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We explore two longitudinal single-spin asymmetries induced from parity violation in neutral-
current deep inelastic scattering at the proposed Electron-ion collider in China (EicC): Ae (p)

PV from
longitudinally polarized (unpolarized) electrons scattering off unpolarized (longitudinally polarized)
protons. We find Ae

PV , of O(10−4), is generically one to three orders of magnitude larger than Ap
PV .

We further estimate different uncertainty sources including statistics, parton distribution functions,
and beam polarization, for both asymmetries, and then identify individually their dominance in
different regimes of the Bjorken-x. Based on these results, we then advocate utilizing Ap

PV for the
extraction of the weak mixing angle at two representative momentum transfer scales unexplored
before, and we find a relative precision below 10% can be achieved at the EicC with an effective
one-year operation time.

I. INTRODUCTION

From the first proposal of parity violation [1–4] to the first evidence of the weak neutral current from the Gargamelle
experiment at CERN in 1973 [5], parity-violating (PV) electron scattering had played an important role in confirming
the gauge-structure of the Standard Model (SM) and ruling out alternative theories [6–8].1 Accordingly, the PV
asymmetry, denoted as APV , can be measured by flipping the beam polarization of the incident beam(s) and also
provides a measure of one of the key electroweak parameters being the weak mixing angle sin θw. Many experiments
have been carried out in this respect, see [10] for a comprehensive review and summary, including as well the electron-
ion collider (EIC) commissioned by the BNL and the JLab [11, 12], the MOLLER experiment at the JLab [13], and the
P2 experiment at Mainz [14] in the near future. Note that recently the two-loop theoretical computation of AMOLLER

PV
was finished in [15], as well as the recent studies on APV at the J/ψ threshold in [16–18].

In this work, we focus on the PV deep inelastic scattering at the proposed electron-ion collider in China (EicC). This
proposed program will be based on the High-Intensity heavy-ion Accelerator Facility (HIAF) in Huizhou, providing
polarized electron and/or proton beams with a center-of-mass energy ranging from 15 GeV to 20GeV. See [19] for a
detailed description of this project. The uniqueness of EIC and EicC is that they both provide a chance to measure
APV at energy scales unexplored before, rendering them also promising for precision SM tests similarly to the other
PV electron scattering experiments discussed in the last paragraph. For recent studies on the EIC or deep inelastic
scattering experiments, see for example, [20–27] and references therein. In this study, we focus uniquely on the
EicC program operating at a relatively lower energy scale than EIC and concentrate on the following two scenarios:
(1) electron PV asymmetry Ae

PV from longitudinally polarized electrons with 80% beam polarization scattering off
unpolarized protons, and (2) proton PV asymmetry Ap

PV from unpolarized electron scattering off longitudinally
polarized protons with 70% beam polarization. For each scenario, we investigate the sensitivity reach of EicC to the
longitudinal single-spin asymmetries (defined below) and estimate their uncertainties in order to obtain their prospects
at the EicC. We find that:

• Ae
PV is generically larger than Ap

PV by one to three orders of magnitude, as seen in our figure 1;

• the statistical uncertainty is negligible for Ae
PV , and similarly for Ap

PV but only for x ≳ 0.1. The dominant
uncertainty in Ae

PV is thus from the unpolarized structure function F γZ
3 , with that from F γγ,γZ

2 and electron
beam polarization subdominant and comparable. In contrast, the statistical error and that from the polarized
structure function gγZ1,5 dominates at x ≲ 0.1 for Ap

PV . See our figure 2;

• The total uncertainty of Ae
PV is generically much larger than that of Ap

PV as summarized in figure 3, and we
expect both their errors to be reduced with the upcoming datasets available at EIC and EicC in the near future.
Furthermore, the relatively smaller uncertainty in Ap

PV also renders it promising for a precision determination
of the weak mixing angle below 10% at the EicC, as depicted in figure 4.

∗Electronic address: yongdu5@sjtu.edu.cn
1 Recently, it was also shown that parity violation can have a non-trivial impact on quantum entanglement and Bell nonlocality [9].

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

20
46

9v
1 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 2

9 
D

ec
 2

02
4

mailto:yongdu5@sjtu.edu.cn


2

To obtain these results, we organize the rest of this work as follows: in section II, we set up the theoretical
framework for constructing and evaluating the longitudinal single-spin asymmetries. Then in section III we present
our results, where we detail our simulations for computing the two asymmetries, and how we quantify different
sources of uncertainties such as statistics, parton distribution functions, and beam polarization. By quantifying
the dominance of different uncertainty sources in different Bjorken-x regimes, we then discuss which longitudinal
single-spin asymmetry to utilize for the extraction of the weak mixing angle. We then conclude in section IV.

II. THEORETICAL SETUP

As mentioned in the introduction, we will only consider electron scattering off a proton in this work via neutral-
current exchange and denote the process generically as e−(k, s1) + p(p, sp) → e−(k′, s2) + X(pX , sX). Here, X
represents the remnant of the proton after the scattering, and si the spin of i. The total amplitude is parameterized
as follows

iM =
∑

V ′=γ,Z

ū(k′, s2)igV ′eeγα(g
V ′,e
V − gV

′,e
A γ5)u(k, s1)

−i
q2 −m′2

V

igV ′ppM
α
V ′(p, pX , sp, sX), (1)

with q = k−k′ the momentum transfer, gV
′,e

V,A the vector (V ) and axial-vector (A) couplings between V ′ and the electron
normalized by gV ′ee, where gZee = gL/(2cw), g

Z,e
V = T e

3 − 2Qes
2
w, gZ,e

A = T e
3 , and gγee = Qee, g

γ,e
V = 1, gγ,eA = 0.

Here, T f
3 and Qf are the isospin and electric charge of f in units of the proton charge, respectively. Mα

V ′(p, pX , sp, sX)
represents the hadronic current depending on the momenta and spins of p and X, which is normalized similarly as
the SM currents with gγpp = eQp, gZpp = gL/(2cw).

For EicC, available options include either polarized or unpolarized electron and proton beams. As a consequence,
the inclusive invariant amplitude can be obtained by summing over the spins of final state particles to obtain:

⟨M2⟩ = e4

(q2)2
Lαβ
γγ (s1)[Mγγ ]αβ(sp) +

g4L
16c4w

1

(q2 −m2
Z)

2
Lαβ
ZZ(s1)[MZZ ]αβ(sp)

− e2g2L
4c2w

1

q2(q2 −m2
Z)
Lαβ
γZ(s1)[MγZ ]αβ(sp), (2)

where the first and second terms represent pure γ and Z contributions, and the last term that from their interference.
Lαβ
V1V2

is the leptonic tensor with the polarization of the final state electron summed over and

Lαβ
γγ (λe) = 2

(
kαk′β + kβk′α − k · k′gαβ + iλeϵ

αβµνk′µkν
)
, (3)

Lαβ
γZ(λe) = (geV − λeg

e
A)L

αβ
γγ (s1), Lαβ

ZZ(λe) = (geV − λeg
e
A)

2
Lαβ
γγ (λe), (4)

where λe is the helicity of the electron and terms suppressed by the electron mass me have been discarded. The
differential rate can then be computed directly by integrating over the phase space of the final state particles, for
which we opt to use the following broadly adopted Lorentz invariants defined as

ν =
q · p
mp

, Q2 = −q2, x =
Q2

2mpν
, y =

q · p
k · p

, W 2 = (p+ q)2, s = (k + p)2. (5)

The differential rate can then be expressed as

d2σ

dxdy
=

2πyα2

Q4
Lαβ
γγ

[(
ηγγW

γγ
αβ + ηγZ (geV − λeg

e
A)W

γZ
αβ + ηZZ (geV − λeg

e
A)

2
WZZ

αβ

)]
, (6)

where again we ignore terms suppressed by me and define

WV1V2

αβ =
1

4π

∫
d3pX

(2π)32EpX

(2π)4δ(4)(p+ k − k′ − pX)[MV1V2 ]αβ(sp), (7)

ηγγ = 1, ηγZ = − GFm
2
Z

2
√
2παEM

Q2

(Q2 +m2
Z)
, ηZZ = η2γZ . (8)

Here, GF is the Fermi constant as determined from the muon lifetime, and αEM is the fine structure constant.
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For the hadronic tensors WV1V2

αβ , they can be generically parameterized as [10]

WV1V2
µν =

(
−gµν +

qµqν
q2

)
FV1V2
1

(
x,Q2

)
+
p̂µp̂ν
p · q

FV1V2
2

(
x,Q2

)
− iεµναβ

qαpβ

2p · q
FV1V2
3

(
x,Q2

)
+ iεµναβ

qα

p · q

[
sβgV1V2

1

(
x,Q2

)
+

(
sβ − s · q

p · q
pβ

)
gV1V2
2

(
x,Q2

)]
+

1

p · q

[
1

2
(p̂µŝν + ŝµp̂ν)−

s · q
p · q

p̂µp̂ν

]
gV1V2
3

(
x,Q2

)
+
s · q
p · q

[
p̂µp̂ν
p · q

gV1V2
4

(
x,Q2

)
+

(
−gµν +

qµqν
q2

)
gV1V2
5

(
x,Q2

)]
, (9)

where

p̂µ = pµ − p · q
q2

qµ, ŝµ = sµ − s · q
q2

qµ, (10)

and sµ ≡ sµp is the four-spin of the proton as a reflection of its polarization.2 The structure functions are evaluated
using the quark-parton model [10] in this work, which predicts[

F γγ
2 , F γZ

2 , FZZ
2

]
= 2x

[
F γγ
1 , F γZ

1 , FZZ
1

]
= x

∑
f

[
Q2

f , 2Qfg
f
V ,

(
gfV

)2

+
(
gfA

)2
]
(qf + q̄f ) , (11)

[
F γγ
3 , F γZ

3 , FZZ
3

]
=

∑
f

[
0, 2Qfg

f
A, 2g

f
V g

f
A

]
(qf − q̄f ) , (12)

[
gγγ1 , gγZ1 , gZZ

1

]
=

1

2

∑
f

[
Q2

f , 2Qfg
f
V ,

(
gfV

)2

+
(
gfA

)2
]
(∆qf +∆q̄f ) , (13)

[
gγγ4 , gγZ4 , gZZ

4

]
= 2x

[
gγγ5 , gγZ5 , gZZ

5

]
= 2x

∑
f

[
0, Qfg

f
A, g

f
V g

f
A

]
(∆qf −∆q̄f ) , (14)

with qf and ∆qf the unpolarized and polarized parton distribution distribution (PDF) of flavor f in the proton and
the Callan-Gross relations explicitly indicated in the first and the fourth lines above. The differential cross section
can then be written compactly as

d2σ

dxdy
(λe, λp) =

4πα2

xyQ2

[
xy2F1 + (1− y)F2 +

λe
2
xy(2− y)F3 − λeλpxy(2− y)g1 + λp(1− y)g4 + λpxy

2g5

]
, (15)

with λp the helicity of the proton and

[F1,2,3, g1,4,5] =
∑

V1V2=γγ,γZ,ZZ

ηV1V2
ξV1V2

[F1,2,3, g1,4,5]
V1V2 (x,Q2), (16)

[ξγγ , ξγZ , ξZZ ] =
[
1, (geV − λeg

e
A) , (g

e
V − λeg

e
A)

2
]
. (17)

Note that only the F1,2,3 and g1,4,5 structure functions survive since the other ones are suppressed by m2
e,p/Q

2.
Depending on the polarization of the electron and/or the proton, several asymmetries can be constructed to extract

different structure functions. We are particularly interested in the parity-violating ones in this study and will consider
only longitudinally polarized electron and/or proton beams in the following though transverse polarization is also a
viable option of EicC. The differential cross section in this case can then be classified according to the helicity of the
beams:

d2σlong.

dxdy
=

1

4

[
(1 + Pe)(1 + Pp)

dσ

dxdy

∣∣∣∣
λe,p=+1

+ (1− Pe)(1− Pp)
dσ

dxdy

∣∣∣∣
λe,p=−1

+ (1 + Pe)(1− Pp)
dσ

dxdy

∣∣∣∣
λe=−λp=+1

+ (1− Pe)(1 + Pp)
dσ

dxdy

∣∣∣∣
λp=−λe=+1

]
≡ dσ0
dxdy

+ Pe
dσe
dxdy

+ Pp
dσp
dxdy

+ PePp
dσep
dxdy

, (18)

2 If the proton is unpolarized instead, one thenj needs to sum over the helicity states of the proton as we will discuss shortly below.
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where

d2σ0
dxdy

=
1

4

∑
λe,p=±1

d2σ

dxdy
(λe, λp) ,

d2σe
dxdy

=
1

4

∑
λp=±1

sgn(λe)
d2σ

dxdy
(λe, λp) , (19)

d2σp
dxdy

=
1

4

∑
λe=±1

sgn(λp)
d2σ

dxdy
(λe, λp) ,

d2σep
dxdy

=
1

4

∑
λe,p=±1

λeλp
d2σ

dxdy
(λe, λp) , (20)

and “sgn” represents the sign function. To connect with experiments, we consider asymmetric observables that can
be directly related to the observed number of events in the following:

• the single-spin asymmetry where either the proton or the electron is polarized, but not both of them. In this
case, we define

Ae
PV ≡ |Pe|

d2σe
d2σ0

=
|Pe| ηγZ

[
2(y − 1)geAF

γZ
2 − xy

(
2geAyF

γZ
1 − (2− y)geV F

γZ
3

)]
2ηγγ ((1− y)F γγ

2 + xy2F γγ
1 )

, (21)

Ap
PV ≡ |Pp|

d2σp
d2σ0

=
|Pp| ηγZ

[
−2(y − 1)geV g

γZ
4 + 2xy

(
geV yg

γZ
5 + (2− y)geAg

γZ
1

)]
2ηγγ ((1− y)F γγ

2 + xy2F γγ
1 )

, (22)

which we call the electron and the proton PV asymmetries Ae
PV and Ap

PV , respectively, in the following. Clearly,
the electron beam polarization opens the window for extracting the parity violating structure function F γZ

3 , and
Ap

PV to gγZ1,4,5. The parity and CP even structure functions F γγ
1,2 can, for example, be determined from the total

cross section at different energy runs.

• the double-spin asymmetry where both the electron and the proton are polarized is similarly defined as

Aep
PV ≡ |PePp|

d2σep
d2σ0

=
2ηγZ |PePp|

[
geA(y − 1)gγZ4 + xy

(
geV (y − 2)gγZ1 − geAyg

γZ
5

)]
+ 2ηγγ |PePp|xy(y − 2)gγγ1

ηγZ

[
−2(y − 1)geV F

γZ
2 + xy

(
2geV yF

γZ
1 − (2− y)geAF

γZ
3

)]
+ 2ηγγ ((1− y)F γγ

2 + xy2F γγ
1 )

. (23)

Clearly, Aep
PV can be utilized to extract the parity-conserving polarized structure function gγγ1 , and it conserves

parity at the leading order where ηγZ → 0. While itself is an interesting observable, we will not consider this
double-spin asymmetry and other alternatives in this work from the consideration of parity violation presence
at the leading order.

We comment that in both the single- and the double-spin cases above, we have consistently ignored pure Z contribu-
tions given the fact that the momentum transfer at EicC is much smaller than the weak scale. For the same reason,
we also leave out the interference in the denominator of the asymmetries defined above except for Aep

PV . This now
naturally leads to the question: How sensitive is EicC to these single-spin asymmetries?

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

To answer the question at the end of last section, we adopt the proposed setup of EicC as outlined in the white
paper [19], with longitudinal electron polarization Pe = (80± 1.6)% and longitudinal proton polarization Pp = (70±
3.5)%. The beam energy of the electron is Ee = 3.5GeV and that for the proton is Ep = 20GeV, corresponding
to a center of mass energy

√
s = 16.7GeV. For numerical evaluations, we use NNPDFpol1.1 [28] with 100 replicas

for polarized protons as obtained by combining data from CERN, SLAC, DESY, and RHIC. On the other hand, for
unpolarized protons, the MMHT2014 [29] PDF with 50 eigenvector sects in total is implemented.

For Ae,p
PV evaluations, we firstly scan over x ∈ [0.01, 0.99] by dividing it into ten logarithmically spaced bins, and

similarly for the momentum transfer with Q2 ∈ [1, 30]GeV2 [19]. To present our results, we then evaluate Ae,p
PV in each

x bin by averaging over randomly generated 104 Q2’s with a weight function w(Q2) ≡ GFQ
2/(2

√
2αEM) ≈ ηγZ [23],

where the weighted Q2 in each x bin is used as the benchmark to obtain the input for the weak mixing angle. The
results are shown in figure 1 for Ae

PV (left panel) and Ap
PV (right panel) in terms of the Bjorken-x. From the plots,

one observes that Ae
PV is generically of O(10−4) and its magnitude decreases with increasing x. This is in contrast
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FIG. 1: Single-spin asymmetries as a function of the Bjorken-x. See the main text for details.
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FIG. 2: Left Panel: Statistical uncertainties (δAPV )stat. in each x bin are obtained by assuming a conservative detector
efficiency of 10% and effectively one-year operation time and shown in the upper half. The lower half gives the ratio R between
the absolute values of the asymmetries and the statistical errors with R = 1 for the horizontal gray dashed line; Right Panel:
Relative uncertainties for the structure functions as indicated by the legend in the upper right corner. The two horizontal gray
dashed lines correspond to the uncertainty in beam polarization for the EicC. See the main text for details.

to Ap
PV , whose magnitude increase instead with increasing x. Furthermore, we find that Ae

PV is generically larger
than Ap

PV by one to three orders of magnitude, suggesting a potential advantage of the former for experimental
measurements provided their uncertainties are comparable.

In order to quantify the uncertainties in Ae,p
PV , we firstly investigate the statistical one, which we denote as

(δAPV )stat.. Due to the smallness of the asymmetries in both cases, one can show that the statistical uncertainty
is approximately 1/

√
Nevents, with Nevents the total number of events from unpolarized electron beam scattering off

unpolarized protons in the specific bin under consideration. To estimate Nevents in each x bin, we assume a universal
but rather conservative detector efficiency of 10% [19], and then show our results in the left panel of figure 2 with a
luminosity of 4 × 1033 cm−2 · s−1 [19] and an effective one-year operation time. We find from the plot that, though
the statistical uncertainty is generically small, it can reach O(10−5) at small x as seen from the upper half of the left
panel.3 Nevertheless, the statistical error is found significantly smaller than the absolute magnitude of Ae

PV as seen

3 We have also checked that the total statistical uncertainty agrees with the estimation in [19].
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FIG. 3: Left Panel: Predicted Ae
PV in each x bin after combining all the errors at the 95%CL, with its relative uncertainty

shown at the bottom; Right Panel: Same as the left but for Ap
PV . The two bins with black stars atop correspond to the ones

we select for the extraction of the weak mixing angle discussion as detailed in the main text.

from the orange points in the lower half of the left panel of figure 2, where we define the y axis as

R[Ae,p
PV ] ≡

∣∣∣∣ Ae,p
PV

(δAPV )stat.

∣∣∣∣ . (24)

Clearly, the high luminosity of the EicC renders statistical errors negligible for the determination of Ae
PV , which in

turn helps improve the precision of the unpolarized PDF in the regime we are interested in in this work. However,
this is not generically true for Ap

PV as shown by the green dots in the same plot, where its y axis in green on the
right-hand side shall be understood accordingly. One can see that the statistical uncertainty also becomes negligible
for large x ≳ 0.1 while non-negligible otherwise.

Assuming the systematical error will be well under control at the EicC, another source of uncertainty comes from
the structure functions in each x bin. In the unpolarized case, this is estimated by assuming symmetric errors in the
PDF for simplicity and is then evaluated as [30]

σf (x, |Q|) = 1

2

√∑
i

(
x q2i−1

f (x, |Q|)− x q2if (x, |Q|)
)2

, (25)

with |Q| =
√
Q2 and the summation over the 50 eigenvector sets of MMHT2014. In the polarized case, this is evaluated

directly using the NNPDF setup at the 95% confidence level (CL). For the former, we find it practically very CPU
expensive to evaluate eq. (25) in each x bin containing 104 randomly generated |Q|’s. We therefore firstly generate
σf (x, |Q|) over a 201× 201 grid on the x− |Q| plane and then interpolate it for quantifying the uncertainties in these
structure functions at the next stage of our simulation with Mathematica.

The uncertainties in these structure functions are then shown in the right panel of figure 2 with the vertical axis
being the relative uncertainty for each structure function as indicated by the legends. The upper (lower) horizontal
gray dashed line corresponds to the relative uncertainty in the proton (electron) beam polarization Pp (Pe), below
which the uncertainty originated from the beam polarization becomes significant as indicated by the arrows in front.
Recall that the statistical uncertainty in Ae

PV is always negligible as discussed above, we thus conclude that the
dominant error in Ae

PV will be from the parity-violating unpolarized structure function F γZ
3 , as depicted by the

magenta points in the right panel of figure 2. On the other hand, since the statistical uncertainty in Ap
PV also becomes

negligible for x ≳ 0.1, the main obstacles in precision Ap
PV measurements will thus be from gγZ1,5 in this regime. For

x ≲ 0.1, both the statistical uncertainty and those from gγZ1,5 will become important, which have to be reduced, for
example, from an improved fit on the PDFs with a richer data sample available at the EicC and the EIC in the near
future.
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FIG. 4: Precision reach of the EicC in measuring the weak mixing angle sin2 θw from Ap
PV at two representative energies

|Q| = 3.6GeV and |Q| = 4.3GeV. The blue curve represents the theoretical prediction obtained in [31].

Combining all the uncertainties discussed above, we show the predicted PV asymmetries in the left and right panel
of figure 3 for Ae

PV and Ap
PV , respectively. At the bottom of each subplot, we also show accordingly the relative

uncertainties of the asymmetries in each x bin. From figure 3, we see that the relative errow in Ae
PV increases rapidly

for x ≳ 0.2. In contrast, that in Ap
PV instead decreases dramatically for x ≳ 0.05. This can be understood from the

fact that in their respective regimes with large uncertainties, the absolute magnitudes of both asymmetries become
substantially tiny as already seen in figure 1. Therefore, though the absolute magnitude of Ae

PV is generically much
larger than Ap

PV by one to three orders of magnitude as we commented earlier, the much larger uncertainty over
the full x range in the former renders it challenging for a definite observation of a non-vanishing asymmetry at the
EicC based on the current fitted unpolarized PDF used in this work. This situation may be changed with the high
luminosity of the EicC, as well as the EIC, where the PDF uncertainties are expected to be further reduced. Different
from the polarized electron case, though the proton PV asymmetry Ap

PV is small, we observe that its relative error at
x ≳ 0.05 is small, and therefore promote this scenario for future exploration at the EicC especially given the upcoming
uncertainty reduction in polarized PDF in the future.

Finally, we comment on the determination of the weak mixing angle using the PV asymmetries studied above. This
is particularly interesting for the EicC and EIC as they provide a chance for measuring sin θw at scales unexplored
before. For the EIC, this has been investigated, for example, in [23, 24]. In the following, we address this point for
the EicC by focusing on the two x bins with black stars in the right panel of figure 3. We comment that a similar
analysis is feasible utilizing Ae

PV instead in principle, but due to its large uncertainties as discussed above, we will
only focus on Ap

PV in the two selected bins in the following.
At each of the two bins, the central value of sin2 θw is computed by using the weighted Q2 explained above.

Specifically, we have |Q| = 3.6GeV and |Q| = 4.3GeV in the two bins, respectively. The corresponding sin2 θw
are then evaluated using the results in [31]. The uncertainty in each bin is estimated through the standard error
propagation, based on which we obtain

[sin2 θw](3.6GeV)EicC = 0.235± 0.019, (26)

[sin2 θw](4.3GeV)EicC = 0.235± 0.022, (27)

corresponding to a precision below 10%. These results are also pictorially shown in figure 4 for comparison with the
other existing results. It is worth stressing again that the uncertainties in sin2 θw above are obtained using the current
polarized PDF NNPDFpol1.1, which are expected to be reduced when more datasets from (near) future experiments
such as the EicC and the EIC become available.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

The proposed EicC experiment in Huizhou, China is expected to deliver longitudinally polarized electrons with
polarization Pe = (80 ± 1.6)% and/or polarized proton beams with polarization Pp = (70 ± 3.5)% for deep inelastic



8

scattering studies. Its luminosity is expected to reach 4× 1033 cm−2 s−1 with a center of mass energy of 16.7 GeV for
e-p scattering and a momentum coverage of 1GeV2 ≲ Q2 ≲ 30GeV2. This makes the EicC a testbed for precision
SM studies in a region unexplored before.

In this work, by making use of longitudinally polarized electrons scattering off unpolarized protons, as well as
unpolarized electrons scattering off longitudinally polarized protons, we investigate the sensitivity reach of the EicC
to single-spin asymmetries Ae,p

PV as a consequence of parity violation. By comparing different sources of uncertainties
as summarized in figure 2, we find the statistical uncertainty in Ae

PV can always be neglected within the full range of
x, and it is the unpolarized parity-violating structure function F γZ

3 that dominates the total error. In addition, the
uncertainty from the electron beam polarization is comparable to that from F γZ

2 and F γγ
2 , and is a factor of a few

smaller than that from F γZ
3 . In contrast, for Ap

PV , the statistical uncertainty becomes negligible for large x ≳ 0.1,
in which region the uncertainties from the polarized structure functions gγZ1,5 are comparable and are about 10%. On
the other hand, for x ≲ 0.1, the statistical uncertainty in Ap

PV becomes large and comparable to those from gγZ1,5 . The
full uncertainties for Ae,p

PV in different x bins are summarized in figure 3, and we conclude that it will be relatively
more challenging to measure Ae

PV than Ap
PV since the former has much larger total uncertainties. This conclusion,

however, may change when more datasets become available in the near future from the EicC and the EIC when the
uncertainties in the PDFs may be further reduced.

Utilizing Ap
PV from the consideration of its smaller uncertainties, we also perform a determination of the weak

mixing angle in two representative bins with |Q| = 3.6GeV and |Q| = 4.3GeV, respectively. We find the EicC can
achieve a relative precision of 7.5% and 9.6% in measuring sin2 θw with an effective operation time of one year. This
is also pictorially illustrated in figure 4 for comparing with the other existing measurements.

Finally, we comment that since the EicC can reach Q2 ≃ 1GeV2, it then becomes not well-justified in ignoring
terms proportional to m2

p/Q
2 when computing the differential rates. On the other hand, resurrecting these terms

will also introduce the dependence on the other polarized structure functions gγγ,γZ3 . The high luminosity and low
momentum transfer coverage of the EicC may thus provide a unique chance to extract them and further investigate
their impact on related topics.
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