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Abstract

The twist-3 contribution, consisting of twist-2 transversity general-
ized parton distributions (GPDs) and a twist-3 meson wave function,
to deeply virtual pion electroproduction is discussed. The twist-3 me-
son wave function includes both the qq̄ and the qq̄g Fock components.
Two methods to regularize the end-point singularities are introduced
- quark transverse momenta and a gluon mass. Using existing GPD
parameterizations the transverse and the transverse-transverse inter-
ference cross sections for π0 production are calculated and compared
to experimental data.
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1 Introduction

It has been shown [1] that in the generalized Bjorken regime of large photon
virtuality (Q2) and large invariant mass of the hadrons in the final state (W )
but fixed Bjorken-x (xB) and squared momentum transfer (t) much smaller
than Q2, the amplitudes for exclusive meson electroproduction factorize into
generalized parton distributions (GPDs) and perturbatively calculable sub-
process amplitudes. The contributions to cross sections from longitudinally
polarized photons dominate in that regime, while those from transversely
polarized photons are suppressed by 1/Q2, leaving aside logarithmic Q2-
dependencies. However, it is important to realize that it is theoretically
unknown how large Q2 and W must be for the factorization concept to
hold. Thus, from extensive experimental and theoretical investigations it
turned out that for deeply virtual electroproduction of pseudoscalar mesons
(DVMP) for which experimental data are available for Q2 < 10 GeV2, the
longitudinal cross section is smaller than the transverse one, leaving aside
the meson-pole contributions. This is most obvious from the Rosenbluth
measurement of the separated cross sections for π0 production carried out
by the Hall A collaboration at Jefferson Lab [2, 3]: dσL ≪ dσT is in fact
compatible with zero at Q2 of about 2 GeV2 and xB ≃ 0.36 within experi-
mental errors. Large contributions from transversally polarized photons are
as well seen by HERMES in asymmetries for π+ production measured with
a transversally polarized proton target [4]. The large absolute value of the
transverse-transverse interference cross section for π0 electroproduction [5]
also signals strong contributions from transversally polarized photons.

In order to achieve an understanding of the experimental data the trans-
verse amplitudes have been modeled in [6] by twist-2 transversity (or helicity-
flip) GPDs in combination with a twist-3 meson wave function in Wandzura-
Wilczek (WW) approximation, i.e. by ignoring the 3-body (qq̄g) Fock com-
ponent of the meson. It is to be stressed that the factorization proof given
in [1], does not apply to the transverse amplitudes. Namely, they suffer
from an end-point singularity which has been regularized in [6] by allowing
for quark transverse momenta in the meson. The emission and reabsorp-
tion of quarks from the nucleon are still treated collinearly to the nucleon
momenta. By the quark transverse momenta in the meson wave function
one effectively takes into account the transverse size of the meson which is
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neglected in the usual collinear approach 1. This so-called modified perturba-
tive approach (MPA) describes the data on electroproduction of pseudoscalar
mesons [6, 8, 9] rather well. Similar ideas have also been discussed in [10].
We remark that the twist-3 effect advocated for in [6] also occurs in exclu-
sive electroproduction of longitudinally polarized vector mesons but there it
is a little effect visible only in some of the spin-density matrix elements [11].
That is in agreement with experiments [12, 13]. The twist-3 effect which we
discuss here, despite similarities, differs from the one advocated for by Anikin
and Teryaev [14] for electroproduction of transversally polarized ρ mesons.
Their twist-3 effect consists of the usual twist-2 helicity non-flip GPDs in
combination with a twist-3 vector-meson wave function.

In our recent investigation of wide-angle pion electroproduction [15], we
went beyond the WW approximation utilized in [6] and computed the con-
tribution from 3-body (qq̄g) Fock component of the meson. As a byproduct,
we also obtained the 3-body contributions at large Q2 and t = 0. The 3-body
twist-3 amplitude modifies the WW approximation by an additional 3-body
contribution and a change of the 2-body twist-3 pion distribution amplitude
(DA), φπp, generated by the 3-body DA, φ3π, via the equation of motion.
Here in this work we are going to demonstrate how our twist-3 subprocess
amplitude can be applied to hard exclusive pion electroproduction.

We will present two methods to deal with the end-point singularities
in the transverse amplitudes. First, we will use the MPA, as in [6]. In
the second approach, we use the usual collinear approach but introduce in
the gluon propagators a dynamically generated mass, which reflects the fact
that a gluon is a carrier of strong interactions most strongly influencing the
nonlinear dynamics of the infrared sector of QCD. As in [15, 6], in this work,
we do not consider the twist-3 contributions from the nucleon, i.e, twist-3
GPDs [16]. They would lead to further power corrections which we expect
to be small.

The plan of the paper is the following: In Sec. 2 we prepare the twist-3
subprocess amplitudes calculated in [15] for the use in deeply-virtual pro-
cesses and present the convolutions of GPDs and the twist-3 subprocess am-
plitudes in order to calculate the s-channel helicity amplitudes for electropro-
duction of pions. Sec. 3 is devoted to the soft-physics input to the evaluation
of observables for pion electroproduction such as the GPDs, the meson DAs

1The role of the meson’s transverse size in diffractive electroproduction of vector mesons
has been investigated in [7].
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and the respective wave functions. In the following section, Sec. 4, the twist-
3 contribution is treated within the MPA and the results compared with
experiment. The collinear approach with the gluon mass as regulator of the
end-point singularities is described in Sec. 5 and compared to experimental
data. Finally, in Sec. 6, we present our conclusions.

2 The twist-3 subprocess amplitudes

The twist-3 amplitudes for the subprocess, γ∗(µ)q(λ) → πiq(−λ), have been
calculated in [15]. Here, πi denotes a pion of charge i and λ is the helicity
of the ingoing quark, µ that one of the virtual photon. We will work in Ji’s
frame [17] in which the subprocess Mandelstam variables ŝ and û are related
to Q2 by

ŝ =
x− ξ

2ξ
Q2 , û = −x+ ξ

2ξ
Q2 , (1)

and t̂ = t. Thus, ŝ and û are of order Q2. The skewness, ξ, is defined by the
ratio

ξ =
(p− p′)+

(p+ p′)+
, (2)

where p+ and p′+ denote the light-cone plus components of the momenta of
the incoming and outgoing nucleons, respectively. The skewness is related to
Bjorken-x by

ξ =
xB

2− xB
, (3)

up to corrections of order 1/Q2 (see for instance [18]). In Eq. (1) x + ξ
(x−ξ) is the fraction of the plus component of the average nucleon momenta,
(p+ p′)/2, the emitted (reabsorbed) quark carries.

According to [15] the leading-order 2-body twist-3 subprocess amplitudes
for the production of a pion of charge i read in collinear approximation 2

Hπi,qq̄
0−λ,µλ =

√
2π(2λ+ µ)αs(µR)C(ab)

πi fπµπ
CF

NC

Q2

ξ

×
∫ 1

0

dτ

τ
φπp(τ)

[
ea

(ŝ+ iǫ)2
+

eb
(û+ iǫ)2

]
, (4)

2We have changed the normalization of the spinors employed in [15] to the one used in

DVMP. This results in a cancellation of
√
x2 − ξ2 in the subprocess amplitudes.
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and the 3-body CF part:

Hπi,qq̄g,CF

0−λ,µλ = −
√
2π(2λ+ µ)αs(µR)C(ab)

πi f3π
CF

NC

Q2

ξ

×
∫ 1

0

dτ

τ̄ 2

∫ τ̄

0

dτg
τ̄ − τg

φ3π(τ, τ̄ − τg, τg)

[
ea

(ŝ+ iǫ)2
+

eb
(û+ iǫ)2

]
,

(5)

with the standard iǫ prescription in the propagators. This is needed in DVMP
since the poles ŝ = 0 and û = 0 are reached in contrast to wide-angle pion
electroproduction [15].

The 3-body CG part is given in [15] in a very compact form, but more
appropriate for our purposes is to go one step back and use instead the
replacement

ea
ŝ2û

+
eb
ŝû2

= − 1

Q2

(
ea
ŝ2

+
eb
û2

+
ea + eb
ŝû

)
. (6)

The right hand side of this equation actually corresponds to the true dia-
grammatic origin of DVMP contributions3. It is a convenient simplification
which may be used in a collinear calculation. The CG part then reads

Hπi,qq̄g,CG

0−λ,µλ =
√
2π(2λ+ µ)αs(µR)C(ab)

πi f3π
CG

NC

Q2

ξ

×
∫ 1

0

dτ

τ̄

∫ τ̄

0

dτg
τg(τ̄ − τg)

φ3π(τ, τ̄ − τg, τg)

×
[

ea
(ŝ+ iǫ)2

+
eb

(û+ iǫ)2
+

ea + eb
(ŝ+ iǫ)(û+ iǫ)

]
. (7)

The 2-body and 3-body twist-3 DAs, φπp and φ3π, will be discussed in
some detail in Sec. 3. The corresponding decay constants - or normalizations,
since the DAs integrated over the momentum fractions are normalized to
unity - are fπ and f3π, respectively. In the definitions of the DAs we are
using light-cone gauge (A+ = 0). The momentum fraction the gluon carries
is denoted by τg, and τ̄ is 1 − τ . The strong coupling, αs(µR), is evaluated
in the one-loop approximation from ΛQCD = 0.181 GeV and four flavors

3In contrast to the general electroproduction contribution [15] from which (5) and (7)
were derived in the t → 0 limit, for DVMP only the CA and CG proportional diagram con-
tributions are different from zero. Therefore, the CF proportional part entirely originates
from CA and naturally corresponds to a part of the CG contribution.
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(nf = 4). The mass parameter, µπ, is large since it is given by the square of
the pion mass, mπ, enhanced by the chiral condensate

µπ =
m2

π

mu +md
, (8)

by means of the divergence of the axial-vector current (mu andmd are current
quark masses). In our numerical studies we take a value of µπ(µ0) = 2 GeV
at the initial scale µ0 = 2 GeV. As usual, CF = (N2

C − 1)/(2NC) and
CG = CF −CA/2 are color factors where NC (= CA) is the number of colors.
The constants ea and eb are the quark charges in units of the positron charge,
e0. The flavor weight factors for the various pions are

Cuu
π0 = −Cdd

π0 =
1√
2
, Cud

π+ = Cdu
π− = 1 . (9)

All other C(ab)

πi are zero. The summation over the same flavor labels is under-
stood.

Any t-dependence of the subprocess amplitude is neglected since, for di-
mensional reasons, t is to be scaled by Q2 and according to the premise
−t/Q2 ≪ 1. It has been shown in [15] that the twist-3 contributions to the
longitudinal subprocess amplitudes (µ = 0) vanish ∼

√
−t. Similarly sup-

pressed are the twist-2 contributions to the transverse amplitudes. It is also
important to note that the twist-3 amplitudes (4), (5) and (7) are suppressed
by 1/Q compared to the asymptotically dominant twist-2 contributions to
the longitudinal subprocess amplitudes.

The helicity amplitudes, Mπi

0ν′,µν , for the process γ∗(µ)N(ν) → πiN ′(ν ′)

are given by convolutions of the transversity GPDs, HT and ĒT , and the
twist-3 subprocess amplitudes [8] (explicit helicities are labeled by their signs
or by zero)

Mπi

0−,++ = e0
√

1− ξ2
∫ 1

−ξ

dxHT (x, ξ, t)Hπi,tw3
0−,++(x, ξ) ,

Mπi

0+,±+ = −e0

√
−t′

4m

∫ 1

−ξ

dx ĒT (x, ξ, t)Hπi,tw3
0−,++(x, ξ) ,

Mπi

0−,−+ = 0 , (10)

where
Hπi,tw3

0−,++ = Hπi,qq̄
0−,++ +Hπi,qq̄g,CG

0−,++ +Hπi,qq̄g,CF

0−,++ , (11)

6



and
t′ = t− t0 . (12)

The quantity t0 is the minimal value of −t allowed in the process of interest.
It is related to the skewness by

t0 = −4m2 ξ2

1− ξ2
, (13)

withm being the mass of the nucleon. The contributions from other transver-
sity GPDs, as for instance H̃T , are neglected. There is no evidence in the
available data for such contributions. We also restrict this investigation to
valence-quark GPDs as in [6, 8].

Inspection of (4) reveals that there is an end-point singularity in Hπi,qq̄
0−,++

since φπp(τ) → 1 for τ → 0 or 1. This singularity requires a regularization
for which we are going to present two methods below: the introduction of
quark transverse momenta (Sec. 4) and a gluon mass (Sec. 5). There are no
end-point singularities in Hπi,qq̄g,CG and Hπi,qq̄g,CF since, in contrast to φπp,
the 3-body DA φ3π vanishes at the end-points.

3 The soft physics input

3.1 GPDs

As a starting point for a comparison with experiment we are going to use
the GPDs proposed in [8, 11, 19]. One should however be aware of possible
necessary changes of them in order to fit the experimental data since the
subprocess amplitudes are different now. As for the DAs, light-cone gauge is
used in the definitions of the GPDs.

In [8, 11, 19] the GPDs are constructed from the zero skewness GPDs.
Their products with suitable weight functions are considered as double dis-
tributions from which the skewness dependence of the GPDs is generated
[20]. A zero-skewness GPD for a flavor a (= u, d here) is parameterized as

Ka
j (x, ξ = 0, t) = Ka

j (x, ξ = t = 0) exp [(baj − α′a
j ln x)t] . (14)

This ansatz is only suitable at small −t since its Mellin moments fall expo-
nentially at large −t. Such a behavior is in conflict with the experimental

7



Table 1: Parameters of the GPDs at the initial scale µ0 = 2 GeV, see [8, 11].
The GPD Ẽ is only the non-pole part. Parameters for which no value is
quoted are fixed by the parton densities.

K(x, ξ, t) b α(0) α′ N β

H̃u,d 0.59 0.32 0.45 - -

Ẽu 0.9 0.48 0.45 14.0 5

Ẽd 0.9 0.48 0.45 4.0 5

Hu
T 0.3 - 0.45 1.1 -

Hd
T 0.3 - 0.45 -0.3 -

Ēu
T 0.77 -0.10 0.45 20.91 4

Ēd
T 0.5 -0.10 0.45 15.46 5

data on the electromagnetic form factors of the nucleon which show a power-
law decrease 4. The forward limit of the GPD HT is given by the transversity
parton density. This forward limit is parameterized as

Ha
T (x, ξ = t = 0) = Na

HT

√
x(1− x)[qa(x) + ∆qa(x)] . (15)

This guarantees that the transversity density respects the Soffer bound. The
unpolarized (qa(x)) and polarized (∆qa(x)) densities are taken from Refs.
[23] and [24], respectively. The forward limits of the E-type GPDs are pa-
rameterized like the parton densities

Ka
j (x, ξ = t = 0) = Na

j x
−αa

j (0)(1− x)β
a
j . (16)

The additional parameters are fitted to the meson electroproduction data.
The various GPD parameters are compiled in Tab. 1. Occasionally we need
the derivative of a GPD with regard to x. In Fig. 1 we display the GPD HT

and its derivative as an example. One sees that our twist-2 GPDs as well as

4 In [21] a modification of the profile function in (14) has been proposed: It is multiplied
by (1 − x)3 and a term Ax(1 − x)2 added. This new profile function is also suitable for
large −t. The nucleon form factors fall as powers of t for it. This parameterization is
supported by light-front holographic QCD [22].
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Figure 1: The π0 combination of the GPD HT and its derivative at the initial
scale, µ0 = 2GeV .

their derivatives are continuous at x = ±ξ. We remark that in some special
models the derivatives of the GPDs are non-continuous at x = ±ξ , see the
discussion in [25] 5.

For the described parameterization of the zero-skewness GPDs combined
with a suitable weight function [20], the double-distribution integral can be
carried out analytically. The results of this integration are given in [19]. As
is well-known the GPDs depend on the scale, see [28] and references therein.
This evolution effect is taken into account in our numerical studies.

As we said above the necessity may turn up to modify the transversity
GPDs. However, there are constraints on these GPDs from lattice QCD: in
[29, 30] the first two moments of the transversity GPDs have been calculated.
These results are compared to the moments evaluated from our GPDs in Tab.
2. With regard to the uncertainties of the GPDs determined in [6, 8] and
those inherent in the lattice calculations we think there is fair agreement of

5In some models twist-3 GPDs are even non-continuous at x = ±ξ [26, 27]. In [27]
is has been conjectured that this may be a general feature of the twist-3 GPDs which
would lead to problems with factorization. However, as shown in [27], a particular linear
combination of twist-3 GPDs contributes to deeply virtual Compton scattering for which
the discontinuities at x = ±ξ cancel. Here, in our work, we do not include the twist-3
GPDs.
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Table 2: Moments of the transversity GPD at t = 0 defined by Ka
Tn0 =∫ 1

0
dxx(n−1)Ka

T (x, 0, 0) and comparison with lattice QCD results [29, 30] at
the scale µ0.

Tab. 1 (65) [29] Tab. 1 [30]

Hu
T10 0.83 0.90 0.857(13) Ēu

T10 3.35 2.93(13)

Hu
T20 0.17 0.19 0.268(6) Ēu

T20 0.60 0.420(31)

Hd
T10 -0.05 -0.06 -0.212(5) Ēd

T10 2.03 1.90(9)

Hd
T20 -0.007 -0.007 -0.052(2) Ēd

T20 0.32 0.260(23)

the first moments although the d-quark moments of the GPD HT are a bit
small. In [31] it has been pointed out that the GPDs cannot be extracted
uniquely from experiment in the usual collinear approximation. To any GPD
a so-called shadow GPD can be added without changing the convolutions.

3.2 The 3-body twist-3 DA

For the twist-3 DA of the qq̄g pion’s Fock component we use an ansatz
advocated for in [32]

φ3π(τa, τb, τg) = 360τaτbτ
2
g

[
1 + ω1,0

1

2
(7τg − 3)

+ω2,0(2− 4τaτb − 8τg + 8τ 2g )

+ω1,1(3τaτb − 2τg + 3τ 2g )
]
. (17)

The DA is normalized as

∫ 1

0

dτ

∫ τ̄

0

dτgφ3π(τ, τ̄ − τg, τg) = 1 , (18)

which goes together with the normalization constant f3π. This constant as
well as the conformal-expansion coefficients, ωi,j, depend on the factorization
scale, µF . The corresponding anomalous dimensions can be found in [32] or
in [15]. Note that ω2,0 and ω1,1 mix under evolution.
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Figure 2: The cross section of π0 photoproduction versus the cosine of the
scattering angle in the center-of-mass system at s = 11.06 GeV2. The solid
(dashed) line represents the results obtained with the 3-body DA (20) ((19))
and the parameter A controlling the large-x behavior of the GPDs HT and
ĒT (see footnote 4) is chosen to be 0.1(0.5) GeV−2. The data are taken from
[35].

In [33] the normalization constant, f3π, and the coefficient ω1,0 have been
taken from a QCD sum rule analysis [34] whereas ω1,1 is assumed to be zero
at the initial scale µ0 = 2 GeV, and ω2,0 is fixed by a fit to the wide-angle
π0 photoproduction data [35] (i.e. photoproduction at large Mandelstam
variables s, −t and −u):

f3π(µ0) = 0.004 GeV2 , ω1,0(µ0) = −2.55 ,

ω2,0(µ0) = 8.0 , ω1,1(µ0) = 0 . (19)

For reasons which will become clear below we will also use a second set of
expansion coefficients, namely

ω1,0(µ0) = 2.5 , ω2,0(µ0) = 6.0 , ω1,1(µ0) = 0 . (20)

The constant f3π remains unaltered. The expansion coefficients (20) also
provide a reasonable fit to the π0 photoproduction data, see Fig. 2. Since
the present data on wide-angle photoproduction do not fix more than one
expansion parameter other sets of expansion coefficients are possible.

In our work within the MPA framework, we also consider quark transverse
momenta in the meson. Instead of DAs hadron wave functions are required
in this case. Analogously to the proton wave function [36, 37] we are writing
the light-cone wave function of the pion’s qq̄g Fock component as

Ψ3π = f3πφ3π(τ1, τ2, τg) Ω3π(k⊥1,k⊥2,k⊥g) . (21)
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In the zero-binding limit which is characteristic of the parton picture one has

τ1 + τ2 + τg = 1 , k⊥1 + k⊥2 + k⊥g = 0 . (22)

The k⊥-dependence of the wave function (21) is assumed to be a simple
Gaussian with a transverse size parameter a3π:

Ω3π = (16π2)2
a43π

τ1τ2τg
exp [−a23π(k

2
⊥1/τ1 + k2

⊥2/τ2 + k2
⊥g/τg)] . (23)

It can readily be seen that
∫

d2k⊥1d
2k⊥2d

2k⊥g

(16π3)2
δ(2)(k⊥1 + k⊥2 + k⊥g) Ω3π = 1 . (24)

The Fourier transform to the impact parameter plane with respect to the
transverse momenta ~k⊥1 and ~k⊥2, defined by

f̂(b) =
1

(2π)4

∫
d2k⊥1d

2k⊥2 exp [−ib1 · k⊥1 − ib2 · k⊥2]f(k⊥) , (25)

of the wave function reads

Ψ̂3π = f3πφ3πΩ̂3π , (26)

where

Ω̂3π(~b1,~b2) = (4π)2 exp

{
− 1

4a23π

[
τ1τgb

2
1 + τ2τgb

2
2 + τ1τ2b

2
g

]}
. (27)

The transverse separation bg is b1 − b2. Now one sees that the variable
b1 (b2) is the transverse separation between the quark (antiquark) and the

gluon. The Fourier transform with respect to ~b1 and ~bg is obtained from (27)
by the simultaneous replacement

τ2 ↔ τg ~b2 ↔ ~bg , (28)

which results in

Ω̂3π(~b1,~bg) = (4π)2 exp

{
− 1

4a23π

[
τ1τ2b

2
1 + τ2τgb

2
g + τ1τg(~bg −~b1)

2
]}

. (29)

The Fourier transform with respect to ~b2 and ~bg is obtained analogously.
In our numerical studies we choose the transverse size parameter a3π =

0.3 GeV−2. This leads to about the same root-mean-square (rms) value of
b1(= b2), as for the 2-body twist-3 Fock component.
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3.3 The 2-body twist-3 DA

The 2-body twist-3 DA of the pion, φπp, is uniquely fixed by the 3-body
twist-3 DA via the equation of motion which, in light-cone gauge, is a first-
order linear differential equation [33]. Thus, the DA (17) leads a truncated
Gegenbauer expansion of φπp:

φπp(τ) = 1 +
1

7

f3π
fπµπ

ω
(
10C

1/2
2 (2τ − 1)− 3C

1/2
4 (2τ − 1)

)
, (30)

where
ω = 7ω1,0 − 2ω2,0 − ω1,1 , (31)

and fπ is the usual pion decay constant for which we take fπ = 0.132 GeV.
As usual this DA respects the constraint

∫ 1

0

dτφπp(τ) = 1 , (32)

and can be written in a more compact form

φπp(τ) = 1 +
f3π
fπµπ

ω(1− 30τ 2τ̄ 2) . (33)

In the WW approximation φ3π is zero and φπp reduces to φWW
πp = 1. There

is a second 2-body twist-3 DA, φπσ, which is also fixed by the 3-body DA
via the equation of motion. We do not quote it here because it does not
contribute to DVMP as has been shown in [6].

It is inspiring to examine the evolution behavior of φπp: The mass pa-
rameter evolves with the scale as

µπ(µF ) = L−4/β0 µπ(µ0) , (34)

where β0 = (11NC − 2nf)/3 and

L =
ln(µ2

0/Λ
2
QCD)

ln(µ2
F/Λ

2
QCD)

. (35)

It follows that µπ is small at small scales and becomes large for µF → ∞.
This untypical evolution behavior is caused by the current quark masses in
the denominator of µπ, see (8). On the other hand,

f3π(µF ) = L(16/3CF−1)/β0 f3π(µ0) ,

ω1,0(µF ) = L(−25/6CF+11/3CA)/β0 ω1,0(µ0) , (36)
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Figure 3: The DA φπp vs. x. The solid line denoted KPK (I) represents
the DA generated from the expansion coefficients (19) ((20)) at the scale
µF = 2.0 GeV. The dashed lines are the DAs at the scale µF = 0.7 GeV.

while a more complicated scale dependence of ω2,0 and ω1,1 is a consequence of
their mixing under evolution, see [15, 32]. Their scale dependence is similarly
strong as that of ω1,0. Now we understand the evolution behavior of the
second term of φπp: it is large at small scales but tends to zero for µF → ∞.
In Fig. 3 we display φπp generated by the two 3-body DAs (19) and (20).
The combination ω strongly differs in magnitude and sign for the two cases

ω(µ0) = −33.85 , (37)

for (19) and
ω(µ0) = 5.5 , (38)

for (20). These different values of ω lead to a drastically different behavior
of φπp at low scales as Fig. 3 reveals. The first value of ω leads to a φπp

with pronounced maxima and minima whereas the DA, evaluated from (38),
remains close to unity, i.e. close to φWW

πp . Only for very low scales close to
ΛQCD, this DA differs substantially from its WW approximation.

In the following we will also need a light-cone wave function for 2-body
twist-3 Fock component of the pion for which we will use [6, 8]

Ψπp =
16π3/2

√
2NC

fπa
3
πpk⊥φπp(τ) exp [−a2πpk

2
⊥
] . (39)
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For the transverse size parameter, the value aπp = 1.8 GeV−1 has been used
in [6, 8] and will be applied by us as well. This value of aπp corresponds to

a rms value of
√

〈b2〉 = 0.5 fm.
It is easy to show that for integer n

∫
d2k⊥

16π3
k2n
⊥
Ψπp =

fπ

2
√
2NC

φπp a
−2n
πp

2√
π
Γ(n+ 3/2) . (40)

4 The modified perturbative approach

As we already mentioned, the 2-body twist-3 subprocess amplitude (4) pos-
sesses an end-point singularity. Following [6] where the WW approximation
of this amplitude has been applied, we are going to calculate the subprocess
amplitudes within the MPA in which transverse momenta of the partons en-
tering the pion are taken into account. The emission and reabsorption of
quarks by the nucleons is still treated collinearly to the nucleon momenta.
This scenario is justified to some extent by the fact that the GPDs describe
the full proton, and their k⊥-dependence therefore reflects the nucleon charge
radius (〈k2

⊥
〉1/2 ≃ 200 MeV), while the pion is mainly generated through its

compact qq̄ Fock component with a r.m.s. k⊥ of about 500 MeV. The DAs
of the collinear approximation are to be replaced by light-cone wave func-
tion in this scenario. The parton transverse momenta are accompanied by
gluon radiation. In [38] the gluon radiation has been calculated in form of a
Sudakov factor exp [−S] to next-to-leading log approximation using resum-
mation techniques and having recourse to the renormalization group. Since
the resummation of the logarithms involved in the Sudakov factor can only
be efficiently performed in the impact parameter space [38] we have to work
in that space. The Sudakov factor is zero for b ≥ 1/ΛQCD. This cut-off
generates a series of power suppressed terms which come from the region of
soft quark momenta. The interplay of the quark transverse momenta and the
Sudakov factor regularizes the above mentioned end-point singularity. For
more details see [19].

4.1 The 2-body twist-3 case

We assume that the quark and antiquark momenta of the pion’s constituents
are

τq′ +K , τ̄q′ −K , (41)
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where q′ is the momentum of the pion and

q′ ·K = 0 , K2 = −k2
⊥
. (42)

The leading-order (LO) perturbative calculation reveals that the k⊥-dependence
appears only in the gluon propagator and the double poles in (4) become

1

(ŝ+ iǫ)(τ̄ ŝ− k2
⊥
+ iǫ)

,
1

(û+ iǫ)(τ û− k2
⊥
+ iǫ)

. (43)

We decompose the product of propagators into a sum of two single propaga-
tors

1

(ŝ+ iǫ)(τ̄ ŝ− k2
⊥
+ iǫ)

=
1

k2
⊥

[
− 1

ŝ+ iǫ
+

τ̄

τ̄ ŝ− k2
⊥
+ iǫ

]
,

1

(û+ iǫ)(τ û − k2
⊥
+ iǫ)

=
1

k2
⊥

[
− 1

û+ iǫ
+

τ

τ û− k2
⊥
+ iǫ

]
. (44)

Using the τ ↔ τ̄ symmetry of φπp and the relation (40) as well as the above
decomposition, we can write the subprocess amplitude (4) as

Hπi,qq̄
0−λ,µλ = −2

√
2π(2λ+ µ)C(ab)

πi fπµπa
2
πpαs(µR)

CF

NC

Q2

ξ

×
[ ea
ŝ + iǫ

+
eb

û+ iǫ

]

+ 4π(2λ+ µ)C(ab)
π µπ

CF√
NC

Q2

ξ

∫
dτ

∫
d2k⊥

16π3
k−2
⊥
Ψπpαs(µR)

×
[ τ̄ ea
τ̄ ŝ− k2

⊥
+ iǫ

+
τeb

τ û− k2
⊥
+ iǫ

]
. (45)

The next step is to transform the subprocess amplitude to the impact pa-
rameter plane. Since the wave function appears to be divided by k2

⊥
it is

convenient to transform the product k−2
⊥
Ψπp. Using the wave function (39)

this Fourier transform is

[k−2
⊥
Ψπp]FT = 4π

fπa
2
πp√

2NC

φπp(τ)I0(b
2/8a2p)e

−b2/(8a2πp) . (46)

Here, I0 is the Bessel function of order zero. Replacing k−2
⊥
Ψπp in (45) by its

Fourier transform

k−2
⊥
Ψπp =

∫
d2b e−ib·k⊥ [k−2

⊥
Ψπp]FT , (47)
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it remains to perform the Fourier transform of the propagators which can
easily be done using

∫
d2k⊥

(2π)2
e−ik⊥·b

k2
⊥
− a− iǫ

=
i

4
H

(1)
0 (

√
ab) Θ(a) +

1

2π
K0(

√
−ab) Θ(−a) , (48)

where H
(1)
0 and K0 denote Hankel and Bessel functions of the second kind,

respectively. Thus, we finally arrive at

Hπi,qq̄
0−λ,µλ = −2

√
2π(2λ+ µ)C(ab)

πi fπµπa
2
πp

CF

NC

Q2

ξ

×
{
αs(µR)

[ ea
ŝ+ iǫ

+
eb

û+ iǫ

]

+

∫
dτφπp(τ)

∫
bdbI0(b

2/(8a2πp))e
−b2/(8a2πp)αs(µR)e

−S

×
[
τ̄ ea

(
i
π

2
H

(1)
0 (

√
τ̄ ŝ b) Θ(ŝ) + K0(

√
−τ̄ ŝ b) Θ(−ŝ)

)

+ τebK0(
√
−τ û b) Θ(−û)

]}
. (49)

This subprocess amplitude is to be convoluted with a transversity GPD in
accordance with (10). In the spirit of the MPA we have added the Sudakov
factor exp [−S(τ,b, Q2)] under the integral. The quark-antiquark separation,
b, in the impact parameter space acts as an infrared cut-off. Radiative
gluons with wave lengths larger than the infrared cut-off are part of the
pion wave function. Those gluons with wave lengths between the infrared
cut-off and a lower limit (related to the hard scale Q2) yield suppression
while harder ones are part of the perturbative subprocess amplitude. In this
situation the factorization scale is naturally given by µF = 1/b. With regard
to the scale dependence of the DA φπp we stop the evolution at 0.5 GeV, i.e.
µF = max(1/b, 0.5 GeV). Not all logarithmic singularities arising from the
evolution of the DA φπp are canceled by the Sudakov factor as was the case
for the WW approximation used in [6, 8]. The renormalization scale is taken
to be the largest scale appearing in the subprocess, µR = max(τQ, τ̄Q, 1/b).

4.2 The 3-body case

We have now to deal with three parton transverse momenta defined anal-
ogously to Eqs. (41) and (42) and which satisfy the condition (22). From
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the LO perturbative calculation of the subprocess amplitudes (5) and (7)
we learn that always two different parton transverse momenta appear in the
propagators in contrast to the 2-body case 6. We expect therefore a strong
suppression of the 3-body contributions. Introducing the 3-body wave func-
tion (21) instead of the distribution amplitude as we did analogously for the

2-body twist-3 case, the subprocess amplitude Hπi,qq̄g,CF

0−λ,µλ in Eq. (5) reads

Hπi,qq̄g,CF

0−λ,µλ = −(2λ+ µ)
√
2πC(ab)

P

CF

NC

Q2

ξ

∫ 1

0

dτ1
τ̄1

∫ τ̄1

0

dτg

∫
d2k⊥1d

2k⊥2

(16π3)2
Ψ3π

× αs(µR)

{
ea

1

(τ̄1ŝ− k2
⊥1 + iǫ)(τ2ŝ− k2

⊥2 + iǫ)

+eb
1

(τ̄1û− k2
⊥1 + iǫ)(τ2û− k2

⊥2 + iǫ)

}
. (50)

Transforming to the impact parameter space and using (48) we arrive at

Hπi,qq̄g,CF

0−λ,µλ = −(2λ+ µ)
√
2πC(ab)

P

CF

NC

Q2

ξ
f3π

∫ 1

0

dτ1
τ̄1

∫ τ̄1

0

dτgφ3π H1 , (51)

where

H1 =

∫
b1db1b2db2 exp [−

1

4a23π
(τ1τ̄1b

2
1 + τ2τ̄2b

2
2)] αs(µR)e

−S(b1,b2)

× I0(τ1τ2b1b2/(2a
2
3π))

{
ea

(
−π2

4
H

(1)
0 (

√
τ̄1ŝ b1)H

(1)
0 (

√
τ2ŝ b2) Θ(ŝ)

+ K0(
√
−τ̄1ŝ b1)K0(

√
−τ2ŝ b2) Θ(−ŝ)

)

+ ebK0(
√
−τ̄1û b1)K0(

√
−τ2û b2) Θ(−û)

}
. (52)

The angle integrations implied in d2bi have already been carried out and the
Sudakov factor is introduced. The momentum fraction τ2 is

τ2 = 1− τ1 − τg . (53)

The subprocess amplitude Hπi,qq̄g,CG

0−λ,µλ (7) is treated analogously although
it is much more complicated because any pair of parton transverse momenta

6As explained in [8], in the spirit of MPA we only retain k⊥ in the denominators of the
propagators where both momentum fractions x and τ appear.
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~ki, ~kj occur in the propagators:

Hπi,qq̄g,CG

0−λ,µλ = (2λ+ µ)
√
2πC(ab)

P

CG

NC

Q2

ξ

∫ 1

0

dτ1
τ̄1

∫ τ̄

0

dτg

×
∫

d2k⊥1d
2k⊥2d

2k⊥g

(16π3)2
δ(~k⊥1 + ~k⊥2 + ~k⊥g)Ψ3παs(µR)

×
[ ea
(τ̄1ŝ− k2

⊥1 + iǫ)(τ2ŝ− k2
⊥2 + iǫ)

+
eb

(τ̄1û− k2
⊥1 + iǫ)(τ2û− k2

⊥2 + iǫ)

+
ea

(τ̄1ŝ− k2
⊥1 + iǫ)(τg ŝ− k2

⊥g + iǫ)

+
eb

(τ̄1û− k2
⊥1 + iǫ)(τgû− k2

⊥g + iǫ)

+
ea

(τ2ŝ− k2
⊥2 + iǫ)(τgû− k2

⊥g + iǫ)

+
eb

(τ2û− k2
⊥2 + iǫ)(τg ŝ− k2

⊥g + iǫ)

]
. (54)

In the impact parameter space we have

Hπi,qq̄g,CG

0−λ,µλ =
√
2π(2λ+ µ) C(ab)

P

CG

NC

Q2

ξ
f3π

∫ 1

0

dτ1
τ̄1

∫ τ̄1

0

dτgφ3π

×
[
H1 +H2 +H3

]
, (55)

where H1 is given in (52) while H2 is obtained from H1 by the replacement

τ2 → τg , b2 → bg , (56)

and

H3 =

∫
b2db2bgdbg exp [−

1

4a23π
(τ2τ̄2b

2
2 + τg τ̄gb

2
g)]I0(τ2τgb2bg/(2a

2
3π))αse

−S(b2,bg)

×
{
ea

[
i
π

2
H

(1)
0 (

√
τ2ŝ b2)Θ(ŝ) + K0(

√
−τ2ŝ b2)Θ(−ŝ)

]

× K0(
√
−τgû bg)Θ(−û) + ebK0(

√
−τ2û b2)Θ(−û)

×
[
i
π

2
H

(1)
0 (

√
τgŝ bg)Θ(ŝ) + K0(

√
−τgŝ bg)Θ(−ŝ)

]}
. (57)
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The Sudakov factor in the above amplitudes is that of the qq̄g system
which is unknown. We therefore approximate the Sudakov factor by

e−S(bi,bj) ≃ Θ(b0 − bi)Θ(b0 − bj) , (58)

where b0 = 1/ΛQCD. This way we rather overestimate the 3-body contribu-
tion since the Sudakov factor suppresses the amplitudes already at b < b0. As
it turns out from our numerical studies described in Sec. 4.3, the 3-body con-
tribution is much smaller than the 2-body twist-3 one. In fact it is almost
negligible. Hence, our approximation suffices. As we already mentioned
above the cut-off of the b-integrals generates a series of power suppressed
terms which come from the region of soft quark momenta. We also stress
that there are neither end-point singularities in the 3-body contribution nor
double poles.

4.3 Numerical studies

In this subsection we are going to compare our twist-3 contribution evaluated
within the MPA to experimental data on deeply virtual electroproduction of
pions. We will demonstrate that the twist-3 contribution - accompanied by a
moderate adjustment of the transversity GPDs - leads to reasonable results
for a sample of kinematical settings (Q2, xB) for which experimental data are
available from either CLAS [5], the Hall A collaboration [39] or COMPASS
[40]. We stress that we restrict ourselves to π0 production because in this
case the contributions from transversal photons which are of twist-3 nature,
are dominant. This is to be contrasted with charged pion production, where
longitudinal photons play the decisive role, at least at small −t′. This is
mainly caused by the large contribution from the pion pole [6].

Let us first discuss the transverse-transverse interference cross section
that is defined in terms of γ∗p → π0p helicity amplitudes by (for convenience
we drop the subscript π0 in this subsection)

dσTT

dt
= −

2Re
[
M∗

0−,++M0−,−+ +M∗

0+,++M0+,−+

]

32π(W 2 −m2)
√
Λ(W 2,−Q2, m2)

, (59)

where Λ is the familiar Mandelstam function and W is the energy in the
pion-(final-state) proton center-of-mass system. The center-of-mass helicity
amplitudes are given by the convolutions (10) of transversity GPDs and the

20



subprocess amplitudes discussed in the preceding subsection. From (10) we
see that the first term in (59) is zero and the second one is equal to

∼ |M0+,++|2 . (60)

We also see from this equation and (10) that only the GPD ĒT contributes
to this interference cross section.

In Fig. 4 we display our results evaluated from the 3-body twist-3 DA
(19) and the corresponding 2-body twist-3 DA (33) (termed KPK in the
following), and similarly from the DA (20). For comparison we also show the
results obtained with the WW approximation [8]. The various results are
evaluated from the GPDs defined in Tab. 1. As is evident from Fig. 4 the
results on dσTT obtained from the DA (20) are in very good agreement with
experiment. The KPK results, on the other hand, are a bit worse.

In Fig. 5 we show the results for the unseparated cross section defined by

dσU

dt
=

dσT

dt
+ ǫ

dσL

dt
, (61)

where ǫ is the ratio of the longitudinal and transversal polarization of the
virtual photon and dσL is the longitudinal cross section that is fed by the
twist-2 subprocess amplitudes and the GPDs H̃ and Ẽ, see Tab. 1. We take
the longitudinal cross section from [8]. It is small, about 3% of the transverse
cross section at xB = 0.275 and even smaller for larger xB. The smallness of
the predicted longitudinal cross section at an xB of about 0.3-0.4 is in agree-
ment with experiment [2, 3]. At the COMPASS kinematics however dσL is
substantially larger. It amounts to about 40% of the transverse cross sec-
tion. Mainly responsible for the increase of the ratio dσL/dσT with decreasing
Bjorken-x (at fixed Q2) is the GPD parameter α(0) (see Tab. 1) which acts
like a Regge intercept. For xB → 0 (at fixed Q2) a GPD contributes to a
cross section as

dσ ∼ x
−2(α(0)−1)
B . (62)

While α(0) is about 0.3-0.5 for the GPDs H̃ and Ẽ contributing to the
longitudinal cross section, for the transversity GPDs its value is about -0.2
and -0.1 (see Tab. 1 and Eq. (15)).

In terms of the amplitudes (10) the transverse cross section reads

dσT

dt
=

|M0−,++|2 + 2|M0+,++|2
32π(W 2 −m2)

√
Λ(W 2,−Q2, m2)

. (63)
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Figure 4: The transverse-transverse interference cross section versus t′ for
various kinematical settings. The solid lines with error bands (evaluated
from the uncertainties of the GPDs and µπ) are the MPA results evaluated
from the DA (20), the dashed lines are evaluated from the DA (19) (KPK)
and from the WW approximation (WW). The latter result is taken from [8].
The data are taken from [5] (full circles) and from [39] (triangles). The Hall
A data in the upper right plot are at the adjacent kinematics Q2 = 3.57 GeV2

and xB = 0.36.
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Comparing (59) and (63) one notices the bound
∣∣∣∣
dσTT

dt

∣∣∣∣ ≤
dσT

dt
, (64)

which holds generally not only for the amplitudes (10). Comparison of the
data shown in Figs. 4 and 5 makes it clear that the transversal cross section,
under control of the twist-3 contributions and the GPD ĒT , amounts to a
substantial fraction of the unseparated cross section. Both the GPDs, HT

and ĒT , contribute to the transverse cross section. The HT contribution
dominates at small −t′, ĒT at larger −t′, see Fig. 5.

Inspection of Fig. 5 reveals that the KPK results obtained from the GPDs
quoted in Tab. 1, are much smaller than experiment. Evaluating instead the
transverse cross section from the DA (20) leads to results that are very close
to experiment. Still they can be improved by changing the normalization of
HT

Nu
HT

= 1.17 , Nd
HT

= −0.31 , (65)

with a corresponding change of the moments, see Tab. 2. The agreement
with the lattice QCD results is still not very good but, with regard to all
uncertainties, the differences seem to be tolerable.

We also achieve good agreement with the COMPASS data [40] at Q2 =
2 GeV2 and xB = 0.093, see lower right panel of Fig. 5. Only our t-
dependence seems to be a bit flat. However, the COMPASS collaboration
has a new, still preliminary set of data at the same values of t as in [40].
These new data, already shown at conferences [41], are noticeably closer to
our results.

The 3-body contribution, i.e. the sum of the subprocess amplitudes (51)
and (55) convoluted with a transversity GPD, is much smaller than the 2-
body, twist-3 one. This can be seen from Fig. 6 where the ratio of the
absolute values of these two contributions to the amplitude M0−,++ is dis-
played 7. This ratio amounts only to about 5%, i.e. it is almost negligible.
The corresponding ratio of these contributions to the amplitude M0+,++ is
of similar size. The smallness of the 3-body contribution supports the as-
sumption (58).

We understand now why the results obtained with the DA (20) and the
GPDs proposed in [8, 11, 19] are so close to those evaluated from the WW

7The 3-body contribution is given by a five dimensional integral which we evaluated
with a Monte-Carlo procedure.
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Figure 6: The ratio of 3-body and 2-body twist-3 contributions to the am-
plitude M0−,++ for two values of the photon virtuality.

approximation in contrast to the KPK scenario. The 3-body contribution is
very small in both the scenarios but the DA φπp generated from (20) through
the equation of motion is very close to unity except at extremely low scales,
close to ΛQCD, see Fig. 3. The factor f3πω/(fπµπ) in (33) is small for (38),
about 0.08 at the initial scale, while for the KPK scenario (37) it is about
-0.51.

5 The collinear perturbative approach with

massive gluons

A practical disadvantage of the MPA is the large computing time needed
for cross sections evaluation, complicating large-scale fitting of experimental
data to extract the GPDs. A collinear approach is much faster since one
has essentially to evaluate only a two-dimensional integral, while for the
MPA three- and five-dimensional integrals contribute, as discussed in Sec. 4.
Another disadvantage of the MPA is the demanding calculation of next-to-
leading (NLO) corrections due to the presence of k⊥ terms. On the other
hand, the calculation of NLO corrections poses no principal difficulty for the
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collinear approach, although, at present, they have been calculated only for
the twist-2 amplitude [42, 43]. However, in collinear approach the question
then arises: how to regularize the end-point singularity appearing in the
subprocess amplitude (4)?8. A possibility is to use a dynamically generated
gluon mass as a regulator. The idea of the gluon mass generation, even
if the local gauge symmetry of the QCD Lagrangian forbids a mass term,
was proposed by Schwinger long ago in Ref. [44], [45]. For a discussion
of a dynamical generation of a gluon mass, see also [46]. The gluon mass
generation, which is based on the Schwinger mechanism, is at present the
subject of intensive studies in the QCD context and is motivated by recent
evidences for such a phenomenon from lattice simulations, for reviews see
e.g. [47], [48], [49]. Similar mass generation, also intensively studied at
present, can be achieved as a result of the formation of condensates [50],
as well as within the instanton liquid model, see e.g. the review [51] and
references therein. The regularization of the end-point singularity can be
thus achieved by introduction of a dynamically generated gluon mass into
the gluon propagators. This idea was applied in [52] in a discussion of pion
electromagnetic form factor in perturbative QCD, or recently in Ref. [53] in
a discussion of the mesonic form factors 9.

A comprehensive method for regularizing the end-point singularities with
a dynamical gluon mass, mg, would involve substituting it into all denomina-
tors of the gluonic propagators with momentum kµ. The substitution is made
by replacing k2 + iǫ with k2 −m2

g + iǫ. The integrations over the variables x
in the convolution with the GPDs and τ of the pion DAs are then performed.
However, in the present study we proceed in a simplified way which, we be-
lieve, permits to obtain a reliable estimate of the helicity amplitudes (10)
easier. The minimal mg extension of the collinear approach inserts the gluon
mass only in the gluon propagator that appears in the 2-body twist-3 subpro-
cess amplitude (4), the one in which the end-point singularity actually turns
up.10 We think that this minimal extension is sufficient for our purpose. The
reason is that the twist-3 contribution regularized with a dynamical gluon

8In the photoproduction case (γq → Pq) this contribution vanishes and no singularity
appears.

9In [53] both quark transverse momentum and gluon mass are suggested as regulators
that originate from the subleading terms in denominators.

10This minimal extension is in agreement with the strategy outlined in Ref. [14], where
it was argued that for quantitative estimates, one should combine the factorizable contri-
butions and regularized non-factorizable ones.
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mass differs substantially from the MPA with the WW approximation, as will
become evident from our studies. Therefore, the GPDs derived in [8, 11, 19]
do not apply 11. New extensive fitting of experimental data is required in
order to obtain a new set of GPDs, as well as possible inclusion of NLO
corrections, which is beyond the scope of the present paper. With regard to
all this, we will only present an exploratory study of this approach in order
to demonstrate how the gluon mass regulates the endpoint singularity in the
2-body twist-3 contribution.

5.1 The gluon mass as a regulator to end-point sin-

gularities

The twist-3 subprocess amplitudes in the collinear limit are given in Sec.
2. Here we explain the treatment of the double-poles and the end-point
singularity in (4).

We start with the regularization of the 2-body twist-3 subprocess ampli-
tude (4) by the gluon mass. The double poles in the subprocess amplitude
originate from a quark and a gluon propagator. Changing the latter one by
introducing the gluon mass the subprocess amplitude becomes

Hπi,qq̄
0−λ,µλ =

√
2π(2λ+ µ)αs(µR)C(ab)

πi fπµπ
CF

NC

Q2

ξ

∫ 1

0

dτφπp(τ)

×
[

ea
(ŝ+ iǫ)(τ̄ ŝ−m2

g + iǫ)
+

eb
(û+ iǫ)(τ û −m2

g + iǫ)

]
. (66)

Note that no double pole appears. Partial breaking of the propagator prod-
ucts as in (44) (with k2

⊥
being replaced by m2

g) leads to a sum of single

propagators. One can show that the subprocess amplitude Hπi,qq̄ is now
regular. In this work we apply the scale dependent form

m2
g(Q

2) =
m2

0

1 + (Q2/M2)1+p
, (67)

for m0 = 376 MeV and several parameter sets (M, p) taken from a physically
motivated fit to the numerical solutions of the gluon mass equation given in
[49] – see Fig. 7.

11As we already mentioned, the MPA takes effectively into account the transverse size of
the meson. For deeply virtual Compton scattering, therefore, the collinear approach with
the GPDs [8, 11, 19] derived from DVMP within the MPA should work, as is evidenced
by [54].
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Figure 7: The gluon mass m2
g(Q

2) as in (67) for parameters (381 MeV, 0.26),
(436 MeV, 0.15), and (557 MeV, 0.08), denoted by solid, dashed and dotted
line, respectively.

The 3-body twist-3 subprocess amplitudes (5) and (7) contain the double
poles that do not cause any problem for integration over the GPDs that we
are using. There, one may start from the distributions

1

(ŝ+ iǫ)2
= − 2ξ

Q2

d

dx

1

ŝ+ iǫ

1

(û+ iǫ)2
=

2ξ

Q2

d

dx

1

û+ iǫ
, (68)

which convoluted with a valence-quark transversity GPD, KT (x, ξ, t), lead
to the form

∫ 1

−ξ

dx
KT (x, ξ, t)

(ŝ+ iǫ)2
=

2ξ

Q2

∫ 1

−ξ

dx
K ′

T (x, ξ, t)

ŝ+ iǫ

− 4ξ2

1− ξ

1

Q4
KT (1, ξ, t)−

2ξ

Q4
KT (−ξ, ξ, t) , (69)

and analogously for 1/û2. Since the GPDs are zero at x = 1 and x = −ξ
(see the discussion in Sec. 3.1 and in particular Fig. 1), the double pole
convoluted with a GPD reduces to a convolution of a single pole with the
derivative of the GPD

K ′

T (x, ξ, t) =
d

dx
KT (x, ξ, t) . (70)

The appearance of the GPD derivatives do not pose problems as long as
they are continuous at x = ±ξ, which is the case for the parameterization of
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the GPDs we are using, see the discussion in Sec. 3.1. The convolution of a
valence-quark transversity GPDs and the double poles therefore reads

∫ 1

−ξ

dxKT (x, ξ, t)

[
ea

(ŝ+ iǫ)2
+

eb
(û+ iǫ)2

]
=

4ξ2

Q4

∫ 1

−ξ

dxK ′

T (x, ξ, t)

[
ea

x− ξ + iǫ
+

eb
x+ ξ − iǫ

]
. (71)

The last term in (7) can be simplified with the help of identity

1

ŝû
= − 1

Q2

(
1

ŝ
+

1

û

)
. (72)

Thus, this is a single-pole contribution and numerically it turns out to be
small. Since the x and the τ integration factorize, one can perform the τ
integrations separately. Taking into account (17), the τ integrals in 3-body
contributions (5) and (7) amount to

ωF =

∫ 1

0

dτ

τ̄ 2

∫ τ̄

0

dτg
τ̄ − τg

φ3π(τ, τ̄ − τg, τg) = 20− 15

4
ω1,0 +

24

5
ω2,0 −

6

5
ω1,1 ,

ωG =

∫ 1

0

dτ

τ̄

∫ τ̄

0

dτg
τg(τ̄ − τg)

φ3π(τ, τ̄ − τg, τg) = 30− 10ω1,0 + 8ω2,0 −
1

2
ω1,1 ,

(73)
respectively.

5.2 Results from the collinear approach

We are now prepared to compute the subprocess amplitudes (66), (5), and
(7) within the collinear approach, followed by the determination of the s-
channel helicity amplitudes (10), and ultimately, the transverse-transverse
interference (59) (dσTT/dt) and unseparated (61) (dσU/dt) cross sections.
The expressions for computing the twist-2 contributions, and thus the lon-
gitudinal cross-section contributing to dσU/dt, are the usual ones [28], while
we use the standard twist-2 pion DA with the second Gegenbauer coefficient
taken from [55]. Our current focus does not entail a comprehensive collinear
analysis involving fits or the introduction of NLO corrections. Instead, we
aim to present a proof of concept and offer an insight into the interplay of
contributions. With this goal in mind, in order to simplify our explorative
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Figure 8: The transverse-transverse interference cross section (59) versus t′

for various kinematical settings, obtained using the collinear approach with
the gluon mass (67) for (436 MeV, 0.15). The thick (thin) solid lines denote
the cross sections obtained using the pion DA parameter sets (20) ((19)).
The dashed line represents the WW prediction. The experimental data are
denoted as filled circles [5] and triangles [39] (the triangles in the upper right
plot correspond to Q2 = 3.57 GeV2 and xB = 0.36).

study of collinear approach, we employ an analytical integration of subpro-
cess amplitudes over the GPD parameterization [8, 11, 19] and we omit the
GPD evolution.

Following the MPA analysis presented in Sec. 4.3, on Figs. 8 and 9 we
compare our predictions to a selected set of experimental results from [5], [39]
and [40]. The thin and thick lines denote the cross sections obtained using
the pion DA parameter sets (19) (KPK) and (20), while the dashed lines
represent the WW contributions in collinear approach. The best description
is obtained by using in (67) the parameters (M, p) =(436 MeV, 0.15).

As in the MPA case, the predictions obtained using parameter set (20) are
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Figure 9: The unseparated cross section (61) versus t′ for various kinematical
settings, obtained using the collinear approach with the gluon mass m2

g(Q
2)

(67) for (436 MeV, 0.15). The thick (thin) lines denote the cross sections
obtained using the pion DA parameter sets (20) ((19)): solid line dσU/dt,
dot-dashed line dσT/dt, and dotted line dσL/dt. The dashed line represents
the dσU/dt WW contribution. The open circles denote experimental data
[40] and for other notation we refer to Fig. 8.

in good agreement with dσTT/dt data presented on Fig. 8. The agreement
of the same set with dσU/dt data is good for the CLAS data at Q2 = 2.21
GeV2 and xB = 0.275, but fails for higher Q2 and xB. Since only the GPD
ĒT contributes to dσTT/dt, while both HT and ĒT contribute to dσT/dt, one
can take it as a hint that HT needs to be modified. Similarly to the MPA
case, the collinear predictions obtained using the pion DA (19) are too low.

From the series of plots in Fig. 9, it is apparent that the Q2 and xB

dependence of the dσU/dt predictions obtained by set (20) does not seem to
be satisfactory in the range considered. Notably, the decrease in collinear
predictions obtained using the set (19) is much milder. As illustrated in Fig.
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10 (see Sec. 5.3 for details), this behavior is due to the interference of 2-
and 3-body twist-3 contributions. This suggests investigating the direction
in which the collinear approach captures the observed Q2 and xB dependence
with an appropriately modified pion DA.

On Fig. 9 the longitudinal cross section dσL/dt is depicted by a dashed
line and is much smaller than dσT/dt for relatively low Q2 and W at which
CLAS and Hall A data are available. In contrast, it is important to stress
that in the low xB kinematics, as for COMPASS data [40] depicted on Fig.
9 (bottom right figure), the longitudinal cross section cannot be neglected
and is of comparable size as the transverse one. Thus, in that energy region
the NLO twist-2 corrections should be included and the collinear approach is
of particular importance since it enables easier inclusion of NLO corrections.
Analytical expressions for these corrections are available [42, 43]. However,
the twist-2 NLO results were not confronted with the data but the model
dependent assessments of the size of the NLO corrections were given and they
amount to 40− 100% [42, 56]. The calculation of NLO corrections to twist-3
part represent a demanding task left for future. It is worth noting that if one
introduces m2

g in gluon propagators for the twist-2 part, a new calculation
even for NLO twist-2 corrections would be required. For higher Q2, it’s safe
to neglect such m2

g/Q
2 terms. Since at Q2 ≈ 2 GeV2 such corrections for LO

contribute only up to a few percent, the corrections to NLO are expected to
be small as well. The similar inclusion of m2

g terms in non-singular 3-body
twist-3 contributions could bring suppression of these terms of up to 18% for
Q2 = 2 GeV2. The suppression decreases fast with Q2 and xB.

5.3 Lessons from DVMP and photoproduction

To better understand the obtained numerical results it is instructive to an-
alyze the relative sizes of the twist-3 contributions. We illustrate how the
size of the twist-3 contribution and its Q2 dependence are influenced by the
pion DA, and consequently by the interplay of the 2- and 3-body twist-3
contributions. In order to do that we make an approximate factorization of
x and τ integration in (66), i.e, we use (4) and regularize only the integral
over τ by replacing τ in the integrand of (4) by τ +m2

g/Q
2. Consequently,
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Figure 10: The sizes of pion DA contributions from Eqs. (4), (5) and (7)
and normalized as in (75) for m2

g(Q
2) (67) and for parameters (436 MeV,

0.15). The thick lines denote the WW (dashed), 2-body (dotted), 3-body
(dash-dotted), and the complete (solid) twist-3 relative contributions, while
the thin lines show the CF (dotted) and CG (dashed) proportional 3-body
twist-3 parts. Left plot is for pion DA set (19) and the right one for (20).

the integral over τ from (4) can be cast into the form
∫ 1

0

dτ
1

τ +m2
g/Q

2
φπp(τ)

= ln

(
1 +

1

m2
g/Q

2

)[
1 +

f3π
fπµπ

ω

(
1−

30m4
g

Q4
−

60m6
g

Q6
−

30m8
g

Q8

)]

−5

2

f3π
fπµπ

ω

(
1−

4m2
g

Q2
−

18m4
g

Q4
−

12m6
g

Q6

)
, (74)

with ω given in (31). The first term in (74) encapsulates the effect of end-
point singularity. The values for integral (74) decrease with increasing m2

g

and as expected vanish for m2
g → ∞. The justification for approximating

(66) by (4) supported by (74) lies in the smallness of the gluon mass. For the
small gluon mass we are employing, the numerical results are close to those
obtained using (66). This simplification facilitates a clearer interpretation of
our numerical results from (66), allowing for a distinct separation of the roles
played by GPDs (effectively overall factor) and the modifications introduced
by the different choices for the twist-3 pion DA.

As an inspection of Eqs. (4), (5) and (7) reveals, the relative size of
different twist-3 contributions is essentially controlled by the integrals over
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the pion DAs12, i.e., the size of 2-body twist-3 contribution is proportional
to

µπ

Q2
CF

{
ln

(
1 +

1

m2
g/Q

2

)
+

f3π
fπµπ

ω

[
ln

(
1 +

1

m2
g/Q

2

)
− 5

2
+O

(
m2

g

Q2

)]}
,

(75a)
while the CF and CG proportional 3-body twist-3 contributions are governed
by

−µπ

Q2
CF

f3π
fπµπ

ωF ,
µπ

Q2
CG

f3π
fπµπ

ωG , (75b)

respectively. The factors ω, ωF and ωG depend on pion DA coefficients ω1,0,
ω2,0, and ω1,1, and they are defined in (31) and (73). The WW approximation
corresponds to taking ω = ωF = ωG = 0.

Now it is straightforward to illustrate the sizes of different twist-3 con-
tributions for selected pion DAs. In Fig. 10 we compare the sizes of the
contributions (75) in the 2 ≤ Q2 ≤ 10 GeV2 range. The gluon mass mg(Q

2)
is introduced as in (67). We compare both DA parameter sets introduced
above, i.e., (19) and (20), with their evolution taken into account. The cor-
responding values for ω are given in (37) and (38), while

ωF (µ
2
0) = 67.96 ,

CG

CF

ωG(µ
2
0) = −14.94 , (76)

and

ωF (µ
2
0) = 39.43 ,

CG

CF
ωG(µ

2
0) = −6.63 , (77)

respectively. To remind, the π0 photoproduction [15] was used for the deter-
mination of the parameter set (19). The parameter set (20) was introduced
in Sec. 3 in order to reconcile the DVMP and photoproduction data along
with minimal adjustments to the GPD parameters given in Tab. 1.

The dominant CF proportional 3-body twist-3 contribution in DVMP
is proportional to ωF , defined by the integral in (73). This integral, and
consequently ωF , also appears in and dominates the π0 photoproduction.
Additionally, since the twist-3 contribution proportional to φπp vanishes in
photoproduction, the twist-3 contribution proportional to φ3π governs, es-
tablishing the range of ωF through photoproduction.

12The contribution of remaining CG proportional term in (7) is numerically small.
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Although the prefactor f3π/(fπµπ) from (75) is a small number (0.01515
at the initial scale µ0 = 2GeV and it decreases), the effect of 3-body pion
DA encapsulated in ω proportional terms can significantly alter the 2-body
twist-3 contribution, especially at lower Q2 values. This is prominent for the
set (19), where ω takes a large negative value (37). In the left Fig. 10 the 2-
body twist-3 contribution lies well beyond the WW prediction. The 3-body
twist-3 contribution is negative and large for lower Q2 values, making our
twist-3 prediction much lower than the WW prediction. Since in the MPA
the WW predictions along with GPD parameters quoted in Tab. 1 describe
the data well, the set (19) produces the predictions in both the MPA and
the collinear approach that do not match the data. This could also be seen
as a hint to modify the GPDs but the constraints on their form coming
from other sources (as, for example, lattice QCD) do not leave enough room
to incorporate this particular set. But it is important to note that for the
set (19) the cancellation between 2- and 3-body contributions results in an
extremely mild dependence on Q2, which, as discussed above, aligns with the
Q2 dependence of the data. Hence, to accurately capture the Q2 dependence
of the data, a corresponding set may be constructed in a similar manner,
using the 3-body twist-3 contributions to modify the steep decent of the
2-body twist-3 contributions.

For the set (20), with a small positive value (38), the 2-body twist-3
contribution closely aligns with the WW prediction. The 3-body twist-3
contribution is negative, and since its dominant part is also the major con-
tributor to the photoproduction, it is smaller than the 2-body contribution
but not negligible. We note that the incorporation of the gluon mass into
the 3-body twist-3 component would result in a further decrease in this con-
tribution, similar to the observed effects in the MPA. By design, this set
effectively describes the DVMP data within the MPA, and its predictions do
not differ significantly from the WW prediction both in the MPA and the
collinear approach.

The above analysis illustrates the potential to modify the pion DA expan-
sion coefficients by considering both DVMP and photoproduction data. It
aims to enhance our understanding of the numerical results obtained through
both the collinear approach and the MPA, and should serve as a guide for
the use of the collinear approach in future fits. As in other DVMP scenar-
ios, there are three potential approaches: using the meson DA from another
process/input and fitting the GPDs, retaining the GPDs and attempting to
fit the meson DA, or trying to fit both simultaneously. However, the quality
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of the data may pose challenges in effectively fitting both DA and GPDs. In
this study we refrained from attempting the fits, reserving them for future
work.

6 Summary

We studied the twist-3 contributions to DVMP beyond the WW approxima-
tion. The 3-body twist-3 DA is fixed by the adjustment to the wide-angle
pion photoproduction data. This DA generates modifications of the flat 2-
body twist-3 DA, φπp ≡ 1, through the equation of motion. Still, the new
DA φπp does not vanish at the end-points, τ = 0 and 1. As in [6, 8], we
apply the MPA, in which quark transverse momenta and Sudakov suppres-
sions are taken into account, in order to regularize the end-point singularity
present in the 2-body twist-3 contribution. The modifications of the twist-3
subprocess amplitude are small so that, within the MPA, the GPDs derived
in [6, 8] (with only minor adjustments applied) still lead to reasonable agree-
ment with experiment. As a second regularization method, we proposed the
use of a dynamically generated gluon mass in combination with the collinear
approach. The agreement with the experiment is only fair due to the fact
that the soft parameters were left the same as in the MPA case. The in-
terplay between different contributions has been illustrated, and a basis for
a more thorough analysis, including higher-order corrections, has been out-
lined. It was found that NLO twist-2 corrections could play an important
role in COMPASS kinematics.

We stress that the twist-3 analysis connects deeply virtual processes
(probing the GPDs at small −t) with wide-angle ones (probing GPDs at
large −t) and allows us to extract information on the GPDs at a fairly large
range of t. This is valuable information required for the study of the 3-
dimensional partonic structure of the proton.
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