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Abstract

High-energy wide-angle photoproduction of wA final states is in-
vestigated within the handbag mechanism to twist-3 accuracy. In
this approach the process amplitudes factorize in a hard partonic sub-
process and in form factors which represent 1/z-moments of p — A
transition generalized parton distributions (GPDs) at zero skewness.
The subprocess, calculated to twist-3 accuracy, is the same as in pion
photoproduction. The p — A GPDs are related to the proton-proton
GPDs exploiting large-N¢ results. The proton-proton GPDs as well
as the twist-2 and twist-3 pion distribution amplitudes appearing in
the subprocess are taken from other work. Reasonable agreement with
experiment is found in this almost parameter-free analysis.

1 Introduction

Factorization properties of QCD allow to calculate inclusive and exclusive
scattering processes. For exclusive processes, in particular, there are two
kinematical regions in which factorization properties hold. On the one hand
this is the generalized Bjoerken region of large photon virtualities, Q?, large
energies in the photon-nucleon center-of-mass system (c.m.s.) and fixed
Bjorken-z but small Mandelstam —t (—t < @Q*). In this kinematical re-
gion it has been shown [1, 2] that the process amplitudes are represented
as a convolution of hard perturbatively calculable partonic subprocess and
soft hadronic matrix elements parameterized as GPDs. There are many ap-
plications of this theoretical concept as for instance deeply virtual Compton
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scattering or meson production, see for instance the reviews [3, 4]. The other
kinematical region in which factorization applies, is the wide-angle region,
i.e. the region where all three Mandelstam variables, s, —t and —u, are large.
Here the process amplitudes factorize in hard pertonic subprocesses and soft
form factors representing 1/z-moments of GPDs. This so-called handbag
mechanism has been applied to wide-angle Compton scattering [5, 6] and
photoproduction of pseudoscalar mesons [7, 8]. It also applies to electropro-
duction of mesons provided Q* < —t [9]. Lack of data prevented further
applications as for instance photoproduction of vector mesons.

Both these classes of hard exclusive processes, the deeply virtual as well
as the wide-angle ones, are in a sense complementary. In the deeply-virtual
region the GPDs are probed at small —¢, typically less than 1 GeV? while in
the wide-angle region the GPDs are examined at large —t. The knowledge of
the large —t behavior of the GPDs is important for studying the impact pa-
rameter distribution of partons inside the proton. As shown by Burkardt [10]
the impact-parameter distribution of the partons is obtained from a Fourier
transform of zero-skewness GPDs. The impact parameter is canonically con-
jugated to the momentum transfer from the initial to the final baryon. The
square of the momentum transfer is the Mandelstem ¢. Obviously, for a re-
liable Fourier transform knowledge of the GPDs is required in a fairly large
range of ¢, well beyond 1 GeVZ.

Recently the interest in transition GPDs has strongly grown both exper-
imentally and theoretically [11]. Besides baryon octet-octet transitions also
octet-decuplet transitions and particularly p — A ones are of interest. Data
relevant for the latter transition GPDs are scarce up to now. In the deeply vir-
tual region only the beam spin asymmetry has been measured by the CLAS
collaboration [12]. There is also a theoretical study of the 7~ A% (1232)
electroproduction cross section in the generalized Bjorken regime [13]. The
p — A transition GPDs are fixed in the large-N¢ limit where relations be-
tween the p — A and the proton-proton GPDs hold [3, 14]. Here, in this
article, wide-angle photoproduction of 7A final states will be investigated.
This process has been measured in the wide-angle region at high energies at
SLAC [15] long ago. The calculation of wide-angle 7A photoproduction goes
along the same line as pion photoproduction [8]: the partonic subprocess is
identical and has been calculated in [8] to twist-3 accuracy and leading-order
of perturbative QCD. The transition GPDs are fixed in the large-No limit
as in [13]. Thus, the 7A photoproduction cross section can be calculated
almost free of parameters and as will be shown in the following, reasonable



agreement with experiment is found.

The plan of the paper is as follows: In the next section the handbag
mechanism for wide-angle photoproduction will be introduced. In Sect. 3 the
subprocess and in Sect. 4 the GPDs in the large- N¢ limit will be discussed.
The results for the photoproduction cross section will be presented in Sect.
5 and compared to experiment. The paper will end with a summary.

2 The handbag mechanism for wide-angle pho-
toproduction

Here, in this article, the process

v(q, 1) p(p,v) — 7(q',0) A(p', V') (1)

will be investigated in the wide-angle region where the three Mandelstam
variables, s, —t and —u, are much larger than A%2. The constant A is a
typical hadronic scale of order 1 GeV. In Eq. (1) ¢, p, p’ denote the momenta
of the involved particles and pu, v, their helicities. It is advantageous to
work in a symmetric frame in which the skewness, &, defined by the following
ratio of light-cone plus components of the baryon momenta

_ =)
(p+p)*

is zero. Except of baryon-mass corrections the particle momenta are param-
eterized as

(2)

- t 1 -
= [pr,———, —=V=1,0
p -p ) 8p+7 2 Y _7
Y= [pt _t 1\/—t 0]
K ) 8p+? 2 Y _7
o t 1 -
= [¢",——, =vV=£,0 3
q 7" g 3V hO (3)

in light-cone coordinates where
pt = (Vs+vV-u)/d, ¢ = (Vs—V-u)/d. (4)

The pion momentum is fixed by momentum conservation.
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Figure 1: A typical graph for the handbag mechanism. The shaded regions
are soft regions in which no hard scale appear.

In the handbag mechanism a (light-cone) helicity amplitude, Mg,/ ., for
the process (1) factorize in a product of subprocess amplitudes, H, for pion
photoproduction off quarks and form factors which represent the soft physics
that controls the emission and reabsorption of quarks from the baryons, see
Fig. 1. These form factors represent 1/z-moments of zero-skewness proton-
A GPDs. The arguments for this type of factorization are presented in
[6, 7] in detail. Thus, a brief repetition of the arguments should be enough:
It is assumed that the parton virtualities are restricted by k7 < A? and
that the intrinsic transverse momenta, k,;, defined with respect to their
parent hadron’s momentum, satisfy the condition k;/x; < A? where z; is
the momentum fraction that parton i carries. One can then show that, up
to corrections of order A/y/—t, the subprocess Mandelstam variables, §, t, 1,
coincide with the ones for the full process

t=t, §=(k+9’=p+q’ =s, = (K—q’=@ -9 =u, (5

where k; and K} = k; + ¢ — ¢’ denote the momenta of the active partons,
i.e. those partons to which the photon couple. Hence, the active partons are
approximately on-shell, move collinear with their parent hadrons and carry
momentum fractions close to unity, z;, 2 ~ 1. As in deeply virtual exclusive
scattering , the physical situation is that of a hard parton-level subprocess,
Yq, — Tq, and a soft emission and reabsorption of quarks from the baryons.
Thus, up to corrections of order A//—t, one can write a helicity amplitude
for yp — ™A as

dz
Mov o = 60/; > How jnAvvn (6)
Mo
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where X and X denote the helicities of the emitted and reabsorbed quark and
eo is the positron charge. The soft p — A matrix elements, A, of quark field
operators are [13]

z . _
Au’)\’,l/)\ = /gemﬁz <A++(p/71/)|0x>\|p(pa V)>‘z+:0,zl:0 (7)

where
O = qi(—2/207" (1 4+ 25)d(/2)
O_w = —%u(—z/Q)(a“—2)\i0+2)d(z/2). (8)

These matrix elements describe the emission an of on-shell quarks with he-
licity A and reabsorption of an on-shell quark with helicity A’ [16]. They are
parameterized as p — A transition GPDs [3, 13] and are explicitly given in
[13]. For wide-angle photoproduction only the matrix elements at zero skew-
ness are needed. Nevertheless 14 of the altogether 16 p — A GPDs contribute
at this value of skewness. Only the GPDs G4 and G4 and their associated
form factors decouple.

For the process of interest there are three charge configurations in the
final state: 7~ At 7°A* and 7 A°. The corresponding GPDs and their
associated form factors are related by isospin symmetry [3]

GPA (1) = —? GPA (z,1) = —V/3GP (2, 1) (9)

The skewness variable is omitted in the GPDs for convenience. One can
also generalize the handbag mechanism to wide-angle electroproduction of
7/ final states provided that the photon virtuality, %, is less than —¢ and
—u. This calculation is analogous to the case of m-nucleon, see [9]. The
photon virtuality affects only the subprocess amplitudes. The photoproduc-
tion of nA™ and 7’AT is a direct generalization of the calculation of 7, n'-
photoproduction [17]. Kaon-X* production requires p — ¥* GPDs (with sd
flavor content) which are related to the p— A GPDs (with du flavor content)
by SU(3) flavor symmetry [3], e.g.

S 1 U
Gp%*o - % GZAO . (10)



Otherwise the calculation of these processes is similar to the 7A case inves-
tigated here. Finally, photoproduction of vector mesons at wide-angles can
also be treated with the handbag mechanism [7]. However, for flavor-neutral
vector mesons there is an additional gluonic subprocess, vg — V¢, which
goes along with gluonic p — A transition GPDs and their corresponding form
factors.

3 The subprocess

The amplitudes for the subprocess vq, — 7, have been calculated in collinear
factorization to twist-3 accuracy . At leading-order of perturbative QCD the
twist-2 contribution reads [7, §]

Cr fa [ldr
HO)\M)\ \/_WQS(MR (ab / - cI>7r(7_a ,UR)
NC / T
x (12205 - (1~ 2)\,u)u] (6—5 + %) (11)

where the flavor weight factors are

1
C7T+ - Cdu = ; :rtg = _ng = E (12)
All other C% are zero. The strong coupling constant is evaluated in the
one-loop approximation using the renormalization (and factorization) scale

py = pp = (13)

Va3 | :;

This scale takes care of the requirement that all Mandelstam variables should
be large. Up to mass corrections p% ~ s/4 for a c.m.s. scattering angle near
90°. For the familiar pion decay constant, f,, the value 132 MeV is taken;
N¢(= 3) is the number of colors and Cr = (NZ — 1)/(2N¢g). The quark
charges, e, and e, are given in units of the positron charge. Finally, ¢, is
the twist-2 pion distribution amplitude for which the truncated Gegenbauer
expansion is used

On(T, 1) = 677 [1+ aa(juo) L2 O (27 — 1) (14)

'In the calculation of the subprocess amplitude as well as in the definition of the p — A
matrix elements light-cone gauge is used.



with the lattice QCD result for the second Gegenbauer coefficient [18]

quoted at the initial scale g = 2 GeV. The anomalous dimension is vy, =
50/9 and Sy = (11N¢ — 2ny)/3 (ny = 4). The quantity L is defined as

I = as(pr) _ In (N%/A(%QCD)
s (fo) In (N%%/A%QCD)

(16)

where the value Aqcp = 0.22 GeV is adopted. The 7-integration in (11) can
be carried out analytically for the distribution amplitude (14):

Ldr

[ 6x(r.m) = 31+ as(un)). (17)

The twist-3 contribution has been calculated in [8, 9] and for details of
this contribution it is referred to these papers. It consists of two parts - the
2-body one (the twist-3 ¢g Fock component of the pion with the distribution
amplitudes ¢,, and ¢,,) and the 3-body one (the ¢gg Fock component with
the distribution amplitude ¢3,). Both contributions are related to each other
by the equation of motion. In light-cone gauge the relations read

Pt |F6mp(T) — %%(bwg(T) -~ %%0(7)] _
2 far /OT dT—ng O3 (T, T — Ty, Ty)
e [F6ep(7) £ () = 200 (7)] =
2fsn /OT dT—? G3n(T — Ty, Ty T,) - (18)

The parameter y, appearing in (18) is defined as

m2

L 19
0 e (19)

i.e. it is pion mass enhanced by the chiral condensate by means of the diver-
gence of the axial-vector current (m, and m, are current quark masses). At
the initial scale the value pu, = 2 GeV is taken. It evolves as

pr(pep) = L% pe (o) - (20)



Because of the relations (18) the 2-body distribution amplitudes ¢., and
¢ro are not required explicitly although they are fixed by (18) for a given
3-body distribution amplitude, ¢s3,. Thus, the full twist-3 contribution to
the subprocess amplitudes can solely be expressed by the 3-body distribu-
tion amplitude. As the twist-2 distribution amplitude the 3-body one is
conventionally normalized to unity and accompanied by the normalization
parameter fs, which is scale dependent and evolves as

fan(pg) = LUSBCr=0100 g (114) . (21)

The combined 2- and 3-body twist-3 amplitudes read [9]

Hoow = 2VEnau ()l L foelpn) 22 = )

/ / —@gm (T, 7 — Tgy Tgs UR)

[(—-L)«zau i) -

2 T(T—1y)

X

Cq 2t

C'p TT,

X

— (equ + €p5) | (22)

where (Cy = N¢)
1
Ce = Cp— §CA. (23)

One directly sees from (22) that 2
Ho—++ = Hoy—— =0, Ho——+ = —Hors—- (24)

Following [19] a truncated conformal expansion is used for the 3-body
distribution amplitude

1

+ woo(pr)(2 —4nm — 87, + 87‘5)
+ wi(pr)(3mme — 27, + 37';)) ) (25)

D3 (71, 72, g, hr) = 360m17aT, (1+w10(,UR)

The evolution of the expansion coefficients can be found in [9, 19]. Note
that the coefficients wsqg and w1y mix under evolution. For the distribution

2Explicit helicities of the subprocess amplitudes as well as of the full amplitudes, M,
are labeled by their signs. Those of the A(1232) are denoted by 2v/'.
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amplitude (25) the integrals in (22) can be carried out analytically:

Cr v —us
o = —40V2ma,Clh ZE f (o) — p)
HO AUA 0\/771-0[8(’,7( NC f37r( A ,U) §2112
X (1 — iu)lo —+ EWQO — —wu)(eaﬂz + €b§2)
16 25 50
C, 5 2 1 L R
+ 6C—j(1 — éwlo + g&)go + l—owll)t(eau + 61)8)} . (26)

In [8] the following 3-body distribution amplitude has been used to fit
the CLAS data [20] on 7 photoproduction:

fan(po) = 0.004 GeV?,
(A)l()(,u(]) = —255, WQ()(,M(]) = 80, wn(,uo) =0. (27)

The parameter fs, is taken from a QCD sum rules analysis and is subject
to an uncertainty of about 30% [21].
Another 3-body distribution amplitude has been advocated for in [22]:

fsx(o) = 0.004 GeV?,
wio(po) = 2.5, wa(po) = 6.0, wii(po) = 0. (28)

This distribution amplitude leads to a fit to the CLAS photoproduction data
of similar quality as (27) but, in contrast to (27), also to fair agreement with
the data on deeply virtual pion electroproduction [23, 24, 25]. In earlier anal-
yses [26, 27] of deeply virtual pion electroproduction the Wandzura-Wilczeck
approximation has been used, i.e. the 3-body twist-3 contribution has been
neglected.

4 The GPDs in the large-Ng limit

As already mentioned there are 14 GPDs contributing to the photoproduction
amplitudes and all of them are unknown at present. In order to achieve
estimates of the cross section for the process of interest recourse will be taken
to large-N¢ results. In the limit of large No the nucleon and the A(1232)
are different excitations of the chiral soliton and they are degenerated in
mass. This leads to relations between proton-A* and proton-proton matrix



elements of quark-field operators. The following results for the p — A*+
GPDs, defined in [3, 13] are to be found in the literature 3

G;1>A++ _ gEu o Ed} : [3]
o = D[, 14
++ 1 ++ 37 ru
Ghs  +5Gh = —5[Hp- Hi]. 13 (29)

If all other transition GPDs and their associated form factors are neglected

there are only four form factors contributing to wide-angle photoproduction
of T~ ATT:

R = 5 [ CEwn - o).
ég(t) = —g 01 d?:l:' [ﬁu(;p, t) — ﬁd(l’, t)} ,
Se(t) = —5 [ ClHp0 - B )], (30)

According to (29) Sy = Srs + S77/2. In order to split Sy in Sps and Spr a
parameter g is introduced such that

Sts = (1 —0)Sr, St7 = 2057 . (31)

The parameter p is varied between 0 and 1. This avoids a change of the sign
of the form factors. A possible t-dependence of p is ignored. Under these
conditions the process amplitudes (6) read *

€o \/—_t
NASTY

3In [3] the large-N¢ relation for Gy is quoted as

Mot > Horn Ri— HO—,—u-ﬁ-ST?) ,
y

G;LIJA++ _ 3/2[[’[“ _ Hd+Eu —Ed:| .
However, the contribution from H is suppressed by 1/N¢ compared to E [28] and therefore
neglected here.

4In principle there is also a contribution from the pion pole which can be neglected in
the wide-angle region because the pole at t = m2 is far away (m, denotes the mass of the

pion).
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e
MQL,H. = 2\;_mM ZHO)\ LA (tRl + 2\ m(M + m)Rg)

- 26\;— \/M_ ( Z Ho—xux 515 — 2Ho— ST?)

60\/_

Mo_1pr = G M > Hoxpn (31—2>\R3)
)
ep m M +m
- \/—%MHO—;H( - 5T5+5T7),

Mo_g,;ﬁ_ - O . (32)

The proton and the A(1232) masses are denoted by m and M, respectively.
The amplitudes for negative proton helicity follow from from parity invari-
ance

MO—V’v—ﬂ—V = (_1)H_V+V, MOI//,/J,V . (33)

A flavor symmetric sea is assumed for the proton. Therefore, the isovector
combination of a proton-proton GPD, K* — K¢, is equal to the difference of
the u and d valence-quark GPDs. The latter are parameterized as [29, 30]

K7 (x,t) = ki (x) exp [Lff (2)] (34)
for flavor a. The profile function reads

fiz) = (Bf —a*Inx)(1 — 2)* + Alw(1 —z)2. (35)
This is a generalization to the large —t region of the Regge-like parameter-
ization frequently used in the analysis of deeply virtual exclusive processes.
An important property of this profile function is the strong x — ¢ correlation:
large (small) x go together with large (small) —¢. It should be noted that
the handbag mechanism probes the GPDs (34) at large x since it applies to
large —t. In this region where the active parton carries most of the proton’s
momentum while all spectators are soft. This is the region of the Feynman
mechanism. The parameters of the profile functions for the three relevant
proton-proton GPDs are compiled in Tab. 1.
The forward limit of H is given by the polarized parton densities

h'(z) = Ag*(x) (36)

11



which are taken from [31]. That of Hr is related the transversity distribution.
Following an ansatz proposed in [32], hr is parameterized as [27]

hi(r) = Npva(l - 2)[g"(z) + Ag*(x)] . (37)

With this parameterization the Soffer bound is respected. The unpolarized
parton densities, ¢%(xz), are taken from [33]. The normalization N¢ is [27]
Nt =11, N&=-03. (38)
In contrast to the H-type GPDs the forward limit of E is not accessible
in deep inelastic electron-proton scattering. Therefore, it is parameterized
analogously to the parton densities but with new parameters which are fixed
in an analysis of the electromagnetic form factors of the nucleon performed
by [30]
e (x) = KgNgz™ (1 — 2)%*(1 4 v,1/2) . (39)

The normaliztion N, ensures

/01 dre,(r) = Kqy. (40)

The quantity &, is the contribution of quarks with flavor a to the anomalous
magnetic of the proton. Its value is computed from the anomalous magnetic
moments of the proton and neutron: k, = 1.67, k4 = —2.03. The other
parameters in(39) are [30]:

a, = 0.603, ag = 0.603,
B, = 4.65, Bq = 5.25,

In Fig. 2 the p — A" form factors are displayed. The error bands are
those of the corresponding proton-proton form factors, see [8, 30].

The mentioned zero-skewness proton-proton GPDs have been extracted
and used in analyses of the electromagnetic and axial form factors of the
nucleon, wide-angle Compton scattering and pion photoproduction. With the
skewness dependence generated through double distributions [39] they have
also been applied in analyses of deeply virtual exclusive processes. Another
test of the GPDs is provided by the magnetic p — A* transition form factor,

47, for which data are available at fairly large values of —t [35, 36, 37], see
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Table 1: The parameters of the profile functions. Those for the valence-quark
GPD FE are taken from [30], for H from [34] and for Hy from [8].

E+ EY | H* HY | HY HS

o/[GeV™?] | 0961 0.861 | 0.432 0.387 | 0.45 0.45
B[GeV™?] | 0.333 -0.635 | 0.654 0.400 | 0.3 0.3
A[GeV™? | 1.187 3.106 | 1.239 4.284 | 0.5 0.5

Fig. 3. The experimental value of G7%,(0) has been extracted from the MAMI
data [38] on the y¥/NA amplitudes at the resonance position [40]:

G7,(0) = 3.02+0.03. (42)

In the large-N¢ limit G3; is related to the proton-proton GPD E by [3]

L) = —% Ji L da G (1) = % / a2, 1) — BY(a, )]

1 u
- 5 (B () — F{(1)] (43)
where Fy denotes the flavor-a Pauli form factor of the nucleon. At ¢t = 0 in
particular one obtains from (43)

@ (0) = %(Hu—m ~ 24, (44)

This value of G7,(0) is too small by about 30%. Errors of this size are to
be expected for large N¢ results ®. In order to test the t-dependence of the
large-N¢ prediction, we follow [42] and normalize the magnetic transition
form factor G, to the experimental value (42):

Giult) = — 22 [Fp(t) - F(0)] (45)

Ry — Ry

STaking into account corrections suppressed by 1/No compared to (43), one obtains
G3,(0) = 2.71 and for the magnetic moment pya+ = (kp — pn)/V2 [3, 41].
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Figure 2: (Left) The proton-A*" form factors in the large-N¢ limit scaled
by t? versus —t. The shaded bands indicate the uncertainties of the corre-
sponding proton-proton form factors.

Figure 3: (Right) The magnetic p — A™ transition form factor G%, scaled by
three times the dipole form factor Gp = (1 —¢/0.71 GeV?)~2 versus —t. The
shaded band represents the uncertainty of the prediction. Date are taken
from [35, 36, 37].

In Fig. 3 the experimental data on the magnetic p — AT form factor G%,
are compared with the large-No predictions computed from the GPD FE
respective the flavor Pauli form factors proposed in [30]. For —t less than
2 GeV? there are some discrepancies with the data of [35]. On the other
hand, for —t larger than about 2 GeV? - this is the region relevant in this
work - there is good agreement with experiment, i.e. the t-dependence of
G}y is well in agreement with the large-No prediction. That the large-N¢
relation between the GPDs G, and E (see Eq. (29)) implies similar shapes
of the Pauli form factor and G}, has already been noticed by Stoler [43].
The parameterization (34) of the GPDs with the profile function (35) has
a remarkable property: As shown in [29] the moments of the GPDs behave
power-law like at large —t. The power is controlled by the power ; of the
factor 1 — x that characterizes the behavior of a GPD K; for x — 1. Thus,
for instance
Fg () (46)

with d? = (14 £2)/2. For the Pauli form factor the powers are [30]
d“ =283, d’ = 3.12. (47)

As is to be seen from Fig. 3 G%, falls faster than 1/t* and seems to be in
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agreement with the dominance of the GPD E. Since the valence quark den-
sities behave about as (1 — x)34 for x — 1 for u-quarks [30] and a somewhat
stronger fall-off for d-quarks, the u-quark contribution dominates the form
factors Rs, Srs and Spr at large —t. Hence, the form factor Ry falls approxi-
mately as (—t)™%? and Sts, Sr7 as (—t)~%7. This power-law behavior of the
GPD-moments obtained with the profile function (35) is to be contrasted
with the familiar Regge-like profile function, i.e. A; = 0 in (35), which leads
to exponentially decreasing GPD moments. The powers [; extracted from
parton densities or from electromagnetic form factors [30] are to be consid-
ered as effective powers since they are fixed in regions of x less than about
0.8. They are likely subject to change as soon as data sensitive to larger x
become available. It is well possible that at last the powers agree with the
theoretical expectations for z — 1 [44], e.g. (a = u,d)

H*~ (1—-2)*, E*~(1—2)". (48)

5 Observables, predictions and comparison
with experiment

Now, having specified the distribution amplitudes and the form factors, we
are in the position to compute the amplitudes (32) and subsequently the
differential cross section for 7A photoproduction

do 1
&~ Fnls e 2 Mol o
v

In Figs. 4 and 5 the predictions for the 77 A" cross section, scaled by
s”, are shown at two values of s and compared with the available data [15].
The cross section is displayed versus the cosine of the c.m.s. scattering angle
0. The predictions are evaluated from the 3-body distribution amplitude
(28) and p is fitted to the data. Fair agreement with experiment is obtained
for p = 1.0 (i.e. S5 = 0, Spr = 2S7). It is to be stressed that this is
the only parameter that is fitted to the data. All other input functions,
distribution amplitudes and GPDs, are fixed in studies of deeply virtual and
wide-angle processes with exclusive photon- and meson-nucleon final states
8,9, 22, 26, 27, 34, 45] as well as in the analysis of the electromagnetic form
factors [30]. The dependence of the predicted cross section on the value of g is
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Figure 4: (Left) The differential cross section for 7=A™*, scaled by s7, at
s = 8.38 GeV? versus cos . The solid (dashed, dotted) line is evaluated from
o = 1.0 and the distribution amplitude (28) (the twist-2 contribution, 7TAP).
The shaded band represents the dependence on g varying it between 0 and
1. Theoretical results are only shown for —t and —u larger than 2.5 GeVZ.
Data is taken from [15].

Figure 5: (Right) As Fig. 4 but for s = 10.26 GeV?.

shown as a shaded band in Fig. 4. This dependence constitutes a substantial
part of the uncertainties of the predictions. For the parameter A% = A% in
the profile function of the GPD Hy the value 0.5 GeV ™ is chosen as in [8, 9].
It is not well constrained by the available data on photoproduction of 7/N
and TA states [15, 20], it can be varied between 0.3 and 0.7 GeV 2. It should
also be mentioned that the theoretical results are only shown for —¢ and —u
larger than 2.5 GeV? in order to meet approximately the requirement of the
handbag mechanism that the Mandelstam variables should be (much) larger
than a typical hadronic scale of order 1 GeV?2. Baryon-mass corrections have
been studied in [46] by testing other possibilities to assign the subprocess
Mandelstam variables to the full ones than (5). According to [46] the mass
corrections are not small at s ~ 10 GeVZ.

In the figures the twist-2 contribution is separately shown. It domi-
nates in the forward hemisphere whereas in the backward region the twist-3
contributions takes the lead. This is also the case for photoproduction of
charged pions and nucleons [9]. In contrast to the latter processes the 7+ AY
cross section is larger than the 7~ A*™ one in the forward hemisphere (at
s = 10.26 GeV? about a factor of 1.7 at cos @ ~ 0.4, slightly increasing with
energy) but becomes a little bit smaller in the backward hemisphere (about
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Figure 6: The scaled 7~ A*+ differential cross section at s = 10.26 GeV?.
The solid (dashed, dotted) line is evaluated from the distribution amplitude
(27) and the assumption ¢ = 0.2 (the twist-2 contribution, 7+A%). For other
notations it is referred to Fig. 4.

a factor of 0.95 at cosf ~ —0.4) although the subprocess amplitudes for 7~
production are larger than those for 7 (see Eq. (22))
H™

Y

H

equ™ + €, 8"

ey U™ + e48™ (5())
(n = 1,2). The larger 7 cross section is caused by the factor v/3 in the
isospin relation (9).

In Fig. 6 the cross section evaluated from the distribution amplitude (27)
together with o = 0.2 (in this case Sr5 = 25977) is shown at s = 10.26 GeV?.
The properties of the predictions evaluated from this distribution amplitude
are very similar to the scenario discussed above. Also their energy depen-
dency is similar. It is to be stressed that the distribution amplitudes (27) and
(28) lead to similar results for yp — 7% in the wide-angle region but to very
different results for deeply virtual pion electroproduction [22]. The reason
for that difference lies in the fact that to deeply virtual pion electroproduc-
tion there is also a strong contribution from the 2-body twist-2 distribution
amplitude, ¢,,, which is fixed by the 3-body twist-3 distribution amplitude
via the equation of motion. The 3-body distribution amplitude (25) leads to

w(1l —307%7%) (51)




Figure 7: A typical graph for the hard perturbative mechanism [47, 48]. The
shaded regions are soft regions in which no hard scale occur.

where
W = 7(4)10 - 2(4)20 — W11 - (52)

From the distribution amplitude (27) one finds w(py) = —33.85 whereas (28)
leads to w(pg) = 5.5. The different values of w have a strong impact on the
results for electroproduction.

A comparison of the cross sections at s = 8.38 and 10.26 GeV? reveals
that the handbag results do not scale as s~7. This would only happen for
a dominant twist-2 contribution and if the form factor R; would drop as
1/t* and Rg as (—t)~2% which is not the case, see the discussion at the
end of Sect. 4. The twist-3 contribution scales as s° (if Sp ~ (—t)72?).
Moreover, there is a number of logarithms generated by the evolution of
the distribution amplitudes and GPDs. Thus, effectively the handbag result
for the cross section scales about as s7?°. A possible evolution of the form
factors which - as said - represent 1/z-moments of GPDs, is ignored. This
is to some extent justified: At large —t the form factors are accumulated
in a narrow range of large x, see (34), (35). Because of the strong = — ¢
correlation of the GPDs this range of x approaches 1 and becomes narrower
for increasing —t. Therefore, for very large —t the form factors approximately
become equal to the scale-independent lowest moments of the GPDs. One
may argue that the disregard of the GPD evolution also requires the neglect
of the scale-dependence of the distribution amplitudes for consistency. Thus,
as an example, the cross section is evaluated from the distribution amplitude
(28) taken at the fixed scale up = pup = 1 GeV and with ¢ = 0.4. The
result agrees also reasonable well with experiment but, as expected, shows a
milder energy dependence. Lack of data prevent a serious check of the energy
dependence.
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There is an alternative mechanism for wide-angle scattering [47, 48] for
which, in contrast to the handbag mechanism, all partons inside the baryons
participate in the hard process by the exchange of hard gluons. The domi-
nant contribution in this case comes from the valence Fock component where
the number of exchanged gluons is minimal, see Fig. 7. In the handbag
mechanism, on the other hand, there is only one active parton, all others
are spectators and it is summed over all Fock states, see Fig. 1. However,
a calculation of yp — 7~ A** in the hard perturbative mechanism fails by
about three orders of magnitude at 6 ~ 90° [49].

Data on spin-dependent observables would give detailed information on
the various p — A transition GPDs. Such observables could be measured
with polarized photons and protons. The spin density matrix elements of
the A(1232) would provide further information on the GPDs. At present
just four out 14 GPDs are fixed by the large-N¢ relations (29), the others
are assumed to be zero. This scenario is probably inadequate to explain
all spin phenomena. Thus, likely, the large-No GPDs (29) do not allow
reliable predictions of spin-dependent observables. An exception is perhaps
the correlation of the photon and proton helicities, Ay, which like the cross
section, only depends on the absolute values of the amplitudes:

do(++) — do(—+)
do(++) + do(—+)
S [|Pows 44 = [ @0 2]
> [|(I)0u’,++|2 + \<I>0,,/7_+|2}

ALL

(53)

where do(pv) is the cross section with definite initial state helicities The
amplitudes ® are standard c.m.s. helicity amplitudes which are more con-
venient for the treatment of spin-dependent observables than the light-cone
helicity amplitudes. The amplitudes ® can be obtained from the light-cone
helicity amplitudes M (32) which naturally appear in the handbag mecha-
nism, by using the transform from light-cone spinors to ordinary spinors given
in [16]. This transform generates corrections to a given helicity amplitude
Doy g = Moy g of order

2/t M(m)
VRV

from other light-cone helicity amplitudes.

(54)
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Figure 8: The helicity correlation parameters Ay at s = 10.26 GeV2. The
solid (dotted ) line is evaluated from the distribution amplitude (28) and ¢ =
1.0 for 7~ AT (7+A%). The dashed line is computed from the distribution
amplitude (27) and g = 0.2. For other notations it is referred to Fig. 4.

Predictions of Ay are displayed in Fig. 8. The results for the 7= A*™
and 7T A° channels are evaluated from the distribution amplitude (28) and
0 = 1.0. They are very similar, about 0.2. The distribution amplitude (27)
(with o = 0.2) leads to a negative Arp.

6 Summary

Wide-angle photoproduction of wA(1232) final states at large energies is
calculated within the handbag mechanism in which the process amplitudes
factorize in hard partonic subprocess amplitudes and soft form factors repre-
senting 1/z-moments of zero-skewness p — A transition GPDs. The subpro-
cess Yq, — mqp, is the same as in pion photoproduction. The corresponding
amplitudes have been calculated in [8] to twist-3 accuracy and to leading-
order of perturbative QCD. The results given in [8] are used here. The
p — A transition GPDs are related to the proton-proton GPDs in the large-
Ne¢ limit. The latter GPDs are known from analyses of the electromagnetic
form factors, wide-angle Compton scattering and pion photoproduction as
well as from investigations of deeply virtual meson production. There is only
one issue that implies an unknown parameter: In the large-Ng limit only
the sum of transversity GPDs Sps + 1/2S5p7 is related to a proton-proton
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GPD. The splitting of the relation (29) into S5 and Sr; is done with the
help of a parameter p (see (31)) which is fitted to the experimental data on
vp — m~ ATT [15]. Reasonable agreement with experiment is achieved that
way for two different 3-body twist-3 distribution amplitudes. These distri-
bution amplitudes also lead to similar results for pion photoproduction but
to very different results for deeply virtual electroproduction of pions [22].
A remeasurement of the cross section seems to be advisable since the SLAC
data [15] are very old. Data at higher energies as well as spin-dependent data
would be welcome. The handbag mechanism also applies to other photopro-
duction channels like nA™, pA or kaon->* but there are no data available for
these processes at present.
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