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Azimuthal modulations are crucial for the phenomenological extraction and separation of various
generalized parton distributions. We provide a new choice of frame and corresponding formalism
to describe the azimuthal distributions, based on the separation of physics occurring at different
momentum scales. We demonstrate that this new description is not only well-suited for experimental
analysis, but also advantageous in separating contributions from different subprocesses to the same
physical cross section.

Introduction.—Generalized parton distributions
(GPDs) encode rich information that can unravel
many aspects of hadron structure, including quark and
gluon tomography [1, 2], mechanical properties [3–5],
and spin [6] and mass [7–10] decompositions. They
can be extracted from exclusive hadron scattering
processes [11–39] by virtue of the QCD factorization
theorem [40–43]. Reconstructing GPDs from data has
been, and will continue to be, a major focus of the
current and future high-energy nuclear facilities [44–65].

Unlike parton distribution functions (PDFs) or
transverse-momentum-dependent PDFs (TMDs), which
enter observables at the cross-section level, GPDs enter
at the amplitude level. This feature imposes a challenge,
among others, that a single physical cross section could
involve subprocesses not associated with parton dynam-
ics. An example is the Bethe-Heitler (BH) subprocess, in
which the nucleon is probed via a low-virtuality photon,
that accompanies the deeply virtual Compton scattering
(DVCS) [11, 12]. Furthermore, even for those subpro-
cesses that involve partons and can be factorized into
GPDs, there are multiple types of GPDs contributing all
at the same time and the resulting physical observables
are given as highly nontrivial expressions of these GPDs
and nucleon form factors.

Despite this complexity, azimuthal modulations offer,
in principle, a unique opportunity to isolate different
types of GPDs [66], similar to the TMD extraction from
semi-inclusive deep inelastic scattering (SIDIS) [67–69]
and Drell-Yan processes [70]. However, for exclusive pro-
cesses, the standard treatment to decompose the observ-
ables in terms of their azimuthal structures [15, 71–93] is
challenging due to the presence of BH channels, in addi-
tion to introducing higher-twist ambiguities [89, 94, 95].
As we will argue, the difficulties are rooted in the choice
of frame to study the exclusive process. Although a
physical event occurs regardless of the choice of frame,
which only differs by a Lorentz transformation, the event
shape or angular distribution does depend on the frame
in which it is analyzed. An improper choice causes the
azimuthal structures to lose a clear physical interpreta-

tion and makes the extraction of GPDs from physical
observables increasingly difficult.
In this Letter, we resolve this problem by analyzing

the azimuthal modulations of GPD processes within the
framework of single-diffractive hard exclusive processes
(SDHEPs) [43]. Specifically we consider a generic process
of the form

h(p) +B(p2) → h′(p′) + C(q1) +D(q2) , (1)

where a colliding hadron h is diffracted into h′ by an
incident beam particle B, and the final-state particles
C and D have large balancing transverse momenta with
respect to the h-B collision axis, relative to the diffractive
momentum transfer, i.e., q1T ∼ q2T ∼ qT ≫ √−t ≡√
−(p− p′)2. With these two distinct scales, the process

in Eq. (1) can be described in two stages,

h(p) → A∗(∆ = p− p′) + h′(p′), (2a)

A∗(∆) +B(p2) → C(q1) +D(q2), (2b)

at a soft scale
√−t and a hard scale qT , respectively,

linked by a long-lived virtual state A∗ of momentum ∆.
The amplitude in Eq. (1) comprises various subpro-

cesses characterized by different A∗ states. The BH sub-
process occurs when A∗ = γ∗, contributing at leading
power (LP) in

√−t/qT , while the GPD subprocess oc-
curs at the next-to-leading power (NLP) with A∗ = [qq̄]
or [gg], and three- or more-parton channels happen at
higher powers. It is the separation of scales in Eq. (2)
and the associated power counting that dictate the state
of A∗, allowing us to describe consistently the azimuthal
structures generated by BH and partonic subprocesses.
Azimuthal modulations in SDHEPs.—Following

Eq. (2), we describe the kinematics of SDHEPs in two
frames as shown in Fig. 1. First, we consider the diffrac-
tion subprocess [Eq. (2a)] in the diffractive frame, chosen
as the center-of-mass (c.m.) frame of the h-B system,
with ẑD oriented along the direction of h and x̂D along
∆T ≡ (p−p′)T . The x̂D axis varies event by event, and
trades the azimuthal angle ϕ∆ of ∆T in the lab frame
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Fig. 1. Frames for analyzing SDHEPs in Eq. (1). The big
vertical arrow refers to the Lorentz transformation from the
Lab frame to the SDHEP frame. The linear polarization ζγ
along ϕγ applies only to photoproduction processes.

for the azimuthal angle ϕS of the hadron’s transverse
spin ST , similar to the treatment of SIDIS [67–69, 96].
The distribution of ϕ∆ (and thus ϕS) is nontrivial only
when ST ≡ |ST | ≠ 0, allowing us to characterize the
diffraction process with variables ϕS , t, and the skewness
ξ = [(p − p′) · n]/[(p + p′) · n], where the lightlike vector
nµ = (1, 0, 0,−1)/

√
2 is oriented along the direction of

B(p2).
Having fixed the kinematics of the diffraction, we de-

scribe the kinematics of the hard 2 → 2 scattering sub-
process [Eq. (2b)] in the SDHEP frame as shown in Fig. 1.
This frame is defined as the c.m. of the A∗ and B, with ẑS
oriented along the momentum of A∗ and x̂S lying on the
diffraction plane along the opposite direction of the trans-
verse momentum pT of h. The C and D are produced in
the scattering plane that intersects with the diffractive
plane along the ẑS axis, making an angle ϕ. Their kine-
matics is then described by two angles θ and ϕ, with the
c.m. energy

√
ŝ determined by t and ξ. In this way, the

kinematics of SDHEP events is completely described in
terms of five kinematic variables (t, ξ, ϕS , θ, ϕ).
We note that the Lorentz transformation from the

diffractive frame to the SDHEP frame is a transverse
boost [37] (up to corrections of orderM2

B/q
2
T withMB be-

ing the B mass, which is 0 for lepton and photon beams),
which keeps the vector n, and thus the definition of ξ, un-
changed. The advantage of the SDHEP frame is that the
ẑS axis is along two real or quasi-real particles such that
the distribution of the azimuthal angle ϕ has a pure dy-
namical origin determined by the spin states of A∗ and
B, without any kinematic distortion.
With this setup, the total reaction amplitude can be

written schematically as

MhB→h′CD
λhλB

=
∑
A∗

e−iλhϕSFh→h′A∗

λh
(t, ξ)

⊗ ei(λA−λB)ϕHA∗B→CD
λAλB

(ŝ, θ), (3)

where the two stages for each A∗ channel are factorized in
terms of the diffractive structure function Fh→h′A∗

λh
and

hard scattering coefficient HA∗B→CD
λAλB

. Importantly, two
distinct azimuthal phases emerge, one from each frame:
a ϕS dependence in the diffractive frame controlled by
the initial hadron helicity λh, and a ϕ dependence in
the SDHEP frame associated with the hard scattering,
determined by the helicities λA and λB of the A∗ and
B particles, respectively. In general, when computing
physical observables, one needs to square Eq. (3) and
trace over the spin density matrices for the incoming

particles, i.e., ρ
(h)
λhλ′

h
ρ
(B)
λBλ′

B
MλhλB

M∗
λ′
hλ

′
B
, causing differ-

ent h and B helicities as well as different A∗ channels
to interfere, giving rise to a variety of azimuthal mod-
ulations in ϕS and ϕ. For instance, for a nucleon tar-
get with transverse spin ST , the interference of λh =
±1/2 leads to cosϕS and sinϕS modulations, while the
interference between two (A∗, B) channels of helicities
(λA, λB) and (λ′

A, λ
′
B) would lead to the azimuthal mod-

ulations cos[(∆λA−∆λB)ϕ] and sin[(∆λA−∆λB)ϕ], with
(∆λA,∆λB) ≡ (λA − λ′

A, λB − λ′
B).

It is these azimuthal modulations in ϕ and ϕS that ul-
timately allow us to separate the GPD-dependent spin
structures. Unlike the azimuthal modulations in SIDIS
and Drell-Yan processes, the modulations in SDHEPs
contain unique effects stemming from interference be-
tween particles of different species and numbers, char-
acteristic of multi-particle interference featured in high-
twist inclusive processes [97]. These modulations reflect
a deeper quantum effect in quantum field theory, where
particle flavors and numbers are not conserved. In the
next sections, we will specialize the SDHEP framework
for different exclusive reactions and focus the discussion
around their emerging azimuthal modulations.

Electroproduction processes.—An example in this
class of processes is the electroproduction of a real photon
off a nucleon N , i.e., h = h′ = N , B = C = e, and D = γ
in Eqs. (1) and (2).

e(p2)

γ∗

∆

e(q1)

γ(q2)

HF

N(p′)

N(p)

[qq̄] / [gg]

e(p2)

(ξ + x)P

(ξ − x)P

e(q1)

γ(q2)
N(p′)

N(p)
F H

(a) (b)

Fig. 2. The first two channels in the photon electroproduction.
The two parton lines in (b) are either quarks or gluons.

In a physical gauge, the amplitude with (N + 1) par-
ticles in A∗ is suppressed by a factor of

√−t/qT relative
to the amplitude with N particles in A∗. Therefore, the
leading channel is the BH subprocess, A∗ = γ∗, with
three possible helicity states, λγ

A = ±1 or 0, as shown in
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Fig. 2(a). The sub-amplitude can be written as

M[1] =
−e

t
Fµ
N (p, p′)Gγ

µ(∆, p2, q1, q2)

=
e

t

[ ∑
λ=±1

(FN · ϵ∗λ)(ϵλ ·Gγ)− 2(FN · n)(n̄ ·Gγ)

]
, (4)

where Fµ
N (p, p′) = ⟨N(p′)|Jµ(0)|N(p)⟩ defines the nu-

cleon form factors F1 and F2 as usual with the electro-
magnetic current Jµ. The hard coefficient Gγ

µ describes
the scattering of the virtual photon with the electron. In
the second line of Eq. (4), we use the kinematics in the
SDHEP frame to decompose the photon propagator into
a sum of three polarizations, with the polarization vector
being ϵµ± = (0,∓1,−i, 0)/

√
2 for the transverse γ∗

T and

ϵµ0 = n̄µ = (1, 0, 0, 1)/
√
2 for the longitudinal γ∗

L. One
can show by Ward identity that only the γ∗

T contributes
to the amplitude at LP, while the γ∗

L amplitude is NLP,
which is at the same power as the case for two-parton
channels in Fig. 2(b), A∗ = [qq̄] or [gg]. The amplitude

of the latter can be factorized into GPDs F and F̃ , with
perturbative coefficients G and G̃, respectively,

M[2] =
∑
q

∫ 1

−1

dx
[
F q(x, ξ, t)Gq(x, ξ; ŝ, θ, ϕ)

+ F̃ q(x, ξ, t) G̃q(x, ξ; ŝ, θ, ϕ)
]
+O

(√
−t/qT

)
, (5)

where we have suppressed the factorization scale for sim-

plicity, and neglected the gluon GPD contributions since
we will be working at leading order (LO) in the strong

coupling. At this order, Gq and G̃q take a scaling form,
reducing the GPD convolution in Eq. (5) to four simple
complex-valued moment integrals [98]. The amplitudes
M[≥3] involving three- or more-parton channels in A∗ en-
ter at next-to-NLP (NNLP), together with the high-twist
effects in Eq. (5) [37, 38, 71, 84, 99–115].

As a result, the full amplitude M receives a LP contri-
bution from γ∗

T , with helicities λγ
A = ±1 and NLP correc-

tions from the γ∗
L and [qq̄] channels, both with helicities 0.

Importantly, the ϕ dependence of the corresponding hard
coefficients in Eqs. (4) and (5) are given by ϵ± ·Gγ ∝ e±iϕ

and (n̄ · Gγ , Gq, G̃q) ∝ e0·iϕ, where we suppress the ϕ
dependence stemming from the electron helicity since it
disappears in the amplitude squared. Therefore, up to
the NLP accuracy, the |M|2 includes the γ∗

T amplitude
squared, which gives a flat ϕ distribution, and its inter-
ference with the γ∗

L and [qq̄] amplitudes, which gives rise
to cosϕ and sinϕ modulations. The resulting NLP cross
section for the photon electroproduction process is

dσγ
e

dt dξ dϕS d cos θ dϕ
=

dσγ,unp.
e

dt dξ d cos θ
Ωγ

e (ϕS , ϕ), (6)

where dσγ,unp.
e is the unpolarized differential cross section

and Ωγ
e (ϕS , ϕ) modulates the azimuthal distributions as

(2π)2Ωγ
e (ϕS , ϕ) = 1 + PePNALP

LL + PeSTA
LP
TL cosϕS +

(
ANLP

UU + PePNANLP
LL

)
cosϕ+

(
PeA

NLP
UL + PNANLP

LU

)
sinϕ

+ ST

(
ANLP

TU,1 cosϕS sinϕ+ANLP
TU,2 sinϕS cosϕ

)
+ PeST

(
ANLP

TL,1 cosϕS cosϕ+ANLP
TL,2 sinϕS sinϕ

)
, (7)

where Pe and PN are the net helicities of the electron and
nucleon beams, respectively. The polarization asymme-
tries A’s given in terms of form factors F1,2 and GPD mo-
ments can be found in [116]. Their superscripts refer to
the power of

√−t/qT at which they contribute and their
subscripts refer sequentially to the nucleon and electron
polarizations, with “U”, “L”, and “T” standing for “un-
polarized”, “longitudinally polarized”, and “transversely
polarized”, respectively. As discussed, the cosϕS and
sinϕS modulations arise only when the nucleon has a
nonzero transverse spin ST . At NLP, both modulations
are present in (TU) and (TL) configurations, and we dis-
tinguish them with additional subscripts 1, 2.

The LP asymmetries only depend on the form fac-
tors, whereas the NLP asymmetries depend on the GPD
moments in a linear form. Up to this order, we have
eight NLP asymmetries in total, corresponding exactly
to the eight real degrees of freedom of the GPD moments.

Therefore, a complete measurement of all the polariza-
tion asymmetries, extracted with the aid of the azimuthal
projections, can disentangle all the GPD moments.

While our calculation is restricted to LO in the strong
coupling, the azimuthal modulation analysis is based on
rotational symmetry which extends to all orders in per-
turbative QCD for the helicity-zero GPDs F q,g and F̃ q,g.
Beyond LO and at NLP, the photon electroproduction
receives contributions from the gluon transversity GPD
F g
T , which carries a helicity λgT

A = ±2 and interferes with
the γ∗

T amplitude to give cos 3ϕ and sin 3ϕ modulations.

Beyond the NLP accuracy, NNLP contributions in-
clude the square of the γ∗

L and [qq̄] amplitudes and
the interference of the γ∗

T with three-parton channels,
A∗ = [qq̄g] or [ggg]. The latter carry helicities λqqg

A =
±1 and λggg

A = ±1 or ±3. These give rise to addi-
tional azimuthal modulations (cos 2ϕ, sin 2ϕ) as well as
(cos 4ϕ, sin 4ϕ). This pattern builds up and generates a
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tower of azimuthal modulations as one progresses to in-
creasingly higher twists.
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Fig. 3. Monte Carlo reconstructed ϕ distributions for (a) un-
polarized case and (b) single electron polarization. The two
curves in each figure refer to the azimuthal distributions re-
constructed in the SDHEP and Breit frames.

The key difference between our formalism and the tra-
ditional approach is that the zS axis used to define ϕ in
the SDHEP frame is determined by the A∗ direction. In
contrast, the Breit frame in the traditional approach is
defined for the DVCS subprocess using the highly vir-
tual photon γ∗

ee(q = p2 − q1) which does not exist for
the BH subprocess. Due to this inconsistency, the tra-
ditional azimuthal modulations derived from tensor con-
tractions [71] are highly convoluted and difficult to in-
terpret, in contrast to our results in Eq. (7). To illus-
trate this, in Fig. 3(a) we show the unpolarized ϕ dis-
tributions in the SDHEP and Breit frames evaluated us-
ing the nucleon form factors from Ref. [117] and GPD
models from Refs. [118–121]. We perform the simula-
tion using JLab kinematics with an electron beam en-
ergy of Ee = 12 GeV, restricting the final state phase
space to qT ≥ 1 GeV and |t| ≤ 0.2 GeV2. As expected,
the SDHEP-based ϕ modulation exhibits a clear cosϕ
structure with an amplitude that is exactly ANLP

UU , as
shown in Eq. (7), in contrast to the Breit-frame mod-
ulation which approximately follows a harmonic series
of the form

∑4
n=0 an cosnϕ. This kind of distortion in-

duced by the Breit frame makes the connection of the
observables with the underlying GPDs increasingly dif-
ficult [71, 84, 90] compared to our approach. Similarly,
Fig. 3(b) shows the azimuthal modulations with a polar-
ized electron beam (Pe = 1). In this case, the SDHEP
modulations contain an additional sinϕ component on

top of the unpolarized distribution with an amplitude
exactly equal to ANLP

UL . The Breit frame modulations,
on the other hand, exhibits a highly distorted azimuthal
modulation.
Another feature of our two-stage kinematic description

is that the ϕS modulations are regular and predictable
as well, further facilitating the extraction of GPDs. In
contrast, the ϕS distribution in the Breit frame [67]
is distorted due to a Jacobian factor from the Lab-to-
Breit frame transformation. These effects are power-
suppressed in SIDIS [68, 69], but can become important
in reconstructing GPDs because the latter themselves en-
ter the observables at NLP. However, these effects are
typically ignored in the literature [71].
Our formalism also applies to the meson electropro-

duction process, which includes the A∗ = γ∗ channel [43].
However, this channel is electromagnetically suppressed
relative to the two-parton channels A∗ = [qq̄]/[gg] and
can be neglected. Because of this, the Breit-frame az-
imuthal distribution is relatively regular and less criti-
cally dependent on the choice of frame. However, the
GPDs are not the same in different frames. Although
the difference is power suppressed and can be potentially
addressed by a full high-twist analysis [89], it may not be
numerically small at current experimental energies such
as those at JLab. Furthermore, it is unclear whether an
all-order twist-3 factorization holds [122]. Due to these
uncontrolled power-suppressed effects, which can poten-
tially contaminate the otherwise controllable pure GPD
signal, we advocate for the use of the SDHEP framework
in analyzing this process.
Photoproduction processes.—An example in this

category is the dilepton photoproduction off a nucleon,
i.e., h = h′ = N , B = γ, and (C,D) = (ℓ−, ℓ+).
The treatment is similar to the photon electroproduc-
tion. This reaction contains both the BH channel with
A∗ = γ∗ and two-parton channels with A∗ = [qq̄] or [gg],
with the hard-scattering subprocesses γ∗ + γ → ℓ− + ℓ+

and [qq̄]/[gg]+γ → γ∗
ℓℓ → ℓ−+ℓ+, respectively. The main

difference from the electroproduction is that the photon
beam can carry a linear polarization ζγ in addition to a
net helicity (circular polarization) Pγ , which allows the
interference of opposite photon beam helicities. This in-
jects two additional units of helicity flips, ∆λB = ±2,
and gives rise to cos 3ϕ and sin 3ϕ modulations in the
interference of one- and two-parton channels.
Up to NLP, the cross section dσℓℓ

γ takes a form similar
to Eq. (6), with the azimuthal modulation given by

(2π)2Ωℓℓ
γ (ϕS , ϕ) = 1 + PNPγA

LP
LL + STPγA

LP
TL cosϕS + ζγA

LP
UT cos(4ϕ− 2ϕγ) +

(
ANLP

UU + PNPγA
NLP
LL

)
cosϕ

+
(
PNANLP

LU + PγA
NLP
UL

)
sinϕ+ ζγA

NLP
UT cos(3ϕ− 2ϕγ) + PNζγA

NLP
LT sin(3ϕ− 2ϕγ)

+ ST

(
ANLP

TU,1 cosϕS sinϕ+ANLP
TU,2 sinϕS cosϕ

)
+ STPγ

(
ANLP

TL,1 cosϕS cosϕ+ANLP
TL,2 sinϕS sinϕ

)
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+ ST ζγ
[
ANLP

TT,1 cosϕS sin(3ϕ− 2ϕγ) +ANLP
TT,2 sinϕS cos(3ϕ− 2ϕγ)

]
. (8)

Here, ϕγ is the direction of the linear photon polarization,
as shown in Fig. 1, and the expressions for the asymme-
tries can be found in [116]. Similar to Eq. (7), the LP
asymmetries only depend on F1,2 while the NLP asym-
metries are linear in the GPD moments [15].

In contrast to photon electroproduction, the azimuthal
ϕ dependence in dilepton photoproduction occurs at LP,
because the linear polarization ζγ of the incoming pho-
ton causes interference between the two γ∗

T helicities and
results in a cos(4ϕ− 2ϕγ) modulation. Also, four addi-
tional asymmetries (ANLP

UT , ANLP
LT , ANLP

TT,1, A
NLP
TT,2) are pre-

sented, all induced by the linear polarization of the in-
coming photons. They are not independent but provide
valuable constraints for reconstructing GPDs, especially
when transversely polarized targets are unavailable.

We note that in traditional treatments [15, 123–126],
the chosen frame to study this process is similar to our
SDHEP frame, but with the ẑ axis along the opposite di-
rection of the diffracted nucleon, i.e., −p′. Correspond-
ingly, the ϕ definition changes in a nontrivial manner,
leading to additional ϕ-dependent factors that distort the
regularity of the azimuthal modulation, similar to the
Breit-frame description of photon electroproduction. We
stress that in the presence of the A∗ = γ∗ subprocess, the
only way to avoid irregularities in azimuthal modulations
is to consider the process in the SDHEP frame.

The same analysis can be applied to other photo-
production processes, including the diphoton produc-
tion [25, 127, 128], photon-meson pair production [29–
32, 34, 43], and meson-pair production [24, 27, 28].

Mesoproduction processes.—Dilepton [21–23] or
diphoton [33, 35] mesoproduction processes can also be
studied within the SDHEP framework. However, the
theoretical description of their azimuthal modulations is
simpler compared to the above-mentioned process, be-
cause experimentally only charged scalar meson beams
like π± or K± are available. Therefore, only flavor tran-
sition GPDs are allowed, forbidding the γ∗ and gluon
channels. The only possible ϕ modulations arise from
the interference between twist-2 and higher-twist GPDs,
making the SDHEP frame the most natural choice.

Summary and outlook.—In this Letter, we have
provided a unified description of all 2 → 3 exclusive
processes for extracting GPDs in the two-stage SDHEP
framework, which offers a consistent and universal GPD
definition. Our work presents the first dedicated coher-
ent formulation of the emerging azimuthal distributions
in these processes, enabling a dynamical interpretation
of each type of harmonic modulation, and removing po-
tential irregularities—often difficult to interpret—in az-
imuthal modulations stemming from inconsistent frame
choices used to treat the BH and GPD subprocesses.

Reconstructing GPDs from all these processes at ex-
isting facilities such as JLab and the future Electron-Ion
Collider is critical for testing the universality and predic-
tive power of QCD calculations, as well as for fully real-
izing the 3D imaging program. We believe that adopting
the SDHEP framework based on the separation of physics
at different momentum scales is advantageous not only
for providing a unified theoretical framework for study-
ing all classes of GPD processes outlined in this Letter
but also for the extraction of GPDs from experimental
analyses and Lattice QCD calculations [94, 95].
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A: Polarization asymmetry coefficients for the real photon electroproduction process

We first denote the unpolarized cross section in Eq. (6) and the polarization asymmetry coefficients in Eq. (7) as

dσγ,unp.
e

dt dξ d cos θ
=

α3
e

(1 + ξ)2
m2

s t2
ΣLP

UU , ALP
X =

1

ΣLP
UU

ΣLP
X , ANLP

Y =
−t

m
√
ŝ

1

ΣLP
UU

ΣNLP
Y , (S1)

where αe = e2/(4π) is the electromagnetic coupling, m is the nucleon mass, X ∈ {LL, TL} for the LP asymmetries,
Y ∈ {UU,LL, (TL, 1), (TL, 2), UL,LU, (TU, 1), (TU, 2)} for the NLP asymmetries, and ŝ is the c.m. energy squared
of the 2 → 2 hard scattering between the A∗ and e, given by

ŝ = t+
2ξ(s−m2)

1 + ξ
≃ 2 ξ

1 + ξ
s+O

(
m2

s
,
t

q2T

)
. (S2)

The LP quantities ΣLP
X are given by

ΣLP
UU =

[
1

sin2(θ/2)
+ sin2(θ/2)

] [(
1− ξ2

2ξ2
−t

m2
− 2

)(
F 2
1 − t

4m2
F 2
2

)
− t

m2
(F1 + F2)

2

]
, (S3a)

ΣLP
LL =

[
1

sin2(θ/2)
− sin2(θ/2)

]
(F1 + F2)

[
F1

( −t

ξm2
− 4ξ

1 + ξ

)
− t

m2
F2

]
, (S3b)

ΣLP
TL =

∆T

2m

[
1

sin2(θ/2)
− sin2(θ/2)

]
(F1 + F2)

[
−4F1 +

1 + ξ

ξ

−t

m2
F2

]
, (S3c)

which are quadratic in the form factors F1 and F2 defined in Eq. (4),

Fµ
N (p, p′) = ⟨N(p′)|Jµ(0)|N(p)⟩ = ū(p′)

[
F1(t)γ

µ − F2(t)
iσµ∆

2m

]
u(p). (S4)

The momentum ∆ = p− p′ is defined as in Eq. (2), with ∆T being its transverse component in the diffractive frame,

∆T =

√
(1− ξ2)(−t)− 4ξ2m2

1 + ξ
. (S5)

The NLP quantities ΣNLP
Y contain both quadratic forms of (F1, F2) and linear expressions of the GPD moments,

VF (ξ, t) ≡
{
H, E , H̃, Ẽ

}
(ξ, t) =

∑
q

e2q

∫ 1

−1

dx

{
Hq,+, Eq,+, H̃q,+, Ẽq,+

}
(x, ξ, t)

x− ξ + iϵ
, (S6)

where we have assembled them in a complex-valued vector VF , and the ‘+’ superscripts refer to charge-conjugation-
even GPD combinations,

F q,+(x, ξ, t) = F q(x, ξ, t)∓ F q(−x, ξ, t), (S7)

with ∓ for F = H or E and F = H̃ or Ẽ, respectively. To write in a compact notation, we introduce the matrix M ,

M =



F1 − t

4m2
F2 ξ(F1 + F2) 0

(1 + ξ)(F1 + F2) ξ(F1 + F2)
1 + ξ

ξ
F1 −ξF1 − (1 + ξ)

t

4m2
F2

ξ(F1 + F2)

(
ξ2

1 + ξ
+

t

4m2

)
(F1 + F2) −ξF1 +

t

4m2

1− ξ2

ξ
F2 −

(
ξ2

1 + ξ
+

t

4m2

)
F1 −

ξ t

4m2
F2

ξF1 −
t

4m2

1− ξ2

ξ
F2

(
ξ +

t

4ξm2

)
F1 +

ξ t

4m2
F2 −ξ(F1 + F2) − ξ t

4m2
(F1 + F2)


.

(S8)
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Denoting Mi as the i-th row vector of M , we have the NLP quantities as

ΣNLP
UU =

∆T

2m

1 + ξ

ξ

[
2 sin θ

ξ

(
F 2
1 − t

4m2
F 2
2

)
− 4 + (1− cos θ)2

sin θ cos2(θ/2)
(M1 · ReVF )

]
, (S9a)

ΣNLP
LL = −∆T

m

[
sin θ(F1 + F2)

(
1 + ξ

ξ
F1 + F2

)
+

3− cos θ

sin θ
(M2 · ReVF )

]
, (S9b)

ΣNLP
TL,1 = 2 sin θ (F1 + F2)

[
F1 +

(
ξ

1 + ξ
+

t

4ξm2

)
F2

]
+

2(3− cos θ)

sin θ
(M3 · ReVF ) , (S9c)

ΣNLP
TL,2 = 2 sin θ (F1 + F2)

(
F1 +

t

4m2
F2

)
+

2(3− cos θ)

sin θ
(M4 · ReVF ) , (S9d)

ΣNLP
UL = −∆T

m

1 + ξ

ξ

3− cos θ

sin θ
(M1 · ImVF ) , (S9e)

ΣNLP
LU = −∆T

2m

4 + (1− cos θ)2

sin θ cos2(θ/2)
(M2 · ImVF ) , (S9f)

ΣNLP
TU,1 =

4 + (1− cos θ)2

sin θ cos2(θ/2)
(M3 · ImVF ) , (S9g)

ΣNLP
TU,2 =

4 + (1− cos θ)2

sin θ cos2(θ/2)
(M4 · ImVF ) , (S9h)

Apparently, the real and imaginary parts of the GPD moments are controlled by the same matrix M , so the
measurement of all these eight NLP polarization asymmetries results in a linear set of equations for the GPD moments,

M · VF = V̂exp, (S10)

where V̂exp = (V̂ 1
exp, V̂

2
exp, V̂

3
exp, V̂

4
exp)

T are the experimentally reconstructed (complex) values of the left-hand sides.

Eq. (S10) can be easily inverted to give a unique set of solutions for the GPD moments, VF = M−1 · V̂exp.

B: Polarization asymmetry coefficients for the dilepton photoproduction process

First, similarly to Eq. (6), the NLP cross section for the dilepton photoproduction process is

dσℓℓ
γ

dt dξ dϕS d cos θ dϕ
=

dσℓℓ,unp.
γ

dt dξ d cos θ
Ωℓℓ

γ (ϕS , ϕ). (S11)

We denote the unpolarized cross section dσℓℓ,unp.
γ and the polarization asymmetry coefficients in Ωℓℓ

γ [in Eq. (8)] as

dσℓℓ,unp.
γ

dt dξ d cos θ
=

2α3
e

(1 + ξ)2
m2

s t2
ΣLP

UU , ALP
X =

1

ΣLP
UU

ΣLP
X , ANLP

Y =
−t

2m
√
ŝ

1

ΣLP
UU

ΣNLP
Y , (S12)

where X ∈ {LL, TL,UT} for the LP asymmetries, Y ∈ {UU , LL, (TL, 1), (TL, 2), UL, LU , (TU, 1), (TU, 2), UT ,
LT , (TT, 1), (TT, 2)} for the NLP asymmetries, and ŝ is the same as Eq. (S2). The LP quantities ΣLP

X are given by
quadratic forms of the form factors F1 and F2,

ΣLP
UU =

(
1 + cos2 θ

sin2 θ

)[
∆2

T

2m2

(
1 + ξ

ξ

)2 (
F 2
1 − t

4m2
F 2
2

)
− t

m2
(F1 + F2)

2

]
, (S13a)

ΣLP
LL = −

(
1 + cos2 θ

sin2 θ

)
(F1 + F2)

[
1 + ξ

ξ

∆2
T

m2
F1 −

t

m2
(F1 + F2)

]
, (S13b)

ΣLP
TL =

∆T

2m

(
1 + cos2 θ

sin2 θ

)
(F1 + F2)

(
4F1 +

1 + ξ

ξ

t

m2
F2

)
, (S13c)

ΣLP
UT = − ∆2

T

2m2

(
1 + ξ

ξ

)2 (
F 2
1 − t

4m2
F 2
2

)
, (S13d)

where ∆T is the same as Eq. (S5). As in Eq. (S9), we write these equations in a compact form showing the linear

dependence of the NLP quantities ΣNLP
Y on the GPD moments, by introducing an additional matrix M̃ that differs
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from M only by flipping the signs of the last two columns. Since the GPD moments in the dilepton photoproduction
differ from the photon electroproduction only by a complex conjugate, we still use VF in Eq. (S6) and write ΣNLP

Y as

ΣNLP
UU =

∆T

m

1 + ξ

ξ

[
−4 cot θ

ξ

(
F 2
1 − t

4m2
F 2
2

)
+

1 + cos2 θ

sin θ
(M1 · ReV ∗

F )

]
, (S14a)

ΣNLP
LL =

∆T

m

[
4 cot θ

ξ
(F1 + F2) ((1 + ξ)F1 + ξF2)−

1 + cos2 θ

sin θ
(M2 · ReV ∗

F )

]
, (S14b)

ΣNLP
TL,1 = −8(F1 + F2) cot θ

[
F1 +

(
ξ

1 + ξ
+

t

4ξm2

)
F2

]
+ 2

1 + cos2 θ

sin θ
(M3 · ReV ∗

F ) , (S14c)

ΣNLP
TL,2 = −8 cot θ (F1 + F2)

(
F1 +

t

4m2
F2

)
+ 2

1 + cos2 θ

sin θ
(M4 · ReV ∗

F ) , (S14d)

ΣNLP
UL = −∆T

m

1 + ξ

ξ

1 + cos2 θ

sin θ
(M1 · ImV ∗

F ) , (S14e)

ΣNLP
LU =

∆T

m

1 + cos2 θ

sin θ
(M2 · ImV ∗

F ) , (S14f)

ΣNLP
TU,1 = −2

1 + cos2 θ

sin θ
(M3 · ImV ∗

F ) , (S14g)

ΣNLP
TU,2 = 2

1 + cos2 θ

sin θ
(M4 · ImV ∗

F ) , (S14h)

ΣNLP
UT = −∆T

m

1 + ξ

ξ

[
4 cot θ

ξ

(
F 2
1 − t

4m2
F 2
2

)
+ sin θ

(
M̃1 · ReV ∗

F
)]

, (S14i)

ΣNLP
LT = −∆T

m
sin θ

(
M̃2 · ImV ∗

F
)
, (S14j)

ΣNLP
TT,1 = 2 sin θ

(
M̃3 · ImV ∗

F
)
, (S14k)

ΣNLP
TT,2 = −2 sin θ

(
M̃4 · ImV ∗

F
)
, (S14l)

where M̃i denotes the i-th row of M̃ .
Compared to the photon electroproduction results in Eq. (S9), we now have four more constraints on the GPD

moments from (ANLP
UT , ANLP

LT , ANLP
TT,1, A

NLP
TT,2). They are not independent from the other eight. Specifically, M̃1 can

be written as a linear combination of M1, M2, and M3, so its information on the real parts of the GPD moments is
covered by (ANLP

UU , ANLP
LL , ANLP

TL,1). Similarly, M̃2, M̃3, and M̃4 can be written as linear combinations of (M1,M2,M4),
(M1,M3,M4), and (M2,M3,M4), respectively. Nevertheless, the linear photon polarization might be more easily
controlled in experiments than the transverse target spin, so the asymmetry ANLP

UT can be used in place of ANLP
TL,1, and

ANLP
LT in place of ANLP

TU,2.
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