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In this work, we extend the impulse approximation for the generalized parton distributions (GPDs) of a
spin-0 composite hadron with spin—% constituents to manifestly incorporate the symmetries of the target
wave function. The method utilizes a light-front Wigner function representation instead of a spectral
density and a basis of Pauli matrices for the spin. It exploits the boost invariance of the light front and
rotational invariance in the rest frame to parametrize the Wigner density in terms of only 3 structures. In

addition to the isotropic term and a term describing L-S coupling previously observed for transverse

momentum dependent parton distributions (TMDs), we also identify a novel coupling AL - Sto the angular
momentum transfer which is unique to the case of GPDs. We then apply the framework to a composite “He
target with simple phenomenological models to identify qualitative experimental signatures of composite-
structure effects in light nuclei. The framework we have constructed here can be readily extended to
the case of generalized TMDs (GTMDs), while the phenomenological framework is applicable both to
analyses of light nucleus data and as training input for Al-assisted applications.

DOI: 10.1103/2gb8-scsf

I. INTRODUCTION

A central goal of hadronic physics is to understand the
composition of hadrons and nuclei in terms of their
constituents, and how the collective properties of the
composite parent arise, such as its mass, charge, and spin
[1-6]. In recent years, a major focus has been the study and
extraction of distributions which characterize the three-
dimensional (3D) spatial structure of the parton constitu-
ents of hadrons, known as hadron tomography [7-13]. Of
particular interest for this work are the generalized parton
distributions (GPDs) which may be extracted from exclu-
sive processes like deeply virtual Compton scattering
(DVCS). The GPDs characterize the dependence of the
hadronic matrix element on the momentum transfer A#
[14—16], which is in turn related to the spatial distribution
of probed partons through a Fourier transform. The result,
in principle, is hadron tomography: a visual representation
(image) of the partonic densities inside the hadron of
interest [17-21]. Extracting the GPDs of the nucleon are
of particular interest because GPD sum rules are one of the
only known ways to set constraints on the orbital angular
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momentum of the nucleon [22,23]. Understanding from
first principles how the spin % of the nucleon is decomposed
in terms of its quark and gluon constituents is a decades-
long puzzle in the field [1,24-29], and the contribution
from orbital angular momentum remains the most elusive
to pin down.

Although GPDs are a promising tool for directly imaging
the spatial structure of hadrons, in practice they are very
difficult to extract from currently available exclusive
scattering data [23,30-35]. One major direction of empha-
sis is the utilization of modern AI and machine learning
techniques to assist in solving the GPD inverse problem;
significant steps in this direction have already been taken
by the EXCLAIM Collaboration [36—40] and others [41].
Current experimental data on GPDs comes primarily from
the Thomas Jefferson National Accelerator Facility (JLab)
and is limited in reach by the kinematics of the accelerator
[42—47]. However, the advent of the electron-ion collider
(EIC) around 2035 will present a wealth of new data on
exclusive scattering with the nucleon. That makes develop-
ments in GPD theory and phenomenology timely and
crucial to develop and test the methods on JLab data,
while preparing for future EIC data.

Notably, the EIC will perform high-precision imaging
not only of the nucleon, but also of composite nuclei
[48,49]. Compared to the nucleon, the partonic structure of
composite nuclei is little understood. For one-dimensional
parton distribution functions, nuclear effects can be para-
metrized through a parton distribution function (PDF)
ratio (the nuclear modification factor) to study the
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one-dimensional modulation of the nucleon structure in a
nuclear environment [50-55]. The EMC effect [48,56-58],
for instance, is a decades-long mystery reflecting the
modification of the nucleon’s partonic structure and
associated short-range correlations [9,59-62]. More dif-
ferential observables in composite nuclei, like transverse
momentum dependent parton distributions (TMDs) and
GPDs, carry much more information about the internal
hadronic structure. Whereas nuclear PDFs (one-
dimensional) effectively view the nucleus as a static
density of nucleons, observables like nuclear TMDs
are sensitive even to the internal orbital angular momen-
tum of the nucleons inside the nucleus [63]. Of course,
data on the three-dimensional partonic structure of nuclei
is even more limited than for the nucleon, but current
experiments like E12-17-012 using the ALERT detector
at JLab will provide insight into the GPDs of light nuclei
even before the arrival of the EIC [64,65].

With new data from JLab and the prospect of high-
precision tomographic data on the nucleon and nuclei on
the horizon from the EIC, there is a timely opportunity to
advance the theory of GPDs for composite hadronic targets.
The most natural and literal interpretation of this would be
to describe nuclear GPDs, such as light nuclei like “He
studied in experiment E12-17-012 with ALERT. However,
composite models may also be appropriate for other
hadronic systems, even without the clear distinction
between nuclear and nucleon degrees of freedom. For
instance, one may investigate possible flavor asymmetries
in the quark sea in a nonperturbative “pion cloud” model
of the proton [66—69]. In any case, GPDs viewed through
the lens of the composite structure provide an excellent
phenomenological laboratory to study the effects of orbital
angular momentum and its coupling to spin—as we
demonstrate in this paper.

The main theoretical framework we employ here is the
impulse approximation (IA), as implemented on the light
front. The impulse approximation was originally developed
by Frankfurt and Strikman [70,71] and has been applied to
the study of nuclear GPDs by several groups [72—76] and to
“He in particular [77]. These approaches derive a master
formula in terms of an off-forward product of nuclear wave
functions, which is sometimes reexpressed as a spectral
density. In this work, we substantially extend this formal-
ism by transforming to a Wigner density representation and
making manifest the unbroken symmetries of the nuclear
wave function. In doing so, we obtain significant con-
straints on the form of the mixing between nuclear and
nucleon matrix elements and parametrize the fundamental
structures which can encode spin-orbit correlations in the
composite nucleus.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II,
we present the theoretical derivation of the master formula
for GPDs of a spin-0 composite hadron in terms of the
GPDs of its spin—% constituents. In Eq. (21) we decompose

the matrix elements of the composite hadron in terms of the
matrix elements of its constituents, together with their
Wigner density in the composite hadron. We employ a
Pauli matrix decomposition (26) for the spin degree of
freedom and impose explicit rotational, parity, and time
reversal invariance on the Wigner function, constraining its
parametrization with the help of the dictionary (30)
between the target rest frame and the boosted frame.
The result is the master formula (37) for the unpolarized
quark GPD of the composite target in terms of the spin-
dependent constituent GPDs and the parametrized Wigner
distribution. In the process, we identify a new type of

AL-S spin-orbit coupling (35) that contributes to
composite-hadron GPDs which did not arise for the
TMD case [63].

To illustrate the physical content of the master for-
mula (37), in Sec. Il we consider a simple phenomeno-
logical model for composite “He target, using the quark
target model as a perturbative input for the constituent
GPDs. While some aspects of the phenomenology are
unique to the quark target model, we identify multiple
generic signatures of composite-structure effects in the
GPDs. The resulting structure of the composite is a non-
trivial combination of the spatial Fourier transform of the
target Wigner density and longitudinal momentum smear-
ing. The presence of significant spin-orbit coupling in the
composite target leads to systematic changes in the GPD,
which we use to suggest possible experimental signatures
of spin-orbit coupling.

We conclude in Sec. IV by summarizing the general
versus model-specific features of our phenomenology and
surveying natural next steps. The methodology presented
here can be readily extended to other theoretical cases,
notably GTMDs, while the developed phenomenological
framework can be directly applied to experimental data on
light nuclei and also adapted as training data for the
EXCLAIM Collaboration’s Al-assisted phenomenology.
Additional calculations are presented in the Appendix B,
including the consistency check that the longitudinally
polarized quark GPD of a scalar target with composite
structure vanishes explicitly, and a master integral similar
to (37) for the distribution of transversely polarized quarks
in the scalar composite system.

II. THEORY OF COMPOSITE STRUCTURE FOR
QUARK GPDS OF A SCALAR TARGET

A. Momentum decomposition

The leading-twist quark GPDs in an unpolarized target
are parametrized from the matrix element

r 1 . -
— i XPTr (T
E1/145 - 47 dr-e r ( )JI

X ould P[0, (=17 /2)yr 1 (1™ /2)|P)in (1)

F
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where p and p’ are the initial (in) and final (out) momentum
of the target hadron, I, J are Dirac indices, and I" is a
projection operator for the quark polarizations. The expres-
sion (1) is valid in the light-front gauge A™ = 0, whereas a
general gauge contains a Wilson line connecting the quark
fields. The longitudinal momentum fraction carried by the
struck quark is identified by x, the average momentum of
the target is given by P = (p + p’)/2, and the momentum
transfer is A = p’ — p. Note that we are free to choose a

frame such that P | = 0 without loss of generality. In the
matrix element (1), the quark field operators are separated

equal light-front time r™ = 0 (as well as at ¥, = 0). Here
we utilize light-front coordinates with the convention

\/_(1}0 +03). (2)

Now suppose that the target hadron whose GPDs are
described by (1) is composite, with an intermediate
constituent degree of freedom. While the matrix element
(1) is nonperturbative, it can be decomposed in terms of a
complete set of Fock states corresponding to the free, on-

by a light-front displacement »~ [78,79] but evaluated at  shell constituents

|
dpudpl
H_Ip( (x| = Z /2ﬂ32p

where n denotes the number of constituent particles and S, is a symmetry factor for identical particles. The sum also runs
over the types and polarizations of constituents (not explicitly shown for brevity).

First we decompose the in and out states using (3), which reduces the matrix element (1) to simpler amplitudes that can be
calculated in terms of the constituent degrees of freedom

d?p,dpy |
(27)*2p;f

“P){P1 e Pals 3)

w5 (5 ) 192 = 30 ) K= 20 D P ¥ @
(x.v}

Due to Lorentz invariance, the projection of the hadronic state |p);, onto the constituent Fock state |Y);, must be
proportional to an overall momentum-conserving delta function,
10 = 052076 (S = 51 )o( i = 07 )¥UUpids (o). )
i

with the amplitude W that remains giving the multiparticle light-front wave function (LFWF) of the constituents within the
composite target. Moreover, unlike the instant-form wave function, Lorentz invariance of the amplitude (5) implies that the
LFWF is also boost invariant and Galilean invariant on the light front. As a result, the LFWF

wof ) = ({22 v (©)

depends only on the longitudinal momentum fractions x; = p;/p™ and intrinsic transverse momenta p;; of the
constituents (as well as their polarizations). Detailed reviews can be found in Refs. [80-83].

Additionally, of the various constituent particles entering the Fock state matrix element (X|w (—r~/2)y(r~/2)|Y), only a
subset of the particles will be connected to the hard-scattering vertex represented by the quark operators . The remaining
spectator particles are, by definition, disconnected from the amplitude and factor out of it

(Xl (=r= /2y (r=/2)1Y) = (P s (=7 /2y (r7 /2)[{Py}) > (X'[Y"), (7)

where we have introduced the notation in which we denote the subset of partons from the intermediate states {X, Y} which
are spectators as {X’, Y'}, while the active constituents (connected to the hard scattering) are labeled {P,,, P, }.
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Using Egs. (5) and (7) in (4) gives

w0 (5 Yo (5 J1pha = Y 20 (s = 7)o (i = 9 i)
{x.r) ’

< @ap2 (S -7 )o( i, - ) 0vip)
< (P 2 2P X1, ®)

The scattering matrix for the passive spectators among themselves, which is disconnected from the quark field operators,
again is proportional to an overall momentum-conserving delta function for the spectators

(XYY = ool {p 55 Py 59 D
_ (2 p;,ma@px, Zpy,)ﬁ(}jpm me)sg,i {peh Apv ). o)

where P;t . 1s the total longitudinal momentum from the spectator states.

Now we combine the previous expressions to simplify the quark matrix element; the structure of the expansion is
illustrated in Fig. 1. Enforcing momentum conservation explicitly with the aid of the delta functions in (8) and (9) allows us
to decompose the quark matrix element as

w0 (T (5 )= X Y w2 2 SO 0Py e Ry

{Pu.Pp} {X'Y'}

x (27) 22P;§/ tot <ZPX’U_ ZPY’:L) <ZP;?,~ - ZP%)
(2m)*2p" & (Zl?xu 1+ ZP > <pr, + ZP’+ ’+>
x (2z)*2p* & <ZﬁY’jJ_ + Zf’j - f?l>5<ZP;j + Z Pl - p+>
J J J J

FIG. 1. Tllustration of the decomposition (4). The overall quark GPD of the scalar composite target is decomposed into four distinct
components: the wave functions W*, ¥ of the constituents, the scattering amplitude S of the spectators, and the quark matrix element of
the active (connected) constituents. In the mean-field approximation, only one active constituent is considered at a time.
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_ I AP (== /2w (7 /2){P,})

{Pu.Py}
x ey (P - Y OB - &, )o(Sopr - Yoy -
i J i Jj

X Z: P4 (X', Py p' (Y, P, p)S(X', Y')

{X'.Y'}

<2ﬂ 32P;(_’ t0t5 (ZPX’ZJ_ ZPY’ZJ_> (Zp;i - Zp?/_’,'>
x (2z)32p*é? (Zﬁyfﬁ_ + Zl_sj - [_)'J_>5<Zp;’,j + ZP;r — p+)}
J J J J

—enr Y o (P e e r)
{P,.P,}

x {Putwy(=r=/2)wi(r~/2){P,})
x (27)32p'+ 82 (Zﬁ; - B, - &L>5<ZP§+ -y P - A+>, (10)

where we have defined the inclusive wave functions

V(P )PP} p) =5 (22)° Z: V(X Py p )Y (Y, Py p)S(X',Y)

{x".r'}
x 2P*8% (Zﬁxu - ZﬁY’iL)‘S(ZP;i - ZP%)
X2P+52(Zﬁy’ﬂ_+zﬁj_]_51_>5<Zp;’j+zpj_p+> (11)
j j J Y

N[ =

by integrating out the spectators. The constants have been chosen for later convenience.

In general Eq. (10) contains a sum over all numbers of active (connected) constituents. The sum is an expansion in the
number of correlated constituents within the composite hadron, with the simplest term being the case of one connected
constituent. Keeping only the one-particle term constitutes a mean field approximation which is referred to as the impulse
approximation (IA) [72-77]. In principle, the mean-field IA is just the first term of an infinite series expansion in the
correlated constituents, which we may formally write as

_(-r d*P\ dP} &P\ dP}" p* (p* = P\, .
0ut<p/|l//1< 2 >W1< > Z/ 2P+ 2”)32P/1+ pt pt lPs/(P/l’ )lP (Pl’ )

X (P18 |y (=1 /2)wi (= /2)|Pys) (22)32p™ 82 (P) = Py — AL )5(P" = Pf — A7)

+ correlations

/+

1 1 p prpt =P\, -
_EZ/JZPMPTQPTPHNF 5 | V(P A p)W(Pr: p)

X ((Py + A)s"|lw;(=r=/2)w;(r~/2)|Pys) + correlations (12)

Here s, s’ denote the spin quantum numbers of the constituents. In the IA, a momentum conservation constraint immediately
follows directly from this single-constituent approximation
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Pi-P =A=p' —p. (13)

A mean field approximation can be a good description of a
variety of systems, such as heavy nuclei and perturbative
QCD in the large-N, limit [84]. Depending on the system
and the observable, multiparticle correlations may be more
or less important.

Up through Eq. (12), the derivation of the IA convolution
formula is essentially the same as what has been shown
previously [72-77]. To go beyond this representation, we
need to transform the way the nuclear wave functions are
represented. Equation (12) contains, as a fundamental
ingredient, the product of two light-front wave functions
with different kinematic arguments. Such an off-forward
product can be powerfully and intuitively represented
through a Wigner transform. If we define the Fourier
transform of the momentum-space wave function as

-

li‘s k+7 g T T~ =

(T_"_J-)E/dzbldb—eﬂk b _lki'bﬂ‘Ps(b_,bl),

i - Phydkt 2 Pk

lP b_,b = LT =ikTh +Iki'bL“7” 14
)= [ R

so as to absorb the relativistic phase space normalization,
then the Wigner function, defined by

Ws's(er! ﬁL;b_7bL)

= / La1dq" iy 5, Velp=30) ¥o(p+3d)
(27)’ \/2<p—%q)+ \/2(p+%q)+

Cp e o o~ 1 B 1

‘ 2 2
(15)

provides the fully quantum analog of the classical phase-
space distribution in position and momentum. Although the
uncertainty principle forbids simultaneously localizing a
wave function in both position and momentum space, the
Wigner function (15) circumvents that limitation at the level
of the wave function squared, by localizing only the average
position and momentum of the two wave functions. This
ability to interpret the Wigner function semiclassically makes
it especially suitable for modeling, or for direct construction
from first-principles wave functions. With the definition (15),
the Wigner function is normalized to unity (assuming the
wave functions themselves are normalized to unity)

d*p dp*
25&?/ DL p dzbj_db W?s p7

D fe
2r 32p sl

Inverting the definition (15) allows us to express any off-forward product of wave functions in terms of the Wigner
function

Z/dzbldb PP =1  (16)

Tk 2 ) d2b, db etk iKY Ly (l (k" + k). (B + Rz b zh)' (17)
Ak Vak 2 2

Employing the Wigner transform (17) in (12) allows us to further rewrite the quark matrix element in a composite hadron as

(Pl (- ~ip) _lz &P, dP} | d®b, dbe~i8"+iBLb. AN A Al 1
out\P ¥y - v ) pin_zss' 1144 1 \/F\/WP+ pt

1
X Wy <P1 + EA’ b; P, A) (P14 A)s'|wy(—=r=/2)w;(r~/2)|Pys) + correlations.  (18)

Note that, because in this off-forward amplitude the two LFWF have composite parents with different momenta (p vs p’),
the Wigner function acquires an additional dependence beyond that shown in Eq. (15) on the parent momenta p, p’ (or
equivalently, P, A). Lastly, we define the average momentum Py := (P + P})/2 of the active constituent and change
variables from P; = Py —% to Py. We also introduce the skewness &, constituent momentum fraction @, and partonic
momentum fractions x’, £y with respect to the active constituent

AT Py , _xPt x AT £
=——, =—, =—=—, =—-——=2, 19
§=—2pT “=pr VEPT T W T, (19)
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Doing so gives

w05 (S Yo ()

1 .-
—EZ / PPy, dPYdPb) db=e™ A VAL,
ss'
pt ++%A+P+—%A+P+—P7§
Pt PT Pt

\/P+ LA+ \/P+ 1A+

X Wy (Py,b; P, A)< (PN +

1
X <<PN+§A)S/

so that the GPD matrix element (1) becomes

I

q/¢ PA

(x,

+ correlations,

The momentum decomposition found in Eq. (21) is the first
major theoretical result of this work. What it describes
physically is the possibility to express the GPDs of an
unpolarized (spin-0) hadronic target in terms of more
fundamental GPDs constructed from the intermediate
constituents, weighted by the corresponding Wigner dis-
tribution of those constituents. The Wigner representation
(21) goes further than the wave function representation (12)
by reexpressing the (fully quantum) matrix element in a
semiclassical language. While the mean-field convolution
structure is the same as in previous work, the Wigner
representation (21) provides a systematic framework for
imposing symmetry constraints on the composite system.

The crucial achievement of the IA convolution (21) is
the separation of the ingredients which depend upon the
properties of the hard scattering process (such as DVCS)
which measures the GPD from the intrinsic properties of
the wave function of the composite hadron itself. We
emphasize that (21) holds for any spin constituents in a
spin O (or unpolarized) composite target. Mathematically,
the quark correlator (1) from which the GPDs are defined
has chosen the z-axis (light-front coordinates P*, r~) as a
special direction in the problem. The dependence on
this auxiliary axis, sometimes denoted n*, reflects the
“memory” of the correlator about the hard-scattering
process (like DVCS) which measured it. That is, the hard
scattering process is a function of both the target momen-
tum p* and the virtual photon momentum ¢}. The factori-
zation of the process into a hard vertex and a GPD matrix

1A’
2s

1 I —
=32, / dad(P*b™)d? Py, d*b e A VBl =~ —

1
Wy (=r=/2)y(r"/2) ‘ <PN ~3 A) s> + correlations,

Z / dad(P+b-)d*Py d*b | e~ 18707 =B151]

1[1,(—r‘/2)q1,(r‘/2)‘ (PN - %A) s> + correlations
1

(20)

1-8 1-a

W (Py.b; P, A)F[” < Py, Ass's

)

(1)

element retains a dependence on the direction of n”,
although not its kinematics. This dependence on the
auxiliary direction n* breaks symmetries such as 3D
rotational invariance and time reversal invariance—even
if the underlying wave functions respect those symmetries.

The power of (21) is that we can cleanly separate
the parts of the process which depend on n*—namely,

the constituent GPDs F Ef/]N—from the parts which are

n-independent—namely the constituent Wigner function
W(p, b). Since W(p, b) is independent of n* (or the virtual
photon kinematics ¢), it is a function only of the
kinematics of the composite hadron and its constituents.
Its symmetry properties are most transparent in the rest
frame of the massive composite hadron, where it possesses
full 3D rotational symmetry and unbroken discrete sym-
metries of parity and time reversal.'

We note that there is an important subtlety regarding the
impact parameter b*. The impact parameter b defines a
displacement from the center of light-front momentum and
does not transform as a proper four-vector [85,86]. It is
conceptually distinct from the displacement ## from the
center of mass. Strictly speaking, it is the ## dependence
which exhibits rotational symmetry when boosted to the

'That is not to say that the wave function itself is invariant
under all such symmetries; rather, various phases which accom-
pany the transformation of the wave function cancel in the
transformation of the Wigner density.
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rest frame, not b#. Nevertheless, in the infinite-momentum
frame P" — oo in which the definition (1) holds,
b* coincides with ##, as discussed in Appendix A. All
formulas herein which relate to the three-dimensional

properties of b are strictly valid for /. While we do not
distinguish between b and ¢ in the main text, we carefully
explain the distinction in Appendix A.

Just as importantly, we intentionally constructed the
Wigner distribution out of the light-front wave functions (5)
to ensure that W(p,b) is manifestly boost invariant. A
Wigner transform could be applied to any function, but
since the LFWF are functions only of boost-invariant
momentum fractions and not of p* directly, the light-front
Wigner function (15) is a boost-invariant function of boost-
invariant quantities. That is,

Wi (Py.b; P.A) = Wyy(a. Py PYb™. b EA)). (22)

We will later exploit this crucial property by equating the
Wigner function in the “lab frame” (with given p, p’ and

p | =0) to the rest frame of the composite hadron, where

P = 0. Since these frames are connected by a pure boost
along the z axis, W(p, b) is invariant

Ws’s(Pva;P’ A)'labframe = .\"S(PN’b’A”restframe
s’s(av PvaP+b_abL;§9 AL)

(23)

w
w

The connection between W(Py,b;P,A) in the lab
frame and the rest frame is invaluable, because in
the rest frame, the Wigner function can be expanded
through its tensorial dependence on the three-vectors

I_iN,I;, A. Although the underlying symmetry between
the longitudinal and transverse directions is obscured
when measured in the lab frame in terms of p™ and p |,
that symmetry is made manifest in the rest frame. The
boost-invariant LF Wigner distributions (15) make this

connection possible.

]
q/N
for a known constituent and choose a model Wigner
distribution W(Py,b; P,A) for the overall structure of
the composite target, then use Eq. (21) to compute the
quark matrix element F ,[IF/] & for the composite target. To do
s0, it is necessary to go a step further, in the spirit of result

found in [63], and transform the spin decomposition to

In practice, one can take the quark matrix element F'

introduce the spin three-vector S. We will do so for the
explicit case of spin—% constituents. This will then allow for
a clear identification of the effects that polarized inter-
mediate states have in generating composite structure
through (21).

B. Spin decomposition: Spin-1/2 constituents

Now let us suppose that the constituents of the composite
hadron have spin 1/2 (or, equivalently, two helicity states).
To fully take advantage of the 3D symmetries in the rest
frame of the composite hadron, we need to make a similar
decomposition of its spin dependence in terms of the
vectors and tensors of 3D rotations. To bring out the 3D
structure of the spin dependence, we change to a Pauli
matrix decomposition for the Wigner distribution and the
quark GPDs

Ws’s(PN’ b;P7 A)
= WD<PN’ b; P, A) [Gy]s’s
= Wunp[]]]s’s - ‘/_V)f)ol [8i]s’s7 (243)
[
Fq/N

= Fﬂ(x’; Py, A; s, s)[0"]y

T ~ILjr=i
= FE]J]JHP[H]M’ - FE].!)(J)I[Gj]ss’

(X5 Py, A8, 8)

— B (' Py, A) o,

s

= A[r] ()C/; PN’ A)[]]]ss’
— N Py, A) (o),

s

(24b)

The Pauli vector & is the operator corresponding to the spin
three-vector § which multiplies the three-vector coeffi-
cients Wpol, F 4.pol- The vector direction of these functions
indicates the vector direction of the spin.

While it is always possible to perform a Pauli decom-
position for the eigenspinors of angular momentum
projected along any given axis, the interpretation is most
straightforward if the spinor polarizations ¢ denote spin
projections along the z axis. For this reason, we work
here with the particular spinors defined by Brodsky and
Lepage [81], which use spin projections S along the
light-front x™ axis that correspond to z-projections in the
rest frame.

The functions that multiply the Pauli matrices in (24) are
the polarization coefficients of the expansion. Then it is
clear from the integrand in (21) and the expansion (24)
that with the help of the identity (¢#¢*) = 28" the spin
dependence decomposes as

1 Y e o o
5ZWj,(P, A;Py.b) - Fily (i Py. Acs'.s)
5,8

r > 2T
= WonpFlpanp + Woor - Fob . (25)
The master integral for the scalar GPD (21) is now fully
understood in terms of two distinct contributions: a
polarized and unpolarized channel, which differently mani-
fest the underlying symmetries of the composite hadron
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M _ gy [dbTAPy (T—a\ [ 0 o ibarb A, Ly El
Fq/{/)— (l—f ) ﬁ p d de PNle [ ][Wuonq,unp“’Wpol'Fq,pol]- (26)

The structure of the integral (26) suggests for a simple way
to perform the integration: by evaluating the boost-invariant
Wigner distribution in the target rest frame and performing
angular averaging in three dimensions. However, it is not
yet clear whether spin-orbit coupling plays a nontrivial role
in composite structure or if the polarized term vanishes.
One must look deeper into the structure contained in each

of the polarization channels and specifically determine the
"]

q.pol*
In principle, Eq. (26) is a reexpression of the IA con-

volution formula that could be equivalently written in terms
of a spectral density. But the Wigner representation (26)
provides a powerful and manifest way to impose the
constraints of rotational and discrete symmetries.

physics arising from the allowed structures in Wpol F

C. Parametrization of the Wigner distribution

Now, we wish to explicitly impose rotational and discrete
symmetries on the Wigner density. As emphasized pre-
viously, the key is the boost invariance of the Wigner
distribution (23) which allows us to evaluate it in the rest
frame, where its 3D properties are manifest. The transverse
directions are invariant under boosts, so the nontrivial
transformations occur to the z-components of the three-

vectors f’N, A and b. To exploit the boost invariance of the
Wigner density, we simply need to express the rest-frame
variables in terms of boost-invariant quantities.

Before setting up the matching, we emphasize that, for
the case of GPDs, the initial and final momenta (p and p’)
of the target hadron are independently on-shell quantities,
but the average momentum P is not. Instead, the value

of P" in the rest frame of the target hadron (13 =0) is
determined through the rest energy (P°) and the light-front
energy (P~) obtained from p and p’. Additionally, since
the light-front Fourier transform only includes components

b, b |, we may consider b = 0 the remaining component
of the four-vector b*. Then the starting point is the rest-
frame quantities

1A? + M? 1
781 - R.F.
d b=——(b , 27

P 1§F -
where we have defined

A2 = A+ m? (28)

-

as the effective masses, which are shifted from the true
constituent mass m and composite target mass M due

to the off-forwardness A. The boost-invariant quantities
a,PTb™, & can be expressed in either frame

_ Py (PR + Py

P V2P
PTb™ = Plrbgp, (29b)
AT AO A RF
E=— = - (a7 +4;) (29¢)

T N T

which can be solved to express the equivalent rest-frame
three-vectors for any scattering kinematics in terms of

boost-invariant quantities
A? 1-¢
P RF. — -
e =\ a (Caar)

(Py. +%5¢)2—(1 —&fa)(Pyy - AL)+m?

X

ah?
(30a)
RF. — A2
(8" =26\ |7 (300)
(b)RF- = —/ ! /‘\fz(b—P+). (30c)

This dictionary allows us to interpret the Wigner function in
any boosted frame in terms of its simpler properties in the
rest frame. Note also that the boosted quantities (30) differ
significantly from those found in the TMD results [63]. In
the TMD results, the rest-frame mass is not transformed as
in this work, since the momentum that defines the mass
(p®) in the TMD results is on-shell.

For parametrizing the rotational properties of the Wigner
function, we will need the scalar products of the various
three-vectors

- - —

bie = b + Af (b=P+)? (31a)
> > A2 =272
Fowe = Pt + 57 o= ] G1b)
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Additionally, there are three new rotational scalars
arising from the A phase-space

(Py-A)gp=AL - Py, - - [aA? - E?] (32a)
(A-b)3p=(A, b, ) +4E(b~PH) (A, b)) +4E (b~ P)?
(32b)

X2 R2 2 52
Agrp = Al +4A —2) (32¢)

where

(1]

1/1=-8\r1= 3R
2= - <ﬁ> [Piu + 22+ Ey(PyL - AJ.)] (33)
N

The parametrization in the boosted frame takes nontrivial
dependence in terms of the available invariant quantities.
Equation (30) and the inner product invariants presented
above are nontrivial results, which lead to the second major
theoretical result of this work.

The Wigner functions in (26) are parametrized in
light-front coordinates in the lab frame, appropriate for a
high-energy scattering process like DVCS. However, mod-
eling in these coordinates is not an obvious task. The
natural steps are to start with a model Wigner distribution

W(& ﬁN, l;) defined in the rest frame, impose discrete or
continuous symmetries, and then change variables to boost-
invariant quantities that can be applied in the lab frame
using the dictionary (30).

In terms of the 3D vectors, the unpolarized part of
the Wigner distribution is a rotational scalar that can only
depend on scalar products of its arguments

W (&,ﬁN, 5) = W (52, A2 B3, (R-By).(b-A),

the arguments can only be constructed from invariant inner
products of the available three-vectors. Now, applying
discrete symmetries: parity and time reversal further
impose constraints on the structure of the Wigner function
and its decomposition. The unpolarized Wigner function
must be invariant under the discrete transformations
separately. Under parity transformations, spatial and
momentum coordinates flip sign: PW(p,s) - W(—p,s),
while for fime reversal, momentum and spin flip sign:
TW(p,s) - W(—p,—s). Hence, for the unpolarized func-
tion, the kinematic dependence is constrained

The spin (polarization) degree of freedom in the polar-
ized Wigner distribution contribution allows for a vectorial
decomposition from the available three-vectors,

W;ol(&a By, E) = 601(5 X Py)i + a)z(l_; X &)’
+ 6()3Ei + a)4ﬁ;\/ —|— wsgi
+ wg(Py x B) + 07 (b x (Py x &))"

The functions @ ;j are 3D rotational scalars and therefore are

constructed from the same arguments as W, in (34)

The (pseudo)vector W{,ol is even under parity and odd under
time reversal. Then, imposing parity covariance for the
vectorial decomposition of Wl’[,(,l sets w3 =wy = w5 =0
and w; = 0. Lastly, time reversal forces the polarization
index to generate a sign flip that will cancel the sign flip

from S, therefore wg = 0. In turn, the arguments (l; . &) and
(l; . Z’N) can only appear in even powers, resulting in

Wi = (b x Py)oy + (b x A)w, = w L + w,y(AL).
(35)

The result for the spin decomposition for the Wigner
distribution, after imposing rotational and discrete P and 7°
symmetries, implies that the polarized contributions can
only come from a particular form of spin-orbit coupling

L - S. This general statement has never been shown before
for GPDs in the impulse approximation; previous work that
stopped at the level of Eq. (12) before proceeding to
phenomenology did not impose these highly restrictive

symmetry constraints. An L-S spin-orbit correlation in the
Wigner representation of the type described by w; was
previously seen for the case of TMDs, but the correlation
described by w, is completely new. For GPDs, the angular

momentum transfer AL =bx A to the target can also
couple to the constituent spin; this spin-orbit correlation
(1) vanishes in the forward limit where A = 0 [63], (ii) does
not appear in previous IA implementations for nuclear
GPDs [72-77], and (iii) distinguishes the structure of off-
forward distributions from forward parton distributions.
This new coupling channel expands the phase space of
allowed structures in composite hadrons and increases the
complexity of the convolutions (21) or (26). This finding
is the third major theoretical result of this work: a new

channel of spin-orbit coupling through A, unique to off-
forward processes, which allows for additional composite
structure.
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D. Unpolarized quark GPD in terms of Wigner distributions in an unpolarized nucleus

The leading-twist GPDs of unpolarized quarks in a spin-% hadron are given by the parametrization

+] i()'JraAa

I _
FI o (ps'p.s) = 5prip'.s) [H"ﬁ + E1 }u(p,S)

2
=\ 1 - 512\7 |:Hq(x/’ gN’ t) - <1 ng%V)Eq(x/’ éNv t):| [Go]s,s’

2 xi Bi
iV 1 -&y it <AL + 2§NPNL> E,(X.éx.1) [3i]s,s“ (36)

A

where we evaluated the Dirac matrix elements using the Brodsky-Lepage spinors (see Appendix B). Here, t = A? and
Eq. (36) also provides a clear picture of the polarization channels available for the intermediate spin—% states. Importantly, no
longitudinally polarized survives to contribute to Eq. (36); we have separately performed a consistency check verifying this
result, see Appendix B.

The master formula for the GPDs of an unpolarized quark in an unpolarized composite hadron is obtained by substituting

Egs. (34), (35), and (36) into (26)

[r*] ) db_dP;\L] l-a
F ) =(1- e —
q/()(xa§ ) ( é: ) /1 _ 5}2\/ a

> / dszdszLe-i[b-N—EL&l]

2
x {wmm -& [Hq(x’,!jN,t) -3 foz Eq(x’,fN,t)}

N
iw;
Tomi-g
iw,

2my\/1- &

+

We emphasize that the master formula (37), which makes
explicit the mixing channels allowed by symmetry, has
never been derived before and is a significant extension
beyond calculations that proceed directly from Eq. (12) to

phenomenology. While the L-S mixing channel described
by w; was previously observed in TMDs, the mixing of

GPD E with the AL - S correlation @, is completely new.

The main result in Eq. (37) is that the partonic structure
of the constituents, described by the GPDs H, and E,,
mixes with nontrivial aspects of the Wigner distribution the
constituents within the composite hadron. The angular
dependence for the unpolarized channel (arising from

the angle between b 1 and A 1) arises solely from the
Fourier transform of the Wigner density described by w. If
the @, has no angular dependence, then the Fourier
transform yields the Bessel function Jy(z). On the other
hand, the structure of the polarized channel integrand
allows for nontrivial angular dependence, even in the case
of an isotropic Wigner distribution. In such a case, the
angular integral reduces to linear combinations of Bessel
functions of different orders. Similarly, the spatial

{(bz)R’F‘ [(&L Pyy)+ 251\/1312\&} — (Py)RF [(&J_ b)) +26n(Py, - EJ.)] }Eq(x/@v, )

{077 [ &1 + 25y (Pys - K0)| = (@05 (A1 - 51) + 26 (Pys - B1)| JE, (.. r)}.

(37)

|
integration of the longitudinal spatial direction b~ P*
results in nontrivial structures for both channels.

In the unpolarized channel the smearing of H, and E,
(for nonzero skewness) occurs due to the change of variable
of the momentum fraction in the definitions of the
composite GPD and due to its convolution with the
Wigner function. However, for the polarized channel, only
GPD E|, is present and is smeared, but the nontrivial factors
multiplying it result in complicated smearing which is
also connected to the structure of the Wigner function.
Skewness plays a clear role in the overall distribution.
Lastly, the integrand allows for a simple/systematic way of
identifying which terms drop out after performing angular
averaging. In general, it can be shown that the two
channels: unpolarized and polarized give nonzero contri-
butions after integrating (37). Similarly, the longitudinally
(' = yTys) and transversely (I' = io/ys) polarized quark
GPD in a scalar target are decomposed into constituent-
structure master integrals shown in Appendix B. The main
results in Appendix B are that the longitudinal polarization
distribution goes to zero (as expected), while the transverse
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distribution has a rich, nontrivial structure. For the scope
of this work, we only focus on the unpolarized quark
GPD (37) to demonstrate model calculations.

It is now instructive to compute the integral in Eq. (37) to
illustrate the steps that must be taken to fix the kinematics
arising from the choice of the Wigner distributions and
to show the versatility to easily change models. In practice,
a great deal of physics can be learned even for models
that are considered “‘simple,” or serve as a testing ground
for different predictions proposed in experiments. Overall,
Eq. (37) and the comparable results listed in Appendix B
are the fourth major theoretical result found in this work.

III. PHENOMENOLOGY: UNPOLARIZED g GPD
FROM UNPOLARIZED TARGET

Model calculations can be readily performed by choos-
ing a specified model for the Wigner distribution and the
constituent nucleon GPDs H, and E,. The Wigner dis-
tributions can either be computed directly from the first-
principles light-front wave functions in some microscopic
theory, or they can be modeled by exploiting their semi-
classical correspondence. Simple semiclassical models
for the Wigner function include uniform static spheres,
Gaussian distributions, and variations on the rigid rotator.
The modeling of the distributions H, and E, will depend

= = RF. - =
wO(PN’ b) = AOQ(R - |b‘)9<P%ax - |PND

solely on the theory of interest. The list of options is
extensive, ranging from the simple quark-target to the
scalar-diquark (SDQ) model [79,87]. For demonstration
purposes, in this work we restrict ourselves to the simplest
assumptions: a spherical static distribution and H, and E,
from the quark target model. This is sufficient to show
how a calculation of the scalar target GPD is performed
through (37) and to illustrate the general features arising
from model assumptions.

A. Uniform static sphere—Distribution

For demonstration purposes, it is assumed that the
Wigner distribution factorizes in terms of spatial and
momentum dependent functions,

- > - -

wo(b. Py. &) = p(b)¢(Py. A). (38)

Polarized distributions are defined as w; = f;w, where f3; is

-

a polarization coefficient that fixes the amount of L - S

coupling in (37). In this model, we ignore possible A
dependence and we choose a static spherical distribution
for the spatial and average momentum dependence, inde-
pendently. This is determined by constraining the phase-
space through a hard cutoff (step function)

D z R.F. 7 max D z max D
e o(PusaBu: Py ) AR — [B.)0(PE™ — |PNL|>9(\/R2 .- |bz|)9( PR Py - PN,Z|).

- - - . = - A A
(s B P, 0) = AR = Do = Py Do P = PP - 52
| Pb-
O \/R>— b |- :
<ol /- ur-| 75

Starting with a model in the rest frame and then converting
to boost-invariant coordinates results in a model which is
simultaneously boost invariant and under 3D rotational and
discrete symmetries. In contrast, if one were to proceed
directly from the light-front wave function representation
(12) to phenomenology, it would be almost impossible to
choose reasonable wave functions which respect the
symmetries of the nucleus. The Wigner representation
makes those constraints explicit and systematic. Here A
is the normalized coefficient and Py** is the maximum
momentum carried by the active constituent nucleon. In
going from the first to the last line in Eq. (39) a substitution
of variables was made; from the Cartesian to the boosted
light-front coordinates. The normalization A, is fixed by
Eq. (16) through the unpolarized coefficient, resulting in

3 Py +22(A))
ah*(Ay)

)

(39)

1

A — )
P GaR)(aPy)

which is the inverse value of the space and momentum
volume defined by the step functions. The value of A in
turn defines part of the overall value of the polarized
distribution since w; = f;wy.

There is no similar normalization condition that fixes the
amount of polarization that may occur. The only constraint
present is a positivity condition on the number of up versus
down polarized constituents. If the condition is

1
WT,i = Wunp + ) Wpol >0,
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then the absolute value of the polarized Wigner function
must be less than or equal to twice the unpolarized
contribution. This leads to a constraint on the overall

ﬂ(PN’ b) = Wpol(Pva)/
Wnp (13 N l;), which is the ratio of polarized to unpolarized
Wigner densities at any point in phase space. It then follows
that +2 > ﬁ(f)N, l;) > —2, but it is noted that in general
fixes the individual f; and f, which appear for the two
cases of spin-orbit coupling in w; and w,, as seen from
Eq. (35). For models that consider only one f; at a time, this
reduces to |, (Py.b)b x Py| <2 and |y(Py. b)b x A| < 2,
and since, e.g., |[; X 13N| < |I;||I3N| < RPJ™, we can ensure
that #; and f, are restricted to the physical range as long as

polarization coefficient

2
<< 4
b < RPT™ (40a)
Vi <—2 (40b)
PSRV

These bounds (40) are sufficient to ensure that the positivity
constraint is satisfied; they could potentially be relaxed

slightly while still satisfying the positivity bound. Also
interestingly is the positivity bound on AL-S coupling f,,
which is dependent on the momentum transfer ¢ = A2,
leading to a weak (no bound) at small or zero ¢, but a
restrictive bound on S, at large . All constraints imposed
by the Wigner distribution (39) are fully understood and
Eq. (37) can be simplified.

The unpolarized struck quark GPD in a scalar target (37)
decomposes into two polarization channel contributions
and greatly simplify in the zero-skewness limit. In the
uniform static sphere model (39), the angular dependence
found in the spatial phase-space integrand in (37) factors
from the momentum-space dependence. Resulting in a
function that characterizes the smearing of the nucleon
GPDs times a different function that dictates the amplitude

profile along the A 1 axis. The unpolarized channel
amplitude is given by

+1.un max - -
FI = A (2R [7(PR™)) X P (1A 1) X Ty (. |A ).
(41)

where the respective functions are defined as

R 2 R AVR=|b, P R - -
(1Bl =g [ dbibian(bun) [ a(ept) = = [sinELIR) ~ 1B Reos(K. R
R Jo WETT &, R
- 2 anx Pmax 11—« X -9
N T A (G051

The limits of integration are determined through the cutoff imposed by the step function from the spherical model. Similarly,

for the polarized channel

FI I A [2R)[2(PR™)] x @gi(|&  |) X Ty (.

a/¢

and with its corresponding functions defined as:

A,

): (42)

S 2 [R AR =|b, 2
Op(|A,[) = — = / db b AT, (bLA) Ca(p)
R Jo NV/EE
AN B, B, R o
= —=——[3R|A |cos(R|A,|) + (R*|A[* = 3) sin(R|A )]
|A, PR
2 amux

Ipol(x’ |&L|) =

/ P%ax
0

dPNLPNL/

Omin

1- - A
da( a)Eq <x,0, —Ai) X {ﬂl {a
a a dma

— A2 .

Here o, and a,,,, are functions of I3N 1 and A 1 fixed by solving for @ in Eq. (39) [see Eq. (45)]. In practice, if H, and E,
have a simple analytical form, then 7 can be calculated in closed form. However, even for simple theories the GPDs are
defined through complicated integrals, so numerical calculations are performed. Solving for a model will allow a better
understanding of the features arising from the integrals in (37).
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1. Helium-4 target (N/*He)

A natural selection for a composite target to choose as
a scalar particle is Helium-4 and its physical parameters
fix the boundaries in (41) and (42). The constituents of
Helium-4 are nucleons (N), which have spin—% and serve as
the intermediate constituent-target particle. The form of the
momentum distribution in the model (39), proportional to
O(Pm — |Py|), is characteristic of the zero-temperature
filling of states up to a Fermi momentum kp = Py**. For
simplicity, the internal dimensions of He-4 are modeled
after a “particle in a box,” with a maximum length of
R~ 1.7 fm. Then from the uncertainty principle we take
PY™ = hc/R ~0.12 GeV, but a more realistic estimate of
the Fermi momentum of “He would be larger. Lastly, the
mass of a nucleon (m) is taken to be equal to 1.0 GeV and
the Helium-4 mass M is approximated to be 4.0 GeV. The
|

physical parameters then fix the boundary value of the
polarization coefficient #; < 9.8 [GeV - fm|~!, and for the
rest of the calculations #; = 1 [GeV - fm]~!. The last piece
of the calculation is to choose a model for GPDs H, and E,,
that reasonably models the composite structure and that
will allow a simple interpretation of how the composite
structure influences/modifies the overall distribution (GPD)
of the scalar target hadron (Helium-4).

2. Quark target model (composite picture):
GPD H, and E,

The chosen model is for a quark target, which is obtained
from the QCD Lagrangian in perturbative theory. The
integrals defining the GPDs H, and E, to first order in
expansion O(g?) are taken from [79] which hold for
0<x<1,

- 4 1+ 2) [ = L(1 = x)2A%) + (1 — x)*m?

Hq(x,o,—Ai)_+/d2kl( +)lkl =g (1= x)"Al]+ (1 = x)'m (43a)

327)°(1 —x) D(x,A k)

> 2x(1 —x)? 2

E,(x,0,—A%) :M / Pk, —— (43b)

3(2m)’ D(x,AL k)

with the (infrared) regularized denominator given by
- - -1 o \2 - S \2

D(X,AJ_,kJ_): |:<kl—§(1—X)AJ_> +(1—X)2m21| |:<kL+§(1—X)AJ_> —|—(1—x)2m2]. (44)

The use of the quark target model GPDs 43 corresponds to
modeling the nucleons as single quarks. Again, the idea
here to demonstrate how the modeling works for (37); for
more realistic phenomenology, other models such as the
SDQ Lagrangian can be used. In order to compute (43), the
masses are appropriately replaced for those of the target
nucleon and ¢° is taken to equal unity. The integrals are
numerically calculated to illustrate the general properties of
the distributions, which are found in Fig. 2.

4 5lay
" 2

06

00 02

|
Using the quark target model, the GPDs H, and E, show

different behaviors for the dependence x and A 1, as
illustrated in Fig. 2. There is an increase in amplitude as
x approaches one, but it diverges for the case of H . This
can be seen from the overall x dependent factors in (43) and
from the denominator for small asymptotics. This is a
reflection coming from the construction of the quark target
model, where the initial valence quark at zeroth order in
perturbation theory introduces a delta function centered at

4
g

AL

2

00 0.2

FIG. 2. Constituent GPDs H,, (left) and E, (right) in the quark-target model defined by (43) for 0 < x < 1.
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x = 1. Hence, the rapid growth of the amplitude as x — 1 is
unique to the QTM. However, qualitatively similar features
of a valence quark distribution in a hadron are displayed
here. Those, for instance, would tend to peak around
x =~ 1/3, rather than x - 1. The power-law dependence

of momentum transfer demonstrated in H, ~ &12 and
E, ~ &14 is a reflection of their perturbative (point like)

structure. These models extend to large A | because they
have pointlike structure at short distances. It would be

expected for this A | dependence to be greatly shortened
(i.e., for a Gaussian or exponential distribution instead of a
delta function as an initial condition) in a constituent of
finite size. With these features displayed, understanding
how the GPDs in (41) and (42) are transformed is essential
in shaping the entire picture of (37).

The integration of Z,,, and Z,, in (41) and (42),
respectively, leads to the smearing of H, and E, in the
longitudinal momentum fraction dependent parameter. One
thing to note here is that the integration limits for the
integration changed to max [a,;,, x| for the lower limit and
min @y, 1] for the upper limit. This is a direct result of the
longitudinal momentum fraction constraint on the domain
arising from the properties of GPDs. The smearing is
illustrated in Fig. 3, where Z,,, and 7, are plotted. Many
features are illustrated; for one, the smeared GPD E|, falls
off faster with A | arising from the different decomposition

momentum fraction structure and its numerator algebra. For
large x the distribution goes to zero for some maximum

value associated with a fixed A | value. This is a feature of
the phase space boundary x < 1 of the constituent GPDs

Iunp.

10

0.0 0.5 1.0
X

FIG. 3.

being transformed to x’ = x/a < 1, which imposes a
cutoff at a maximum value of the momentum fraction
Xmax = Omax (A). The maximum value of x is illustrated by
the red line superimposed on Fig. 3 and the boundary
values of a are fixed by Eq. (39); which help determine the
x-dependent features of the distribution. This results in
Amin < A < Apax, Which allows for x/a. < x/a < X/ Apins
and makes it clear that the fraction x' = x/a will exceed the
phase space boundary for at least part of the « integration
range when x falls between a,,;, Or Q... At X = o, the
GPD first begins to become sensitive to the phase space
boundary at x’ = 1; at x = ay,, all of the allowed phase
space has been extinguished. This leads to the characteri-
zation of two distinct features in Fig. 3, a critical x-value
where the amplitude begins to go to zero (x,.) and the
maximum value of x where the amplitude equals to zero

(Xmax)- The A dependent momentum fractions are then
given by

Ppmax + Pmax2 +ﬂ2
Xmax = Omax = N AN (458')
— pmax + pmax 2 + /12
Xe = Omin = N N (45b)
A
pmax 2 + )“2
AX = Xmax — X¢e = 2 NT, (45(3)

where the quantity Ax, denoting the amount of longitudinal
momentum smearing, is a signature of composite-structure
effects that is directly sensitive to the Fermi momentum
(Py™). In the QTM this manifests in the dramatic peaks

,pol.
14
3
)
,/ '
|
[ 1
0.0003 -
0.0002 | [‘ " "
0.0001 | T
0.0000
0.0 05

X

The smearing of GPDs H,, (left) and E, (right) found in Z corresponding to (41) and (42), respectively. The red contour

represents the maximum value of x for a given A | ; above this the distribution is zero. The blue contour represents the critical value of x,

where the smeared distribution begins to go get cut off.
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—_ munp.
— Ppol.

FIG. 4. The angular dependence of (41) and (42) is displayed,
which is obtained by integrating over the spatial impact parameter
phase-space.

seen in Fig. 3 due to the product of a rapidly increasing
valence quark GPD H,(x"), smeared across the kinematic
boundary x’ = x/a < 1 across the finite range of a. Other
models may not have the strong peak at x — 1 that the
QTM has, but any notable features of the constituent GPDs
will in general be smeared over the longitudinal width Ax
given in (45).

The other important feature of the unpolarized quark
GPD in the composite structure picture (for the model in
question) is the factorization of angular dependence (©®)
from the momentum smearing, Z. As discussed in Sec. [I D
and illustrated by the dependence © in (41) and (42) for the
static sphere model, the angular dependence factors in both
channels and the distributions are given by the integral of
some factor times a Bessel function. The angular depend-
ence is shown in Fig. 4, where it is clear that the
unpolarized channel results in an enhancement and the
polarized channel in a reduction in the overall amplitude, at
small |& |- The angular dependence multiplies the smear-
ing function, which then dictates the modulations along the
momentum difference axis. Again, this is a feature that is
partially assigned by the uniform static sphere model.

—
L 05y

0.4 x

FIG. 5.

One of the general characteristics resulting from the
momentum cutoff, which fixes the a-range associated with

the target, is the structure (& | parametrization) imposed on
the a values and the determination of x,,,, and x. as found
in Eq. (45). In general, valence distributions peak at large x
and fall-off with increasing A, which helps with the overall
description of H, and E,. Other features that are specific
include: the amplitude peak of the GPDs in the QTM as
x — 1, the very long range in A and the identification of no
enhancement at small x. However, it is beyond the scope of
this paper to consider a bunch of models at once, but clearly
it will be important to explore different choices of model
assumptions that will lead to the classification of distinct
versus general features.

Now, combining the distinct features allows for an
understanding of the overall distribution (37) for the chosen
models. The results are illustrated in Fig. 5 showing two

distinct cases of how the L - S coupling term affects the
overall GPD. The image on the left in Fig. 5 is the
unpolarized quark GPD for Helium-4 with a nucleon
composite structure in the uniform static sphere and
QTM. In this model E, < H, so the influence of the
polarized channel (spin-orbit coupling) is not obvious.
The general characteristics of the distribution follow from
the previous discussions. We can more clearly see the
role/influence of spin-orbit coupling in the overall GPD
amplitude if we artificially change the scale of E,, to make it
the same order of magnitude as H,: E, ~O(H,). The
result is illustrated by the image on the right of Fig. 5,
which is the total result (37) in the QTM with E, ~ H, and

large L-S coupling (f#; =~ 10). The profile of the amplitude
is a direct result of the angular dependence shown in Fig. 4.
An interference of the unpolarized and polarized channel is
identified in Fig. 5 determined by the oscillations of the
angular profiles displayed in Fig. 4. These results are a clear
indication/identification of the role composite structure
plays through spin-orbit coupling in the overall/parent

L 05

The GPD for an unpolarized struck quark in a scalar (¢), *He target, is displayed (left) in the composite structure

decomposition. The figure on the right displays the effects/role of spin-orbit coupling which is only apparent when E, ~ O(H,).
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scalar GPD. Part of the overall structure displayed in Fig. 5
are general and other distinct resulting from the model in
question. The key results found are that the structure in the
TMD case is also present here but expanded due to the extra
momentum transfer variable found in the GPD, not present
in the TMD case [63].

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The study of composite structure in GPDs encompasses
rich structures that are fundamental to the description of
hadrons. In this work, we have generalized the impulse
approximation (IA) for GPDs of composite hadrons to a
Wigner representation and explicitly enforced the unbroken
rotational and discrete symmetries of the nucleus. The
result is a set of master integrals in terms of the Wigner
distribution which go far beyond previous results at the
level of the wave functions and severely constrain the
mixing channels that contribute to composite structure. An
immediate and novel consequence is the nonvanishing
contribution of GPD E from polarized intermediate states
to the GPDs of an unpolarized composite hadron. We show
that the polarized contribution manifests itself in the form
of spin-orbit coupling, as in the case of TMDs [63], but

we further identify a novel coupling (AZ . §) arising from
the coupling of spin to the angular momentum transfer,
which is not present in the case of TMDs. Lastly, we
derived the dictionary between the boost-invariant kin-
ematics appropriate for GPDs and the rest-frame kin-
ematics which exhibit manifest rotational symmetry,
finding nontrivial complications due to the off-forward
GPD kinematics. The rich physics of composite structure
effects in GPDs is different from but complementary to
the physics of composite structure in TMDs, which
suggests high potential for application to GTMDs in
the future. The physical picture of composite structure is
also not limited only to nuclei, but can also serve as a
guide to understanding the role of intermediate degrees of
freedom in other hadronic systems.

To illustrate the physical content of our master formulas,
we have also presented an illustrative phenomenological
study of composite structure effects on the quark GPDs of
a “He nucleus. We apply the master integral (37) to a static
spherical sphere model of the Wigner distribution (39)
and use a quark target model (43) for the constituent
GPDs. Although this first exploratory effort is simple, it
nonetheless reveals general characteristics of composite
structure effects including Fermi motion and spin-orbit
coupling and is of direct relevance to DVCS on light
nuclei which is being studied in experiments such as E12-
17-012 at JLab [64,65]. The versatility of the master
integrals and their suitability for semiclassical modeling
make them a natural starting point for phenomenology for
such experiments. Equally important, the results found in
this paper will help expand the model space for GPDs in

the Al-assisted analysis pipeline developed by the
EXCLAIM Collaboration.

In the future, it will be instructive to analyze the impact
of composite structure on various observables and con-
straints related to the GPDs. For example, GPDs reduce to
PDFs in the forward limit, where the effect of the master
formula (37) is reduced to a single smearing effect in x.
For another, x integrals of the GPDs make connection
with hadronic form factors, and a third interesting
consideration is the interaction between composite struc-
ture and the polynomiality constraint [78,88]. By general-
izing the impulse approximation for composite nuclei and
demonstrating its potential for phenomenology, this work
constitutes an important step forward in the development
and application of the theory of composite structure to
hadronic physics.
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APPENDIX A: DEFINITIONS OF THE
RELATIVISTIC CENTERS

Herein we summarize the discussion of various choices
of the “center” of a relativistic system as presented by
C. Lorcé [85,86]. In general, when the system has a
polarization, there can be a subtle frame-dependent dis-
tortion of this “center.” In the case case at hand, we are
interested in a scalar composite target (*He), so a priori one
need not worry that the center of “He has been distorted by
relativistic effects. But in the future, we plan to apply this
formalism even to polarized composite systems, where
consideration of such distortions does become important.
Moreover, even in the case of “He, the question of how to
interpret the “position” of the polarized constituents is
distorted by observer-dependent effects arising from their
spin. The purpose of this appendix is to discuss those shifts,
why they do not distort the calculation presented in the text,
and how to interpret the “dictionary” (30) from infinite-
momentum frame to rest frame.

Consider the center of energy of a system, defined as the
average position x*, weighted by the timelike component of
the energy-momentum tensor 7% (x)
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1
Rp=s / P T (x), (A1)

where p® = [ d@®xT% is the total energy of the system. In
the rest frame where p = 0, Rp corresponds to the non-
relativistic center of mass R,

Ri=Ry if p=0 (restframe). (A2)
A related but subtly different quantity is the center of light-
front momentum, defined analogously as the average
position x*, weighted by the light-front component
T+ (x) of the energy-momentum tensor

1
Rip=—

= d*x  dx x* T (x), (A3)

where pt = [d’x, dx T (x) is the total light-front
momentum of the system.

As carefully discussed in [85,86], the centroids R%, Ry
do not transform as proper Lorentz four-vectors due to the
nontrivial factor of p® or p that appears in the denom-
inator. As a result, in a general frame, Rg, R, g, and R, do
not coincide. In a polarized system, the center of energy R’
is distorted from the rest-frame center R by a shift which is
transverse to both the Pauli-Lubanski pseudovector w (i.e.,
the angular momentum vector) and the system’s momen-
tum p. As written in Eq. (19) in [86], the distortion of the
center of (instant-form) energy is

-
-

p X
pOmZ :

In the rest frame, ﬁE coincides with 11 and for an
unpolarized system (W = 0) the two always coincide.

But for a polarized system W#0 and a moving frame
p # 0, the center of energy is distorted by a transverse shift
relative to the nonrelativistic center I_é* Importantly, this
finite shift persists even in the ultrarelativistic limit (infinite
momentum frame) p = p°n, p® - .

Likewise, the center of light-front momentum R{y in
general is distorted from the position R, but in a different
way. As written in Eq. (129) of [85], the distortion of the
center of light-front momentum is

ehap+ W,.p 5

R'.— R =
LF mZp*

(A5)

Again, there is a shift transverse to the polarization W, but
interestingly here the kinematic dependence is reversed.
In the ultrarelativistic limit (infinite momentum frame)
pt — oo, the shift goes to zero; note that p* cannot enter
the numerator due to the Levi-Civita tensor &%+, Thus R}

FIG. 6. Definition of the impact parameter b as the Fourier
transform of a wave function.

coincides with R/ in the infinite momentum frame, whereas
in the rest frame p™ = p~ =m/v2;p, =0 the shift
remains finite.

As carefully discussed in Appendix B of [85], when one
starts with light-front wave functions y (k™ k 1) and per-
forms a Fourier transform to define a conjugate impact

parameter b°, b,

> dkt Pk, . -
w(b=,b,) = / L emikby (kT k). (A6)

2r (27)?

the origin of b* corresponds to the center of light-front
energy R/ . Hence, the impact parameter b* as we discuss it
in the text corresponds to the displacement of a point x*
relative to Ry i

b* = x' — RY, (A7)
as illustrated in Fig. 6.

Given that GPDs are defined through collinear factori-
zation with asymptotic kinematics (Q* — o), the matrix
element (1) should be interpreted as being given in the
infinite momentum frame. That is, a GPD is effectively
being “observed” by a virtual photon moving toward it at
the speed of light. So when we introduce the LFWF and
Wigner distributions along with a Fourier transform to
impact parameter space (14), we may distinguish two
different interpretations

Ho—= 1 — RH
b* = x — R .
_ 7
fM:XM—R*,

b =" — (Rlp—RY). (A8)
In the IMF as given, b* = ¢*, but we should take caution in
interpreting these quantities in the target rest frame.

As drawn in Figs. 7-8, in the IMF in which GPDs are
defined, the impact parameter b* defined by Fourier
transforming the LFWF exactly corresponds to £#, the
displacement relative to the nonrelativistic center R,. But
b* = x* — R{ is not a proper four-vector, while #* =
x* — RY is. Therefore, when we form “boost-invariant
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IFF

@ @ ‘ )
Center of

LFF‘ @ @

+ energy
Rest frame Moving frame Infinite-momentum frame

e Mass

FIG. 7. Comparisons of the center of momentum and mass for
the instant-form formalism (IFF) and light-front formalism
(LFF). Importantly, note that the centers coincide in the rest
frame for the IFF but in the infinite-momentum frame for the LFF.

LFF

Rest frame

Infinite-momentum frame

FIG. 8. Illustration of the impact parameter b with respect to the
true four-vector ¢ defined from the center of mass.

products” like p*b~ and interpret them in the rest frame, as
in the dictionary 30, what we are really doing is making
statements about p*£~, e.g.,

_IMF A?

P+b - P+f_ - - 1_—§2<KZ)RF. (Ag)

The ¢ constructed this way gives the three-dimensional
displacement vector from the center of mass—not the

displacement vector from the distorted center of light-front
momentum.

That is, properly evaluating the Fourier transformed
impact parameter b* in the rest frame gives x* — R{p,
which is the displacement relative to the distorted center.
Due to the distortion, the Wigner distribution would not
have manifest 3D rotational symmetry about the center of
light-front momentum, as a function of the properly

boosted ERF

W # W(b). (A10)
But the rest-frame Wigner distribution does have manifest
3D rotational symmetry about the center of mass, as a
function of the undistorted position vector ¢

-

W= Ww(Z). (A11)
So the dictionary 30 should not be read as the result of
explicitly boosting the noncovariant position b* which
includes the distortion of the canonical reference point R y..

Rather, it translates the 3D properties of Z to the impact

parameter b, which only holds for matrix elements evalu-
ated in the infinite momentum frame.

As a final comment, if one considers the distortion of the
canonical center (AS5) for the daughter particles with
k* « p#, then the shift for both parent and daughter
particles vanishes in the IMF, as long as the longitudinal
momentum fraction x is not too small. In the simultaneous
limit x — 0, p™ — oo, it may be possible to have a finite
shift in the center of the soft daughter particle, even if the
shift in the parent is zero due to the IMF. That is, at small
enough x, the parent can be in the IMF while the daughter
is not. This delicate limit x — 0, p™ — oo is outside the
usual collinear factorization approach, which assumes a
single hard scale Q ~ p* — oo, while x is assumed to
be O(1). This interesting limit can be considered further
in future work.

APPENDIX B: POLARIZED QUARK GPDS IN UNPOLARIZED TARGET

1. Polarized quark GPDs in a spin-% target

The longitudinally polarized quark GPD in spin—% target is defined as

2P

+ | . -
Py s ) = s W0 | B 0 s Eyf)

75 At

Juto., (B1)

and for a transversely polarized quark GPD in spin-1/2 target

. i

ic/t ey _ .o ~
iyl P p s p! ) = —5pr HPA) [sz*’ +Hp

PTAT — AT P!
_I_

E‘I },-‘rAi _ A+}/i
T

A).
. u(p,A)

~ +Pi_P+ i
o 7} (B2)
m
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2. Spinor products and Pauli decomposition
Using the Brodsky and Lepage [81] spinor convention one gets

a(p" )y u(p) =2vp" p*lo"] (B3a)

awwm=ﬁﬁF@§ﬁ§QWWﬂq@i§QMm} (B3b)

P
u(p', )y ysu(p =2v/p" ptle’] (B3c)
- //1/ _ \/ﬁ A+ 3 ﬁl ]_j/i =i 3d
u(p' . A)ysu(p.4) =/p"p —mﬁ[" lia + P 6% 12 (B3d)
a(p' 2)iotu(p. ) = =2i\/pTptel[F ], (B3e)
ey =7 210
P 14 . m m\ .. P P
a(p' )y u(p.2) = v P+P/+{ <p_i + p’i> (0], + i€l Kl’j - F) (6711 + (p_i + p’i>[ i z} } (B3f)

3. Master integrals

In the composite system/picture, the polarized quark GPDs in an unpolarized target are given in terms of the intermediate
constituent GPDs, by following similar steps in going from (26) to (37). Here we present the results for the longitudinally
polarized quark distribution in an unpolarized hadron target,

db=dP5; <1 ~a

dzblePNle—i[b‘A+—5LEL]
VI-&\ @ > /

Ao [ 1= 8 (R, 200 + By 00 55 ) B B
S

Fopl=0-8)

N
4»“;iﬁgmem S 6. )
- R.F. A b 2 b
(Py.2) m m LXby)+ gN(PNLX L)] (& §N’t):|

2 - -
+ Wy [\/ 1-& <I:Iq(x/, En.t) + E (X &y, 1) lf—Nflz\) (b xAy)

- (bz)R‘F'szﬁ%N(AL x Py, )E MENSN)
- (Az)R'F' m [(&J_ X I;J_) + 2§N(13NJ_ X BJ_)]Eq(x,’ éns 1)} }

=0.

The result is equal to zero since every term is proportional to a 2D cross product involving f’N | or b, linearly, then the
angular averaging over these directions cancel due to the parametrization of ;.
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Lastly, for a transversely polarized quark in an unpolarized target, I' = ic/*ys, we similarly obtain the master integral in
terms of constituent spin-% GPDs. The expression is simplest in the zero-skewness limit,

ic/ - l-a iA b 1 =4 i
Flie 12 / db~ dPN< - ) / &b, Py e+1Ar’u{wO{—leL o [2H"Al+(E"AL+2ETPM) ZE?PNL]}
Veqz 5 i g jigi_ Hf [22 ji R RF.
+ o ZET(bJ_ X Pyy)Py, — H7€ Py, — Gy [A €J_PNJ_ (AJ_ X PNJ_)AJ_] (b.)
q _Jjipi I:IqT N2 JiTi A 7 VAS R.F
+ (H7re by — ol [Aleibj_ - (A x bDAJ (P )"
U zq 7 A \pJ q H‘% A2\ Jixi R.F
+ w, %ET(bL x A )Py, — | HT _WAL e A" (bR 0. (B4)
For general kinematics, the full result is

. -dP+ — o
F[m”}’s _ (] _ 52) db dPN (1 a) /deld2lee—i[b_A+—bl-AL]
a

" Vi-&
VI=B [ (B 426, L B ek
 {an(oier L Lo (B 200 ) o (980 29y ) + (ot - B (P25

2m -& -&
o [@ (-evEs + 1) (%_;ENNA) (B x Py1)
B Lot~ (B 2B Pl - (B x Bu) (2P, + 54)]
+ (&vEf - EF) ( 12_%) eﬁ%}(bz)R-F- + @ {2H"Teﬁ131 - U%%)mz (&1 + 280y, ) el
— (B0 xby) +28n(Pyy x b1)| (260Ph, + &) | + (evES - EY) (12_512% ) eﬁl?i}(PN,z)R-F}

/1 — £2 o R
+ w, [ L= ( EvEL + Eq <2PNL a 5NAL> (b, xA))
2m 1-&
1— 2 q X 5. o
_vi=& {2H‘; IR~ [(AL 428y Py )AL — 28y (Byy x AL) (2§NP{Vl + Ai)}
2 (1-&)m? SN)

o (28w \ iz VIZB [y HY -
+ (EnET - E7) (1 _51212) €’iA¢}(bZ)R'F‘ + TéN {2HqT€ibL - W [(AL +28yPy)ellb]
- (BB 4 260(Bus B0 CarPhy + B+ (60t - B1) (2 el baorr |1 e

N

The structure found here allows for the different intermediate channels to be enhanced with the structure associated with the
internal degrees of freedom of the composite particles. A future exercise is then to apply different models to Eq. (B5) and to
obtain/understand the accessible features.
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