to account for the unique characteristics of gluons.
The series expansion of the gluon GPDs, in terms of
their spin-n conformal moments Fg(n, η, t;µ), is

Hg(x, η, t;µ) =

∞∑
n=2

(−1)n+1gpn(x, η)Fg(n, η, t;µ),

(16)
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with the sum running now unrestricted. The gluon
PWs gpn(x, η), form the basis functions for the gluon
partonic distributions in hadrons

gpn(x, η) =
1

ηn−1
gpn

(
x

η

)
gpn(x) = (−1)θ(1− |x|)2

n−132Γ(3/2 + n)

Γ(5/2)Γ(3 + n)
(1− x2)2C

5/2
n−2(−x), (17)

with the reflection symmetry

gpn(−x, η) = (−1)ngpn(x, η) .

The orthogonality relation for the Gegenbauer poly-
nomials, key for the inversion process, is

∫ 1

−1

dx gcn′(x, η)gpn(x, η) = (−1)1+nδn′n , (18)

which ensures that

Fg(n, η, t;µ) =

∫ 1

−1

dx gcn(x, η)H
g(x, η, t;µ) , (19)

for n = 2, 3, ..., with

gcn(x, η) = ηn−2 × gcj

(
x

η

)
gcn(x) =

Γ(5/2)Γ(n− 1)

2n−2Γ(1/2 + n)
× C

5/2
n−2(x) . (20)

Note that in the forward limit, the spin-n conformal
moments of the gluon GPDs reduce to the spin-n

Mellin moments of gluon GPDs since

lim
η→0

gcn(x, η) = xn−2 . (21)

2. Integral transform

Similarly to the quark GPDs, the series expan-
sion for the gluon GPD can be analytically con-
tinued from real spin-n to complex spin-j using
the Sommerfeld-Watson transform as originally sug-
gested in [65]. The resulting Mellin-Barnes integral
representation of the gluon GPD is

Hg(x, η, t;µ) =

1

2i

∫
C
dj

(−1)

sin(πj)
gpj(x, η)Fg(j, η, t;µ

2),

(22)
where the factor 1

sin(πj) is included to ensure proper
normalization, and the recovery of the PWs expan-
sion in the absence of other singularities within the
contour C. The analytically continued gluon PWs
are

gpj(x, η) =

θ(η − |x|) 1

ηj−1
gPj

(
x

η

)
+ θ(x− η)

1

xj−1
gQj

(
x

η

)
,

(23)

where the functions gPj and gQj are given by

gPj

(
x

η

)
=

(
1 +

x

η

)2

2F1

(
−j, j + 1, 3

∣∣∣∣12
(
1 +

x

η

))
2j−1Γ(3/2 + j)

Γ(1/2)Γ(j − 1)
,

gQj

(
x

η

)
= 2F1

(
j − 1

2
,
j

2
;
3

2
+ j;

η2

x2

)
sin(π[j + 1])

π
, (24)

The spin-averaged gluon GPD is captured by the symmetric combination H(+)
g (x, η, t;µ),



6

H(+)
g (x, η, t;µ) = Hg(x, η, t;µ) +Hg(−x, η, t;µ) =

∞∑
n=2

(−1)n+1 (gpn(x, η) +
gpn(−x, η))F(+)

g (j, η, t;µ), (25)

where the sum runs over even n = 2, 4, . . .. Its analytical continuation to complex spin-j, using the
Sommerfeld-Watson transform, with support 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, is given by

H(+)
g (x, η, t;µ) =

1

2i

∫
C
dj

(−1)

sin(πj)

(
gpj(x, η) +

gpj(−x, η)
)
F(+)
g (j, η, t;µ), (26)

with the conformal PWs gpj(x, η) defined in (23).

III. CONFORMAL MOMENTS OF GPDS
USING THE STRING-BASED

PARAMETRIZATION

The holographic approach to the space-like form
factors in QCD is string based. For a fixed bound-
ary source, the form factor follows from the bulk-
to-boundary propagator which naturally resums the
Reggeized states in bulk. Similarly, the holographic
description of scattering amplitudes in the Regge
limit, is well described by the resummed spin-j ex-
changes in bulk, readily capturing the subtle as-
pects of the multi-parton exchanges in the ERBL
regime for quarks through open strings, and for glu-
ons through closed strings.

In our recent holographic analysis of the GPDs
at finite skewness [77], we have shown how most of
the GPDs involved in exclusive processes can be ob-
tained holographically in the ERBL regime, where
the string based description with its symmetries and
dualities, is dominant. A string based parametriza-
tion for the conformal moments was derived in this
regime where |x| < η. The chief idea of this work
is to show how this string based parametrization for
the conformal spin-j moments can be extended to the
DGLAP regime for any skewness, using the analyt-
ical continuation of the PWs expansion we detailed
above.

A. Quarks conformal moments:
non-singlet-valence-isovector

Using dual gravity, the conformal moments of the
non-singlet (valence) quark GPDs, were explicitly
derived by us in [77]. As we noted earlier, their func-
tional dependence in j, η holds whatever the regime.
More specifically, the non-singlet quark conformal
moments at the resolution µ = µ0 are represented
by the valence quark spin-j A-form factor as [77]

F(−)
q (j, η, t;µ0) = F (−)

q (j, t;µ0) , (27)

for odd j = 1, 3, · · · , which is tied to the valence
(non-singlet) quark PDF through

F (−)
q (j, t;µ0) =

∫ 1

0

dx
qv(x;µ0)

x
1−j+α′

(−)
t
, (28)

with qv(x;µ0) = q(x;µ0) − q̄(x;µ0) = H
(−)
q (x, η =

0, t = 0;µ0) at µ = µ0. Note that in (27), we have
ignored the valence quark skewness-dependent spin-j
D-form factor which is vanishing. We can also write

F(−)
u±d(j, η, t;µ0) = F (−)

u±d(j, t;µ0)

=

∫ 1

0

dx
uv(x;µ0)± dv(x;µ0)

x1−j+α′
u±dt

,

(29)

assuming ū(x, µ0) = d̄(x, µ0). We can fix α′
u±d, us-

ing the experimental Dirac electromagnetic form fac-
tor of the proton (F1p(t)) and neutron (F1n(t)) from
their valence combination

F (−)
u+d(j = 1, t;µ0) = 3 (F1p(t) + F1n(t)) , (30)

and the isovector combination

F (−)
u−d(j = 1, t;µ0) = F1p(t)− F1n(t) . (31)

We specifically use the experimental Dirac electro-
magnetic form factor of the nucleon from [78].

Note that for j = 1 and low-x, the integrands
asymptote

qv(x;µ0)

x
α′

(−)
t

→
(
1

x

)α(−)(0)+α′
(−)t

(32)

which is the expected open-string Regge limit, with
intercept α(−)(0) and slope α′

(−). (28) can be derived
holographically [77], however the result is dependent
on the choice of the background metric. Here we will
fix using the empirical PDFs.

B. Quarks conformal moments: singlet-sea

The holographic parametrization of the conformal
moments of the singlet (sea) quark GPDs at µ = µ0
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is represented by the sum of the sea quark spin-j A-
form factor and skewness-dependent spin-j D-form
factor as

Nf∑
q=1

F(+)
q (j, η, t;µ0) =

Nf∑
q=1

F (+)
q (j, t;µ0) + F (+)

qη (j, η, t;µ0) , (33)

for even j = 2, 4, · · · , where we have defined

Nf∑
q=1

F (+)
q (j, t;µ0) =

∫ 1

0

dx

Nf∑
q=1

q(+)(x;µ0)

x
1−j+α′

(+)
t
,

(34)

with the input singlet quark PDF

Nf∑
q=1

q(+)(x;µ0) =

Nf∑
q=1

q(x;µ0) + q̄(x;µ0)

=

Nf∑
q=1

H(+)
q (x, η = 0, t = 0;µ0) (35)

at µ = µ0. The skewness or η-dependent spin-j D-
form factor is given by

Nf∑
q=1

F (+)
qη (j, η, t;µ0) =

(
d̂j(η, t)− 1

)

×

Nf∑
q=1

F (+)
q (j, t;µ0)−F (+)

q,s (j, t;µ0)

 ,
(36)

where

Nf∑
q=1

F (+)
q,s (j, t;µ0) ≡

Nf∑
q=1

F (+)
q (j, t;µ0, α

′
(+) → α′

(+),s) ,

(37)

and

d̂j(η, t)− 1 =

2F1

(
− j
2
,−j − 1

2
;
1

2
− j;

4m2
N

−t
× η2

)
− 1 .

(38)

For even integer j = 2, 4, · · · , we can also rewrite
(38) as a finite series (or polynomial) in η as

d̂j(η, t)− 1 = ηj ×

[
( 1−j

2 )j/2

( 12 − j)j/2
×
(
4m2

N

t

)j/2
]
+

(j−2)/2∑
n=1

η2n ×

[(
j/2

n

)
( 1−j

2 )n

( 12 − j)n
×
(
4m2

N

t

)n
]
.

Here
(
m
n

)
is the Binomial coefficient, and (q)n =

q(q + 1)...(q + n − 1) for n > 0 with (q)0 = 1 is the
(rising) Pochhammer symbol. Note that the spin-2
A-form factor of the quark gravitational form factor
of the proton is given by

Nf∑
q=1

Aq(t;µ0) =

Nf∑
q=1

F (+)
q (j = 2, t;µ0)

and the D-form factor (or the D-term) of the quark
gravitational form factor of the proton is given by

η2
Nf∑
q=1

Dq(t;µ0) =

Nf∑
q=1

F (+)
qη (j = 2, η, t;µ0) . (39)

C. Gluon conformal moments

The holographic parametrization of the conformal
moments of the gluon GPD at finite skewness, and at

input scale µ = µ0 is represented by the sum of the
gluon spin-j A-form factor and skewness-dependent
spin-j D-form factor as

F(+)
g (j, η, t;µ0) = Ag(j, t;µ0) +Dgη(j, η, t;µ0) ,

(40)

for even j = 2, 4, ..., where we have defined

Ag(j, t;µ0) =

∫ 1

0

dx
xg(x;µ0)

x2−j+α′
T t
. (41)

Again we note that for j = 2 and low-x, the inte-
grand asymptotes

xg(x;µ0)

xα
′
T t

→
(
1

x

)αT (0)+α′
T t

(42)

which is the expected closed-string Regge limit, with
intercept αT (0) and slope α′

T (0). Although (41) can
be derived holographically [77], here we choose to fix
it using the empirical PDFs.
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The skewness or η-dependent terms Dη are given
by

Dgη(j, η, t;µ0) =(
d̂j(η, t)− 1

)
× [Ag(j, t;µ0)−AgS(j, t;µ0)] ,

(43)

where

AgS(j, t;µ0) ≡ Ag(j, t;µ0, α
′
T → α′

S) , (44)

with the Regge slope parameter α′
S to be fixed by

the gluon gravitational form factor of the proton,
and d̂j(η, t)− given by (38) or its finite series expan-
sion (39), for even integer j = 2, 4, · · · . Note that
the spin-2 A-form factor of the gluonic gravitational
form factor of the proton is given by [77]

Ag(t;µ0) = Ag(j = 2, t;µ0) (45)

and the D-form factor (or the D-term) of the gluonic
gravitational form factor of the proton is given by

η2Dg(t;µ0) = Dgη(j = 2, η, t;µ0) .

We would like to highlight recent findings from
the J/Ψ − 007 collaboration at JLab [79]. This
collaboration employed the holographic scattering
amplitude for near-threshold J/Ψ production by
us [80, 81], which correlates with the spin-2 moment
F(+)
g (2, η, t;µ0) as defined in (40). Through their

experiments, they successfully extracted the gluonic
spin-2 moment, which show strong agreement with
results from lattice QCD [82, 83]. This supports
our holographic ansatz for the conformal moments
as outlined in (40), establishing a robust experimen-
tal and theoretical foundation.

D. Evolution of conformal moments

The leading-order evolution of the conformal mo-
ments for valence (non-singlet) quark GPDs is given
as follows [77]

F(−)
q (j, η, t;µ) = F(−)

q (j, η, t;µ0)

(
αs(µ

2
0)

αs(µ2)

) γ
qq;NS
j−1
β0

.

(46)
Here, γqq;NS

j ≡ γqq;V;NS
(0),j denotes the leading-order

(LO) vector non-singlet anomalous dimensions:

γqq;NS
j =

−CF

(
−4ψ(j + 2) + 4ψ(1) +

2

(j + 1)(j + 2)
+ 3

)
,

(47)

with ψ(z) representing the digamma function and
γE = −ψ(1) ≈ 0.577216.

Note that the non-singlet isovector conformal mo-
ments are evolved as

F(−)
u−d(j, η, t;µ) = F(−)

u−d(j, η, t;µ0)

(
αs(µ

2
0)

αs(µ2)

) γ
qq;NS
j−1
β0

.

(48)
The evolution equations for the singlet quark and

symmetric gluon GPD conformal moments are pro-
vided by [77]

Nf∑
q=1

F(+)
q (j, η, t;µ) =

(
γqqj−1

γ+j−1 − γ−j−1

)

×

[
Γ−
j−1 F

+
j (j, η, t;µ0)

(
αs(µ

2
0)

αs(µ2)

) γ
+
j−1
β0

− Γ+
j−1F

−
j (j, η, t;µ0)

(
αs(µ

2
0)

αs(µ2)

) γ
−
j−1
β0

]
, (49)

F(+)
g (j, η, t;µ) =

(
6
j γ

gq
j−1

γ+j−1 − γ−j−1

)

×

[
F+
j (j, η, t;µ0)

(
αs(µ

2
0)

αs(µ2)

) γ
+
j−1
β0

− F−
j (j, η, t;µ0)

(
αs(µ

2
0)

αs(µ2)

) γ
−
j−1
β0

]
, (50)

where Γ±
j ≡ 1− γ±

j

γqq
j

,

F±
j (j, η, t;µ0) =

Nf∑
q=1

F(+)
q (j, η, t;µ0)

+

(
j
6γ

qg
j−1

γqqj−1 − γ∓j−1

)
F(+)
g (j, η, t;µ0), (51)

and the eigenvalues γ±j are defined as:

γ±j =
1

2

(
γqqj + γggj ±

√
(γqqj − γggj )2 + 4γgqj γqgj

)
.

(52)
The leading-order (LO) vector singlet anomalous di-
mensions γabj ≡ γab;V(0)j (with a = q, g and b = q, g) are
given in [77] (see Eqs.K.31-38), for both the axial-
vector (A) and vector (V) ones. Here we need the
vector (V) ones.
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FIG. 1: Our evolved moments of u− d quark GPD Hu−d(x, η, t;µ) at µ = 2 GeV (black-solid line). The
other colored curves and data points are lattice resukts from [84] (Cyan data points), [85] (Orange and

Brown data points), [19] (Pink curve), [86] (Red data points), and [83] (Blue curve) are shown for
comparison.

IV. RESULTS

To proceed, we need to fix the initial quark and
gluon conformal moments in (28,34,41). Since the
holographic predictions for these moments rely on
the choice of the bulk metric, we suggest to use the

empirical quark and gluon PDFs at the lowest reso-
lution point µ = µ0, for a model independent initial
assessment. In addition, the quark and gluon Regge
slopes α′

u±d,T will be treated as free parameters, to
be fixed empirically.

More specifically, we will use the leading-order
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FIG. 2: Our evolved moments of u+ d quark GPD Hu+d(x, η, t;µ) at µ = 2 GeV (black-solid line). The
other colored Conformal Regge theory are lattice results from [84] (Cyan data points), [85] (Orange and

brown data points), [87] (Purple data points), [88] (Magenta data points), and [83] (Blue curve) are shown
for comparison.

Martin-Stirling-Thorne-Watt (MSTW) 2008 PDF
sets [89] at µ0 = 1 GeV, as quoted in Appendix A for
completeness. Their pertinent evolutions to higher
resolution say µ = 2GeV, are summarized in sub-
section III D. Although the Regge slopes are free pa-
rameters fixed empirically, the canonical string val-

ues are α′
q =

(
α′
u+d + α′

u−d

)
/2 ≈ 2α′

T = 2α′
g ≈

1GeV−2 for comparison.
Our study leverages the holographic parametriza-

tion, relying on only the quark and gluon empirical
Regge slope parameters, listed in Table I, α′

u±d (in-
cluding α′

(+),s) and α′
T,S are fixed by the electromag-
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FIG. 3: Our evolved moments of the symmetric gluon GPD H
(+)
g (x, η, t;µ) at µ = 2 GeV, are represented

by black line. The blue curve corresponding to lattice data from [83] is shown for comparison.

netic and gravitational form factors of the proton.
We note that the empirical quark and gluon Regge
intercepts fixed by the global fits, are consistent with
the canonical string values.

We now proceed to compare in details our results
for the holographically parametrized GPDs, with the
recently reported lattice nucleon quark GPDs, both
for the lowest moments and also the full quark GPDs
at finite skewness.

A. Moments versus lattice

In Fig. 1, we compare our evolved lowest moments
n = 1, 2, .., 5 for the nucleon valence u − d (isovec-
tror) quark GPD Hu−d(x, η, t;µ) ≡ H

(−)
u−d(x, η, t;µ)

at µ = 2 GeV, to the recently reported lattice data.
Our results are represented by the black-solid lines.
The lattice results from different collaborations are
shown as data points or colored spreads. The lattice
results are from [84] (Cyan data points), [85] (Or-
ange and Brown data points), [19] (Pink curve), [86]
(Red data points), and [83] (Blue curve). Overall,
our results are in relative good agreement with the
reported lattice results.

In Fig. 2 we compare our evolved lowest moments
for the nucleon sea u+d quark GPD Hu+d(x, η, t;µ)
at µ = 2 GeV, to the lattice results. Again,
our results are represented by the black-solid lines.
The lattice results from different collaborations are
shown as data points or colored spreads. They
are from [84] (Cyan data points), [85] (Orange and
Brown data points), [87] (Purple data points), [88]
(Magenta data points), and [83] (Blue curve) are
shown for comparison. Again, the agreement with
the reported lattice results, is relatively good.

In Fig. 3 we compare our evolved and symmet-
ric gluon GPD H

(+)
g (x, η, t;µ) at µ = 2 GeV, to

the lattice results reported in [83]. Our results are
represented by the black-solid line, and the lattice
results by the blue-spread. The agreement of the
holographic results with the lattice results is good.

B. GPDs versus lattice

In Fig. 4a we show our full GPDs for the nucleon
valence u−d (isovector) quark GPD Hu−d(x, η, t;µ)
of (12) using the conformal moments (29), for differ-
ent values of the skewness η and Mandelstam t. The
colored curves refer to different kinematics with Pur-
ple for η = 0, −t = 0, and µ = 2 GeV, Green for
η = 1/3, −t = 0.69 GeV2, and µ = 2 GeV, Yellow
for η = 0.1, −t = 0.23 GeV2, and µ = 2 GeV, and
Pink for η = 0, −t = 0.39 GeV2, and µ = 3 GeV.
In Fig. 4b the corresponding lattice results with col-
ored curves are shown for comparison. The lattice
results are from [21] (Purple, and Green curves), [90]
(Yellow curve), and [19] (Pink curve) are shown with
matching color coding for direct comparison.

In Fig. 5, we show a one-to-one comparison of
our results in black-solid lines, for the nucleon va-
lence u − d quark GPD Hu−d(x, η, t;µ), for differ-
ent kinematics. The colored curves are the lattice
data from [21] (Purple, Cyan, and Green curves),
from [90] (Blue curve), and from [19] (Pink curve)
with

a: η = 0, −t = 0, and µ = 2 GeV;
b: η = 0, −t = 0.69 GeV2, and µ = 2 GeV;
c: η = 0, −t = 0.39 GeV2, and µ = 3 GeV;
d: η = 1/3, −t = 0.69 GeV2, and µ = 2 GeV;
e: η = 0.1, −t = 0.23 GeV2, and µ = 2 GeV.

The overall agrrement with the reported lattice re-
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FIG. 4: (a) The colored solid curves represent our numerical results for the u− d (isovector) quark GPD
Hu−d(x, η, t;µ) of (12) using the conformal moments (29), interpolated from our numerical data. The

curves correspond to various kinematic configurations: purple for η = 0, −t = 0, and µ = 2 GeV, green for
η = 1/3, −t = 0.69 GeV2, and µ = 2 GeV, yellow for η = 0.1, −t = 0.23 GeV2, and µ = 2 GeV, and pink
for η = 0, −t = 0.39 GeV2, and µ = 3 GeV. (b) Corresponding lattice results from [21] (purple, and green

curves), [90] (yellow curve), and [19] (pink curve) are shown with matching color coding for direct
comparison.

sults at different kinematical regimes, is again good.

C. Gluon, valence and sea quark GPDs

In Fig. 7a we show our prediction for the gluon
GPD H

(+)
g (x, η, t;µ), as defined in (26). The

prediction follows from the gluon conformal mo-
ments from (40), based on the MSTW2008lo gluon
PDF from [89]. Our explicit results are shown in
open circles with numerical interpolation for dif-
ferent kinematics η = 0,−t = 0 (purple curve),
η = 0.1,−t = 0.23GeV2 (yellow curve) and η =
1/3,−t = 0.69GeV2 at the evolved resolution µ =
2GeV.

In Fig. 7b, we show our predictions for the sin-
glet (sea) quark GPD H

(+)
u+d+s(x, η, t;µ), following

from (15). The results follow from the singlet quark
conformal moments in (33) and the MSTW2008lo
singlet (sea) quark PDF in [89]. In addition, we use
the Regge slope parameters α′

(+) = α′
u+d, and α′

(+),s

listed in Table I. The curve color display and kine-
matics is the same as that in Fig. 7a.

For the non-singlet (valence) quark GPDs,

Figs. 7c-7d show our predictions for H(−)
u,d (x, η, t;µ),

as in (9). The results follow from the non-singlet
quark conformal moments given in (27), using the
MSTW2008lo non-singlet (valence) quark PDF [89].
The curve color display and kinematics is the same
as that in Fig. 7a.

D. Flavor separated quark GPDs

In Fig. 6 we show our predictions for the flavor
separated nucleon u, d quark GPDs Hu,d(x, η, t;µ).
For the flavor separation, we have ignored the
strange quark contribution and assumed H

(+)
u+d+s ≈

H
(+)
u+d. The flavor separated GPDs reduce to the

expected u, d PDFs at η = t = 0 with the ex-
pected differences (Purple curves). The differ-
ences are less pronounced for the u, d GPDs at
η = 1, 3,−t = 0.69GeV2 (Green curves) and η =
0.1,−t = 0.23GeV2 (Yellow curves). For the flavor
(up (u) quark and down (d) quark) separation, as
well as for separation into quark and anti-quark (in
the positive (+x), and negative (-x) regions of quark
GPDs, respectively), we made use of the following
relations
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Hu+d(+x, η, t;µ) =
1

2

(
H

(−)
u+d(x, η, t;µ) +H

(+)
u+d(x, η, t;µ)

)
, (53)

Hu+d(−x, η, t;µ) = 1

2

(
H

(−)
u+d(x, η, t;µ)−H

(+)
u+d(x, η, t;µ)

)
, (54)

Hu(+x, η, t;µ) =
1

2

(
Hu+d(+x, η, t;µ) +Hu−d(+x, η, t;µ)

)
, (55)

Hu(−x, η, t;µ) = 1

2

(
Hu+d(−x, η, t;µ) +Hu−d(−x, η, t;µ)

)
, (56)

Hd(+x, η, t;µ) =
1

2

(
Hu+d(+x, η, t;µ)−Hu−d(+x, η, t;µ)

)
, (57)

Hd(−x, η, t;µ) = 1

2

(
Hu+d(−x, η, t;µ)−Hu−d(−x, η, t;µ)

)
. (58)

TABLE I: Regge slope parameters for the
holographic parametrization of conformal moments.

Parameter Value (GeV−2)
α′
T 0.627

α′
S 4.277

α′
(+) = α′

(−) = α′
u+d 0.891

α′
u−d 1.069

α′
(+),s 1.828

V. CONCLUSIONS

The string-based parametrization we have pre-
sented, shows how to extend our recent proposal for
the nucleon GPDs [77] from the ERBL regime at
low-x, to the DGLAP regime at large-x. More specif-
ically, the GPDs are expanded in terms of integer
valued conformal moments, using an ortho-complete
basis set of conformal PWs. Using the Sommerfeld-
Watson transform, the series is then analytically
continued in the complex j-plane, wth a pertinent
analytical continuation of the PWs whatever the
skewness. This proposal is general, and holds for any
dynamical perturbative or non-perturbative analysis
of the GPDs.

The spin-j conformal moments in the integral
transform, encode the essential hadronic content of
the GPDs. In the gravity dual approach at large
skewness and small parton-x, they are described by
Reggeized exchanges of bulk spin-j mesons (open
string Regge) or spin-j glueballs (closed string
Regge). These exchanges are captured by general-
ized string based form factors through pertinent con-
fluent hypergeometric functions [77], with only the
Regge intercepts and slopes as parameters. Analyt-
icity as enforced by the integral transforms, allows
for the string based result to be used as parametriza-
tions of the spin-j conformal moments for any skew-
ness.

At zero skewness, the spin-j conformal moments
are moments of the pertinent quark and gluon par-
ton distribution functions. At low resolution, we
have elected to fix these spin-j conformal moments
using the empirical MSTW PDFs, since the gravity
dual description of the PDFs is mostly limited to
the Regge regime. Their evolution to higher reso-
lution follows from general QCD evolution, as they
are form invariant. Overall, our results for the string
based parametrization of the GPDs for the moments
of the nucleon singlet and non-singlet quark GPDs
are in fair agreement with those reported by vari-
ous lattice collaborations. We expect more precise
results with physical quark masses from lattice will
be in better agreement with our moments. Also our
results for the nucleon isovector quark GPDs at dif-
ferent kinematics with zero and finite skewness, are
in good agreement with most of the lattice results re-
ported recently. More importantly, we have used the
string based parametrization to predict the nucleon
gluon, valence and sea quark GPDs, which are yet
to be accessed by current lattice simulations. The
extension of our analysis to the polarized, and helic-
ity flip nucleon GPDs, as well as other hadrons will
be addressed in upcoming publications.

In sum, the string based parametrization of the
quark and gluon GPDs we have presented, obey all
the constraints required by symmetry and analytic-
ity. Their explicit form should prove useful for the
program of global GPDs data analyses, bypassing
the de-convolution problem, to be carried out by
the quark-gluon-tomography (QGT) collaboration.
Most importantly, they should also be useful for the
analysis of a number of exclusive processes currently
carried out at JLab, and planned for the upcoming
EIC.
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FIG. 5: Our numerical results, for the u− d (isovector) quark GPD Hu−d(x, η, t;µ), are represented by
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FIG. 7: Our numerical results for the gluon GPD (a), sea quark GPD (b), valence up quark GPD (c), and
valence down quark GPD (d) are represented by black data points. The colored curves are our

interpolation of the numerical data. The figures illustrate various kinematic scenarios: (Purple curves)
η = 0, −t = 0, and µ = 2 GeV, (Yellow curves) η = 0.1, −t = 0.23 GeV2, and µ = 2 GeV, (Green curves)

η = 1/3, −t = 0.69 GeV2. All curves are evolved to the resolution µ = 2 GeV.
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Appendix A: MSTW PDFs

To fix the input conformal moments of the quark
and gluon GPDs at low resolution µ = µ0, we will
use the empirical nucleon quark and gluon PDFs,

instead of the holgraphic PDFs which depend on
the choice of the bulk metric, and hence model de-
pendent. More specifically, we will use the leading-
order Martin-Stirling-Thorne-Watt (MSTW) 2008
PDF sets [89] at µ0 = 1 GeV

uv(x;µ0) ≡ u(x;µ0)− ū(x;µ0) = 1.4335x−0.54768(1− x)3.0409
(
8.9924x− 2.3737

√
x+ 1

)
,

dv(x;µ0) ≡ d(x;µ0)− d̄(x;µ0) = 5.0903x−0.28022(1− x)5.1244
(
7.473x− 4.3654

√
x+ 1

)
,

sv(x;µ0) ≡ s(x;µ0)− s̄(x;µ0) = 0.011523x−1.299(1− x)10.285
( x

0.017414
− 1
)
,

∆(x;µ0) ≡ d̄(x;µ0)− ū(x;µ0) = 8.9413x0.876(1− x)10.8801
(
−36.507x2 + 8.4703x+ 1

)
,

s(+)(x;µ0) ≡ s(x;µ0) + s̄(x;µ0) = 0.10302x−1.16276(1− x)13.242
(
16.865x− 2.9012

√
x+ 1

)
,

xg(x;µ0) = 0.0012216x−0.83657(1− x)2.3882
(
1445.5x− 38.997

√
x+ 1

)
(A1)

and

S(x;µ0) ≡ 2
(
ū(x;µ0) + d̄(x;µ0)

)
+ s(x;µ0) + s̄(x;µ0)

= 0.59964x−1.16276(1− x)8.8801
(
16.865x− 2.9012

√
x+ 1

)
. (A2)

We note that in our numerical evaluation of the sea and u− d (isovector) quark GPDs, we used

Nf=3∑
q=1

H(+)
q (x, η = 0, t = 0;µ0) =

Nf=3∑
q=1

q(x;µ0) + q̄(x;µ0) = uv(x;µ0) + dv(x;µ0) + S(x;µ0) , (A3)

and

Hu−d(x, η, t;µ0) ≈ uv(x;µ0)− dv(x;µ0) , (A4)

respectively, with ∆(x;µ0) = d̄(x;µ0)− ū(x;µ0) ≈ 0.
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