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The study of hadronic structure has been carried out for many years. Generalized parton distri-
bution functions (GPDs) give broad information on the internal structure of hadrons. Combining
GPDs and high-energy scattering experiments, we expect yielding three-dimensional physical quan-
tities from experiments. Deeply Virtual Compton Scattering (DVCS) process is a powerful tool to
study GPDs. It is one of the important experiments of Electron Ion Collider (EIC) and Electron ion
collider at China (EicC) in the future. In the initial stage, the proposed EicC will have 3 ∼ 5 GeV
polarized electrons on 12 ∼ 25 GeV polarized protons, with luminosity up to 1 ∼ 2× 1033cm−2s−1.
EIC will be constructed in coming years, which will cover the variable c.m. energies from 30 to 50
GeV, with the luminosity about 1033 ∼ 1034cm−2s−1. In this work we present a detailed simulation
of DVCS to study the feasibility of experiments at EicC and EIC. Referring the method used by
HERMES Collaboration, and comparing the model calculations with pseudo data of asymmetries
attributed to the DVCS, we obtained a model-dependent constraint on the total angular momentum
of up and down quarks in the proton.

I. INTRODUCTION

In high energy nuclear physics, the internal structure
and dynamics of the proton is still not fully understood.
Although decades have passed since the discovery that
the proton internal structure consisted of quarks [1–4]
and gluons (partons) [5–8], we still know a little about
how the partons contribute to the global properties of
the proton such as its mass and spin. The measurement
of the fraction of the proton spin carried by quarks by
the European Muon Collaboration (EMC) in 1987 indi-
cated that only small percentages of the proton’s spin
comes from quarks [9]. The data of nucleon’s polarized
structure function g1 (xB) in EMC has deviated signifi-
cantly from the Ellis-Jaffe sum rule [10]. These results
created the so-called ”spin crisis”, or more appropriately,
the ”spin puzzle”. The discrepancy has since inspired
many intensive experimental and theoretical studies of
spin dependent nucleon structure [11–17]. It was pro-
posed that the missing fraction of the proton spin comes
from the polarized gluon contribution. Recent measure-
ments of the polarized gluon density showed that gluons
indeed contribute, but could not fill the gap in the spin
puzzle [16]. The orbital angular momenta of the quarks
and gluons play an important role in the proton spin.
According to the generator of Lorentz transformation we
can define the angular momentum operator in QCD [18],

J i =
1

2
ϵijk

∫
d3xM0jk, (1)

where M0jk is the angular momentum density, which
can be expressed by the energy-momentum tensor Tµν
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through

Mαµν = Tανxµ − Tαµxν . (2)

Tµν has the Belinfante-Improved form and is symmetric,
gauge-invariant, and conserved. It can be divided into
gauge-invariant quark and gluon contributions,

Tµν = Tµν
q + Tµν

g , (3)

and J⃗ has a gauge-invariant form, J⃗QCD = J⃗q+J⃗g, where

J i
q,g =

1

2
ϵijk

∫
d3x

(
T 0k
q,gx

j − T 0j
q,gx

k
)
. (4)

In pure gauge theory, J⃗g is a conserved angular momen-
tum charge by itself, generating spin quantum numbers

for glueballs. We can see that J⃗q and J⃗g are interaction-
dependent. To study the orbital angular momentum of
the partons, one needs to study beyond one-dimentional
parton distributions.
One-dimensional parton distribution functions (PDFs)

provide significant informations about the structure of
the proton. Although the PDFs have provided us with
much knowledge on the proton, one-dimensional distri-
butions can not give us a complete picture. There-
fore, theorists developed a new density function about
30 years ago, which called GPDs. GPDs provide in-
formation including both transverse spacial and longi-
tudinal momentum distributions. Besides the momen-
tum fraction, GPDs depend on another independent vari-
able, the negative value of momentum transfer square

t = − (p− p′)
2
between the initial and final states of

a proton. Thus, the GPDs give extensive informations
about three-dimensional dynamics of nucleon, which in-
cludes the composition of spin and pressure distribution
[19–24]. Similar to the one dimensional PDFs, GPDs
include non-polarized and polarized functions.
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GPDs, also named as the off-forward PDFs, have
attracted a lot of attention since spin decomposition
rule was first proposed [18]. It was proposed to fac-
torize the hard exclusive processes. The correspond-
ing factorization structure functions including the struc-
ture of nucleon are the GPDs Hq (xB , ξ, t), E

q (xB , ξ, t),

H̃q (xB , ξ, t) and Ẽq (xB , ξ, t). These functions corre-
spond to the Fourier transform of the non-diagonal op-
erators [18, 20, 22, 25]:

P+

2π

∫
dy−ejxBP+y− 〈

p′
∣∣Ψ̄q(0)γ

+Ψq(y)
∣∣ p〉∣∣∣

y+=y⃗⊥=0

= Hq (xB , ξ, t) N̄ (p′) γ+N(p)
+Eq (xB , ξ, t) N̄ (p′) iσ+v ∆v

2MN
N(p),

P+

2π

∫
dy−exBP+y− 〈

p′
∣∣Ψ̄q(0)γ

+γ5Ψq(y)
∣∣ p〉∣∣∣

y+=y⃗⊥=0

= H̃q (xB , ξ, t) N̄ (p′) γ+γ5N(p)

+Ẽq (xB , ξ, t) N̄ (p′) γ5
∆+

2MN
N(p),

(5)
where y is the coordinate of the two correlated quarks,
the P is the average nucleon four-momentum in light-
front frame: P = (p+ p′) /2 and ∆ = p′−p. The ”+” su-
perscript means the plus component of four-momentum
in light-front frame. Each GPD function defined above

is for a specified flavor of quark: Hq, Eq, H̃q, Ẽq(q =

u, d, s, . . .). Hq and H̃q are spin non-flipped GPD func-

tions and Eq and Ẽq are spin flipped ones. The ordinary
parton distributions and nucleon form factors are both
included in the off-forward parton distributions. In t → 0
and ξ → 0 limit, we get

H(xB , 0, 0) = f1(xB),

H̃ (xB , 0, 0) = g1(xB),
(6)

where f1(xB) is quark distribution and g1(xB) is quark
helicity distribution. According to Dirac and Pauli form
factors F1, F2 and axial-vector and pseudo-scalar form
factor GA, GP , the sum rules are obtained,∫

dxBH (xB , ξ, t) = F1 (t) ,∫
dxBE (xB , ξ, t) = F2 (t) ,∫
dxBH̃ (xB , ξ, t) = GA (t) ,∫
dxBẼ (xB , ξ, t) = GP (t) .

(7)

The most interesting Ji’s sum rules related to the nucleon
spins are described through GPDs [22],∫ 1

−1

dxBxB [H (xB , ξ, t) + E (xB , ξ, t)] = A(t) +B(t).

(8)
Then the total spin of the proton can be expressed as:

Jq,g = 1
2 [Aq,g(0) +Bq,g(0)] ,

Jq + Jg = 1
2 ,

(9)

where Aq,g(0) gives the momentum fractions carried by
quarks and gluons in the nucleon (Aq(0) + Ag(0) = 1),
and B-form factor is analogous to the Pauli form factor
for the vector current. By extrapolating the sum rule

to t = 0, one gets Jq,g. The GPDs can be measured in
deep-exclusive processes such as DVCS and deeply vir-
tual meson production (DVMP) [18, 22, 26–30]. Both of
these processes are exclusive hard scattering processes in
lepton-nucleon collisions. Theoretical research on these
topics has been conducted for many years, and many
theoretical models and predictions were created by re-
searchers [18, 21, 22, 31–39]. During the past 20 years,
the collaborations at HERA and Jefferson Lab (JLab)
have spent a lot effort to get information of GPDs from
electro-production of a real photon (DVCS processes)
[31, 40–61], such as DESY with H1 [40, 43], ZEUS [41]
and HERMES [45, 46], JLab Halls A [31, 50, 52–55] and
Halls B [48, 51, 56–59], and COMPASS [60, 61]. These
experiments have important contributions to our explo-
ration of the internal structure of the proton. Although
there are many data from above experiments, the data
don’t have high precision and wide range of kinematic
region. Accurate measurement of the DVCS process is a
huge challenge, which requires high luminosity to com-
pensate for very small cross section and good detector
design to ensure the exclusive measurement of the final
states. Both EicC and EIC are important experiments
in the future that will have very high luminosity and
excellent detectors for particle detection. In this work,
we discuss the relation of GPDs and DVCS observables
[22], and carry out a Monte-Carlo simulation of DVCS
+ Bethe-Heithler (BH) events and do a projection to get
the statistical errors of asymmetry observables of DVCS
experiments for the future EicC and EIC.

Since the contribution of GPDs to amplitude is not
independent, the acquisition of GPDs from the exclu-
sive reactions is indirect. We need to use the appro-
priate GPDs model. After years of development, there
are many theoretical models of GPD, and two of those
are based on double distributions (DDs) [20, 62, 63], one
has been given by Vanderhaeghen, Guichon and Guidal,
which called VGG model [26, 27, 64, 65], another was
presented by Goloskokov and Kroll called GK model
[28, 66, 67]. By accessing the available experimental data,
the researchers examined different GPD models, and
show that the data from different experiments can match
well with the VGG model calculation [25, 48, 54, 57, 58].
Based on these results, we perform theoretical calcula-
tions with VGG model. In VGG model, the observable

A
sin(ϕ−ϕs) cosϕ
UT is more sensitive to the quark total an-

gular momentum in the nucleon than other parameters
[31, 68, 69]. Thus we make a constraint on Ju and Jd by
the pseudo data of Transverse Target-Spin Asymmetry

(TTSA) A
sin(ϕ−ϕs) cosϕ
UT .

The organization of the paper is as follows. The rela-
tionship between GPDs and DVCS is illustrated in Sec.
II. The phenomenological parametrization of GPDs is de-
scribed in Sec. III. The invariant kinematic and final
state kinematic distributions of the simulation are shown
in Sec. IV. The projections of DVCS experiment are
shown in Sec. V. Finally, some discussions and a concise
summary is given in Sec. VI.
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II. GENERALIZED PARTONS DISTRIBUTION
AND DEEPLY VIRTUAL COMPTON

SCATTERING

Deeply virtual Compton scattering on a necleon shown
in Fig. 1 left panel is the simplest process to access
GPDs, it’s an important role in exploring the internal
structure of necleon. In addition to the DVCS, there
also exists another process shares the same final state
with DVCS process, see Fig. 1 middle and right panels,
called the BH process.

FIG. 1. The Feynman diagram of DVCS (left) and BH (right)
processes. e, e′ and p, p′ are the initial and final states elec-
tron and proton respectively. And t is the four-momentum
square transition between the initial and final state proton.
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Laboratory frame

FIG. 2. The reference frame of scattering plane and kinematic
variables of ep → e′p′γ reaction in the laboratory [25].

The five-fold differential cross section for electro-
production of real photon ep → e′p′γ is defined as [32]:

dσ

dxBdyd |∆2| dϕdφ
=

α3xBy

16π2Q2
√
1 + ϵ2

∣∣∣∣ Te3
∣∣∣∣2 . (10)

This cross section depends on the common Bjorken scal-
ing variable xB , the squared momentum transfer ∆ =
(P2 − P1)

2
, the lepton energy fraction y = P1 · q1/P1 · k,

with q1 = k−k′. The azimuthal angle between the lepton

plane and the recoiled proton momentum is ϕ. There, φ
is the angle between the polarization vector and the scat-
tered hadron shown in Fig. 2, and ϵ = 2xBM/Q that in-
corporates nonvanishing target mass effects [32, 70]. The
reaction amplitude T is the linear superposition sum of
the BH and DVCS amplitudes,

T 2 = |TBH |2 + |TDV CS |2 + TI , (11)

where TI = TDV CST
∗
BH + T ∗

DV CSTBH . The squared BH

term |TBH |2, squared DVCS amplitude |TDV CS |2, and
interference term TI are given by:

|TBH|2 =
e6

x2
By

2 (1 + ϵ2)
2
∆2P1(ϕ)P2(ϕ){

cBH
0 +

2∑
n=1

cBH
n cos(nϕ) + sBH

1 sin(ϕ)

}
,

(12)

|TDVCS|2 =
e6

y2Q2{
cDVCS
0 +

2∑
n=1

[
cDVCS
n cos(nϕ) + sDVCS

n sin(nϕ)
]}

,

(13)

TI =
±e6

xBy3∆2P1(ϕ)P2(ϕ){
cI0 +

3∑
n=1

[
cIn cos(nϕ) + sIn sin(nϕ)

]}
.

(14)

The results for the Fourier coefficients can be found in
[32, 70]. The variables ξ and t (or ∆2) can be computed
from the kinematic variables. Since we cannot directly
obtain xB from experiment, the Compton form factors
(CFF) are obtained by integrating the GPDs,

∫ 1

−1

Fq(xB , ξ, t)

xB − ξ + iϵ
dxB

= P
∫ 1

−1

Fq(xB , ξ, t)

xB − ξ
dxB − iπFq(ξ, ξ, t),

(15)

where Fq are Hq, H̃q, Eq, or Ẽq. These real and
imaginary part of Eq. 15, which can be expressed in
eight GPD-related quantities that can be extracted from
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DVCS observables [25]:

HRe(ξ, t) ≡ P
∫ 1

0

dxB [H (xB , ξ, t)−H (−xB , ξ, t)]C
+,

HIm(ξ, t) ≡ H(ξ, ξ, t)−H(−ξ, ξ, t),

ERe(ξ, t) ≡ P
∫ 1

0

dxB [E (xB , ξ, t)− E (−xB , ξ, t)]C
+,

EIm(ξ, t) ≡ E(ξ, ξ, t)− E(−ξ, ξ, t),

H̃Re(ξ, t) ≡ P
∫ 1

0

dxB

[
H̃ (xB , ξ, t)− H̃ (−xB , ξ, t)

]
C−,

H̃Im(ξ, t) ≡ H̃(ξ, ξ, t)− H̃(−ξ, ξ, t),

ẼRe(ξ, t) ≡ P
∫ 1

0

dxB

[
Ẽ (xB , ξ, t)− Ẽ (−xB , ξ, t)

]
C−,

ẼIm(ξ, t) ≡ Ẽ(ξ, ξ, t)− Ẽ(−ξ, ξ, t).
(16)

The case with subscript ”Re” is accessed by observables
sensitive to the real part of the DVCS amplitude, while
the case with subscript ”Im” is accessed by observables
sensitive to its imaginary part, where the coefficient C±

defined as:

C± =
1

xB − ξ
± 1

xB + ξ
. (17)

As a result, the Compton form factors with four complex
functions are written as:

H(ξ, t) ≡ HRe(ξ, t)− iπHIm(ξ, t),

H̃(ξ, t) ≡ H̃Re(ξ, t)− iπH̃Im(ξ, t),

E(ξ, t) ≡ ERe(ξ, t)− iπEIm(ξ, t),

Ẽ(ξ, t) ≡ ẼRe(ξ, t)− iπẼIm(ξ, t).

(18)

For the measurement of CFFs, it is mandatory to con-
sider the interference term from BH events. The produc-
tion of BH events is a pure QED process, which can be
measued precisely from the form factor F1 and F2. In
addition to the absolute cross section, another way to
obtain the CFF is by measuring the asymmetries. The
beam charge asymmetries are defined as:

AC =
σ+(ϕ)− σ−(ϕ)

σ+(ϕ) + σ−(ϕ)
, (19)

where σ+ and σ− refer to cross sections with lepton
beams of opposite charge. We can see that the asym-
metries only depends on ϕ. The observables of interest
in this paper are the correlated charge and transversely
polarized target-spin asymmetries, defined as:

AUT,DV CS =
(σ+

+(ϕ)−σ+
−(ϕ))+(σ−

+ (ϕ)−σ−
−(ϕ))

σ+
+(ϕ)+σ+

−(ϕ)+σ−
+ (ϕ)+σ−

−(ϕ)
,

AUT,I =
(σ+

+(ϕ)−σ+
−(ϕ))−(σ−

+ (ϕ)−σ−
−(ϕ))

σ+
+(ϕ)+σ+

−(ϕ)+σ−
+ (ϕ)+σ−

−(ϕ)
,

(20)

where A with subscripts denote the cross section asym-
metries of ep → e′p′γ at certain beam (first subscript)

and target (second subscript) polarization sign (”U”
stands for unpolarized and ”T” for transverse polarized).
Note that there are two independent transverse polariza-
tion direction of proton: UTx is in the hadronic plane
and UTy is perpendicular to it. There, the uperscript
and subscript of σ refers to the charge of the lepton
beam and beam (or target) spin projection. One can
measure exclusive ep → e′p′γ cross section with different
beam and target polarization since the spin asymmetries
give the access to different CFFs through the interference
term I, the BH and DVCS process. At leading-order and
leading-twist, the relation linking observables and CFFs
for ep → e′p′γ process have been derived as [32, 71, 72]:

A
sin(ϕ−ϕs)
UT, DVCS ∝

[
Im (HE∗)− ξ Im

(
H̃Ẽ∗

)]
, (21)

A
sin(ϕ−ϕs) cosϕ
UT,I ∝ Im

[
− t

4M2
(F2H− F1E)

+ ξ2
(
F1 +

t

4M2
F2

)
(H+ E)

−ξ2 (F1 + F2)

(
H̃+

t

4M2
Ẽ
)]

.

(22)

These approximations illustrate that different experimen-
tal observables are sensitive to different CFFs. We can
see that the above asymmetries have dependence on CFF
E , which is important implication for our following study
of the total angular momentum of different quarks within
the proton.

III. PHENOMENOLOGICAL
PARAMETRIZATION OF GPDS

Assuming a factorized t-dependence, the quark GPD
Hq is given by [26]:

Hq(x, ξ, t) = Hq(x, ξ) · F q
1 (t). (23)

The nucleon form factors in dipole form is given by:

F dipole
1 (t) =

1−
(
1 + κP

)
t/4m2

N

1− t/4m2
N

1

(1− t/0.71)2
. (24)

For the function Hq (for each flavor q), the t-independent
part Hq(x, ξ) ≡ Hq(x, ξ, t = 0) is parametrized by a two-
component form,

Hq(x, ξ) ≡ Hq
DD(x, ξ, t = 0) + θ(ξ − |x|)Dq

(
x

ξ

)
, (25)

where Dq
(

x
ξ

)
is the D-term, set to 0 in our following

calculation. And Hq
DD is the part of the GPD which is

obtained as a one-dimensional section of a two-variable
double distribution (DD) F q, imposing a particular de-
pendence on the skewedness ξ,

Hq
DD(x, ξ) =

∫ 1

−1

dβ

∫ 1−|β|

−1+|β|
dαδ(x− β − αξ)F q(β, α).

(26)
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For the double distributions, entering Eq. 26, we use the
following model,

F q(β, α) = h(β, α)q(β), (27)

where q(β) is the forward quark distribution (for the fla-
vor q) and where h(β, α) denotes a profile function. In the
following estimates, we parametrize the profile function
through a one-parameter ansatz, following [26, 62, 63]:

h(β, α) =
Γ(2b+ 2)

22b+1Γ2(b+ 1)

[
(1− |β|)2 − α2

]b
(1− |β|)2b+1

. (28)

For β > 0, q(β) = qval(β) + q̄(β) is the ordinary PDF
for the quark flavor q. In this work, we use IMParton
as input [73]. The negative β range corresponds to the
antiquark density: q(−β) = −q̄(β). The parameter b
characterizes to what extent the GPD depends on the
skewness ξ, and fixed to 1 in this work.

The spin-flip quark GPDs Eq in the factorized ansatz
are given by:

Eq(x, ξ, t) = Eq(x, ξ) · F q
2 (t)/κ

q. (29)

Here F q
2 (t) denotes the Pauli FF for quark flavor q, and

is parameterized by:

F q
2 =

κq(
1− t/4m2

p

)
· (1− t/m2

D)
2 , (30)

where κq is the anomalous magnetic moment of quarks of
flavor q, κu = 2κp + κn = 1.67, κd = κp + 2κn = −2.03.
Same as Eq. 25, the t-independent part of the quark
GPDs, Eq(x, ξ) is defined as:

Eq(x, ξ) = EDD
q (x, ξ)− θ(ξ − |x|)Dq

(
x

ξ

)
. (31)

The part of the GPD E that can be obtained from the
double distribution has a form analogous to the spin-
nonflip case:

EDD
q (x, ξ) =

∫ 1

−1

dβ

∫ 1−|β|

−1+|β|
dαδ(x− β − αξ)Kq(β, α),

(32)
there, Kq(β, α) is given by:

Kq(β, α) = h(β, α)eq(β), (33)

and eq(β) denotes the spin-flip can be written as:

eq(x) = Aq · qval(x) +Bq · δ(x), (34)

with:

Aq =
2Jq −M

(2)
q

M
(2)
qval

,

Bu = 2

[
1

2
κu − 2Ju −M

(2)
u

M
(2)
uval

]
,

Bd = κd −
2Jd −M

(2)
d

M
(2)
dval

.

(35)

By defining the total fraction of the proton momentum
carried by the quarks and antiquarks of flavor q as:

Mq
2 =

∫ 1

0

dxx[q(x) + q̄(x)] =

∫ 1

0

dxx [qval (x) + 2q̄(x)] ,

(36)
and the momentum fraction carried by the valence quarks
as:

Mqval

2 =

∫ 1

0

dxxqval (x). (37)

The parameterizations of H̃ and Ẽ are introduced in

[26, 27, 64, 65]. While parameterization of H̃, we use
polIMParton as input [74]. In this model, the total an-
gular momentum carried by u-quarks and d-quarks, Ju
and Jd, are free parameters in the parameterization of
the spin-flip GPD Eq(x, ξ, t). Therefore, this parame-
terization can be used to study the sensitivity of hard
electroproduction observables to variations in Ju and Jd.

IV. DISTRIBUTIONS OF INVARIANT AND
FINAL-STATE KINEMATICS

There is a package of Monte-Carlo (MC) simulations
of DVCS and BH processes called MILOU [75]. We use
this software to generate 5 million events of EicC and
EIC. We use the PARTONS (PARtonic Tomography Of
Nucleon Software) package as the observables input [76].
Thus, we can make some pseudo data for subsequent the-
oretical calculations. We focus on two future experiments
(EIC and EicC), and assume the beam energy of incom-
ing electron and incoming proton with Ee = 3.5 GeV,
Ep = 20 GeV at EicC [77], Ee = 5 GeV, Ep = 100
GeV at EIC [78]. We propose to do the measurement of
spin azimuthal asymmetries in deeply virtual Compton
scattering on transverse polarized proton. Besides the
scattered electron, real photon and the scattered proton
will be measured after the incoming unpolarized electron.

Transverse Target-Spin Asymmetry (A
sin(ϕ−ϕs) cosϕ
UT ) will

be extracted from the data. The EicC facility can of-
fer the beam integrated luminosity up to 50 fb−1, which
corresponds to the effective running time within one year
[77]. EicC also has a large kinematic acceptance capacity,
which can complement the current vacant data. Com-
pared to EicC, EIC offer the beam integrated luminosity
up to 60 fb−1 in less running time [78, 79]. Combining
with the EIC and EicC experiments, high precision data
of most kinematic regions will be availabled.
In order to efficiently generate the events in the kine-

matic region of interests, we apply the following kinemat-
ical ranges for the Monte-Carlo sampling: 10−4 < xB <
1, 1 GeV2< Q2 < 100 GeV2, and 10−3 GeV2< −t <
3 GeV2. Fig. 3 and Fig 4 show the coverage of the
momentum vs polar angles for final state electrons, real
photons and scattered protons coming from DVCS and
BH process at EicC and EIC. We see that the final proton
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having a large fraction of the momentum of the incom-
ing proton and a small scattering angle. Especially, most
protons locate at very small polar angles, and the mo-
mentum difference with beam is so small that we need
very good momentum resolution for the forward detec-
tor. The final electron having a larger scattering angle
than the final proton. According to the distribution of
the final state particles, we can place the detectors ap-
propriately to collect more valid examples. Fig. 5 and
Fig. 6 show the cross-section weighted invariant kine-
matics distributions of ep → e′p′γ reaction at EicC and
EIC. These color z-axis distribution were weighted by
the cross section computed in VGG model built in the
MILOU software and shown in Log z scale. We can see
that, the range of Q2 covers from 1.0 GeV2 to 10.0 GeV2,
xB lies between 0.003 and 0.05, and t goes from 0 down
to -0.2 GeV2, most of the events are in this area. Com-
paring the results of EicC and EIC, we can see that EIC
has more data in the smaller xB and smaller −t region
than EicC.

10 15 20
 (GeV)p'P

0

2

4

6

8

 (
d

eg
re

e)
p

'
θ

1

10

210

310

410

510

610

710

0 2 4 6
 (GeV)e'P

0

50

100

150

 (
d

eg
re

e)
e'θ

1

10

210

310

410

510

0 5 10
 (GeV)γP

0

50

100

150

 (
d

eg
re

e)
γθ

1

10

210

310

410

510

610

FIG. 3. The cross-section weighted momentum and polar
angles distributions of the final-state particles (scattered pro-
tons, scattered electrons and real photons) in the MC simu-
lation at EicC.
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FIG. 4. The cross-section weighted momentum and polar
angles distributions of the final-state particles (scattered pro-
tons, scattered electrons and real photons) in the MC simu-
lation at EIC.

0.2 0.4 0.6
Bx

20

40

60

80

100

)2
 (

G
eV

2
Q

1

10

210

310

410

510

610

0 0.5 1 1.5 2
)2-t (GeV

20

40

60

80

100

)2
 (

G
eV

2
Q

1

10

210

310

410

510

610

0 5 10 15
W (GeV)

10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80

)2
 (

G
eV

2
Q

1

10

210

310

410

510

0.2 0.4 0.6
Bx

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

)2
-t

 (
G

eV

1

10

210

310

410

510

610

FIG. 5. The cross-section weighted distributions of the in-
variant kinematics in the MC simulation at EicC.
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variant kinematics in the MC simulation at EIC.

V. PROJECTION OF DVCS EXPERIMENT

The statistical uncertainty of the measured experimen-
tal observable is directly related to the number of events
collected during an experiment. To estimate the number
of events of an experiment, we need to know the cross
section of the reaction, the integrated luminosity of the
experiment, and the events selection criteria of the re-
action. EIC yields an integrated luminosity of 1.5 fb−1

per month [78]. We assume the integrated luminosity
of the experiment of EicC to be 50 fb−1, which takes
three to four years. The integrated luminosity of EIC
is assumed to be 60 fb−1 about three years. To make
sure the collected events are valid for our study, we have
applied the following conditions for the event selection:
0.01 < y < 0.85, t > −0.5 GeV2, W > 2.0 GeV, Pe′ > 0.5
GeV. Fig. 7 shows the kinematic regions of EIC and
EicC, which is the simulated region in this work. EIC
and EicC will provide data in small x region. Red area
is indicating EIC and green area is indicating EicC. In
the small Q2 region, EicC can provide data, where x is
close to x ∼ 0.005. Since EIC has higher center-of-mass
energy, it can provide data for more smaller x-region in
the range of x ∼ 0.0007. DVCS experiment poses strong
challenges to us on the detection of recoiled proton with
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small t. In order to make sure that the recoiled proton
can be detected by forward detector, we assumed some
constraints on the detection of final state protons. This
low-t acceptance eliminates many forward events, taking
EicC as an example (Fig. 8).
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FIG. 7. Kinematic range in the x, Q2 plane at EicC (
√
s =

16.7 GeV) and EIC (
√
s = 45 GeV) [80–82]. The hatched

areas indicate the areas simulated in this work, which corre-
spond to 0.01 ≤ y ≤ 0.85. The red dashed line and green
dashed line indicate y = 0.6.
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FIG. 8. The cross-section weighted momentum and polar an-
gles distributions of the scattered protons with the geometric
cut. The square breach at the right side shows the eliminated
data with proton momentum larger than 99 % of beam mo-
mentum and scattering angle smaller than 2 mrad.

Based on the event selection criteria discussed above,
the number of events in each bin is calculated with the
following formula,

N = σavg · Lumi · Time · ϵeff ·∆xB ·∆t ·∆Q2, (38)

where N is the total events in each kinematical bins, σavg

is the average of the four cross section with different elec-
tron and proton beam polarization directions, ”Lumi” is
the beam luminosity, ”Time” is the beam duration, and
ϵeff is the overall efficiency of detector, and the rest de-
notes the sizes of the kinematical bins. In this work, we
conservatively assumed an acceptance of final state par-
ticles, which is 25 % at EIC and 20 % at EicC [77, 78].

The counts of events in each bin is denoted as N++,
N+−, N−+, and N−−, corresponding to different elec-
tron and nucleon polarization directions. One can obtain
the asymmetries quantities of the target spin asymmetry
(ATS):

ATS =
N++ +N−+ −N+− −N−−

N++ +N+− +N−+ +N−−
1

PT
, (39)

where PT stands for the polarization degree of nucleon
(assumed as 70 %) [77, 78]. Considering that the asym-
metries quantities are in several percent level, we use the
unpolarized events by MILOU to do the projection, and
the total event number of all polarization conditions is
denoted as N . Thus the absolute statistical uncertainty
of the asymmetries quantities can be expressed approxi-
mately as:

δATS ≈ 1

PT

1√
N

. (40)

Fig. 9 and Fig. 10 show the statistical errors projection
in a low Q2 bin between 1 and 3 GeV2 for EicC and EIC
experiments. We focus on small xB and −t region, and
divide the xB vs. −t plane into very small bins. We
see in these plots that the statistical uncertainty goes up
with xB increasing. For most of the data at EicC and
EIC, the projected statistical uncertainty is smaller than
3 %. When xB increasing to around 0.12, the statistical
uncertainty is around 5 %. These precise data will be of
great help to theoretical research in the future. Now we
can give the pseudo-data of the asymmetry of the cross-
section in the area of interest at EicC and EIC. We divide
xB , t, and Q2 in different bins, show in Tab. I. This
table corresponds to the Fig. 11 and Fig. 12. For the
case where only xB , t or Q

2 changes, we applied a similar
division approach. Here xB ranges from 0.01 to 0.17 in
steps of 0.02 (t : −0.11 ∼ −0.09 GeV2, Q2 : 1.13 ∼ 1.38
GeV2), t ranges from -0.19 GeV2 to -0.03 GeV2 in steps
of 0.02 (xB : 0.01 ∼ 0.03, Q2 : 1.13 ∼ 1.38 GeV2) and
Q2 ranges from 1.13 GeV2 to 3.13 GeV2 in steps of 0.25
(xB : 0.01 ∼ 0.03, t : −0.11 ∼ −0.09 GeV2). As shown
in Fig. 11, EicC provides large phase space coverage
and good statistics, especially for small xB ,−t and Q2

regions. The similar results at EIC [83] are shown in
Fig. 12. Since we also divide the Q2 into small bins, the
statistical errors of pseudo-data in Fig. 11 and Fig. 12
are much larger than those shown in Fig. 9 and Fig. 10.
We develop a code to calculate observables in the ex-

clusive reaction ep → e′p′γ to LO precision in pertur-
bative theory. This calculation follows the VGG model
described in Sec. III. In order to compare the results
from theoretical calculations with the TTSA amplitudes
pseudo data in Fig. 13, the χ2

exp is defined as:

χ2
exp (Ju, Jd) =[
A

sin(ϕ−ϕs) cosϕ
UT

∣∣∣
( Pseudo data )

−A
sin(ϕ−ϕs) cosϕ
UT

∣∣∣
theory

]2

δA2
stat +δA2

syst
.

(41)
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FIG. 9. The statistical errors projection of the Transverse
Target-Spin Asymmetry at low Q2 at EicC. We calculate the
statistical errors at each bin center. The right axis shows how
large the statistical errors are.
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FIG. 10. The statistical errors projection of the Transverse
Target-Spin Asymmetry at low Q2 at EIC. We calculate the
statistical errors at each bin center. The right axis shows how
large the statistical errors are.

TABLE I. Binning scheme for xB , t, and Q2.

xB t (GeV2) Q2 (GeV2)
xB \ 0.01∼0.03 0.01∼0.03
t (GeV2) -0.11∼-0.09 \ -0.11∼-0.09
Q2 (GeV2) 1.13∼1.38 1.13∼1.38 \

bins

0.01∼0.03
0.03∼0.05
0.05∼0.07
0.07∼0.09
0.09∼0.11
0.11∼0.13
0.13∼0.15
0.15∼0.17

-0.05∼-0.03
-0.07∼-0.05
-0.09∼-0.07
-0.11∼-0.09
-0.13∼-0.11
-0.15∼-0.13
-0.17∼-0.15
-0.19∼-0.17

1.13∼1.38
1.38∼1.63
1.63∼1.88
1.88∼2.13
2.13∼2.38
2.38∼2.63
2.63∼2.88
2.88∼3.13

TABLE II. Asymmetries with polarized electron beam and
proton beam at EicC.

xB t (GeV2) Q2 (GeV2) A
sin(ϕ−ϕs) cosϕ
UT ± stat

0.006 0.10 1.25 -0.089±0.007
0.01 0.10 1.25 -0.168±0.016
0.1 0.12 2.50 -0.142±0.020
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FIG. 11. Asymmetries with polarized electron beam and pro-
ton beam in some typical bins at EicC.
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FIG. 12. Asymmetries with polarized electron beam and pro-
ton beam in some typical bins at EIC.

TABLE III. Asymmetries with polarized electron beam and
proton beam at EIC.

xB t (GeV2) Q2 (GeV2) A
sin(ϕ−ϕs) cosϕ
UT ± stat

0.002 0.10 1.25 -0.225±0.005
0.006 0.10 1.25 -0.172±0.008
0.01 0.10 1.25 -0.121±0.007
0.1 0.12 2.50 -0.020±0.002
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FIG. 13. Asymmetries with polarized electron beam and pro-
ton beam in small x region at EicC (Tab. II) and EIC (Tab.
III).
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There we need to consider the systematic errors. Based
on the previous experiments [31, 40–61], we make a con-
servative estimate for EicC and EIC. Thus, for EicC and
EIC, we assume experimental systematic errors are 10 %.
The constraints on Ju and Jd obtained for the extracted
TTSA amplitudes from the pseudo data are shown in
Fig. 13. We calculate the TTSA amplitudes for Ju (Jd)
ranging from 0 to 1 (-1 to 1) in steps of 0.2, and set

the D-term = 0 (Dq
(

x
ξ

)
in Eq. 25). Fig. 14 shows

the model-dependent constraint on u-quark total angu-
lar momentum Ju vs d-quark total angular momentum
Jd in the same kinematic region as HERMES [68, 69].
Here we only consider the influences from statistical er-
rors. The result of EicC, which is shown in Fig. 14, can
be expressed as

Ju + Jd/2.9 = 0.41± 0.06, (42)

and the result of EIC is

Ju + Jd/3.0 = 0.39± 0.04. (43)

If we consider both statistical and systematic errors

(A
sin(ϕ−ϕs) cosϕ
UT = −0.142 ± 0.020 ± 0.014 at EicC,

A
sin(ϕ−ϕs) cosϕ
UT = −0.020 ± 0.002 ± 0.002 at EIC), the

result (shown in Fig. 15) is

Ju + Jd/2.9 = 0.41± 0.08, (44)

for EicC, and

Ju + Jd/3.0 = 0.39± 0.06. (45)

for EIC. The uncertainty is propagated from the TTSA
amplitudes uncertainty of the pseudo data, and exper-
imental systematic errors dominate. According to the
results of HERMES [68, 69, 84],

Ju + Jd/2.9 = 0.42± 0.21, (46)

we ignore the effects of parameter b and D-term. As the
Fig. 15 shows, EicC and EIC have higher accuracy to
obtain smaller uncertainty for constraint on u-quark and
d-quark total angular momentum. Since EIC and EicC
can provide a large amount of accurate data in the small
x region, we performed some calculations in this region.
Both statistical and systematic errors are considered in
these results. At x = 0.01, the results of EicC and EIC
are shown in Fig. 16, where EicC is

Ju + Jd/2.6 = 0.39± 0.05, (47)

and EIC is

Ju + Jd/2.7 = 0.38± 0.05. (48)

In the smallest x area that EicC can provide, we obtained
the flowing results, where

Ju + Jd/2.5 = 0.38± 0.05, (49)
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FIG. 14. The result of model-dependent constraint on u-quark
total angular momentum Ju vs d-quark total angular momen-
tum Jd at EIC and EicC compared with HERMES [68, 69].
Only statistical errors are considered.

1− 0.5− 0 0.5 1
dJ

0.2−

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
uJ

HERMES

EicC

EIC

2> = 2.5 GeV2, <x> = 0.10, <Q2<-t> = 0.12 GeV

2> = 2.5 GeV2, <x> = 0.10, <Q2<-t> = 0.12 GeV

2> = 2.5 GeV2, <x> = 0.10, <Q2<-t> = 0.12 GeV

FIG. 15. The result of model-dependent constraint on u-quark
total angular momentum Ju vs d-quark total angular momen-
tum Jd at EIC and EicC compared with HERMES [68, 69].
Both statistical and systematic errors are considered.

is the result of EicC shown in Fig. 17. The result of EIC
in this kinematic region is

Ju + Jd/2.5 = 0.39± 0.05. (50)

As Fig. 7 shows, EIC also provides accurate data in the
area of x ∼ 0.002. In this very small x region, we present
the result of EIC,

Ju + Jd/2.4 = 0.35± 0.04, (51)

which is shown in Fig. 18.
The results of EicC and EIC are both within the error

range of HERMES and both have small errors. Without
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FIG. 16. The result of model-dependent constraint on u-quark
total angular momentum Ju vs d-quark total angular momen-
tum Jd in the region of x ∼ 0.01 at EIC and EicC. Both sta-
tistical and systematic errors are considered.

1− 0.5− 0 0.5 1
dJ

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

uJ

EicC

EIC

2> = 1.25 GeV2, <x> = 0.006, <Q2<-t> = 0.10 GeV

2> = 1.25 GeV2, <x> = 0.006, <Q2<-t> = 0.10 GeV

FIG. 17. The result of model-dependent constraint on u-quark
total angular momentum Ju vs d-quark total angular momen-
tum Jd in the region of x ∼ 0.006 at EIC and EicC. Both
statistical and systematic errors are considered.

precise experiments, it is difficult for theoretical work to
move forward. These precise experimental data will help
us gain a deeper understanding of the nucleon structure
in the future.

VI. DISCUSSIONS AND SUMMARY

The internal structure of the nucleon is mysterious, and
we explore it by various methods. After the EMC ex-
periment, the researchers conducted many detailed stud-
ies of nucleon spins. The proposed GPDs theory opens
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dJ

0.2−

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

uJ
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FIG. 18. The result of model-dependent constraint on u-quark
total angular momentum Ju vs d-quark total angular momen-
tum Jd in the region of x ∼ 0.002 at EIC. Both statistical and
systematic errors are considered.

new paths for the study of the three-dimensional struc-
ture and spin of nucleon. By Ji’s sum rule, we find that
GPDs are directly related to the total angular momen-
tum carried by the partons. DVCS experiments are a
good choice to obtain GPDs, although not quite directly
extracted. In contrast to the great progress in studying
GPDs on the theoretical side, relatively little progress
has been made on the experimental side. Because the
experiment requires high statistical accuracy, this means
that extremely good detectors and very high luminosity
are required.
In this work, we simulated the DVCS process at EicC

and EIC to study the internal structure of proton. The
statistical errors of these two future experiments are pre-
dicted. According to the very small statistical errors, we
find that the measurement accuracy of future DVCS ex-
periment will be limited mostly by systematical errors.
It seems that the accuracy of the EIC and EicC data will
be greatly improved in the future when compared with
the existing real data from different experiment groups.
Advanced experiment equipment to reduce systematic er-
rors and better detection of final state particles to reduce
statistical errors. We believe that future EicC and EIC
experiments will yield more accurate data than those pre-
dicted in this work. This has significant implications for
future experimental studies of the internal structure of
nucleon. With the excellent detectors and high accelera-
tor luminosity, DVCS experiments at EicC and EIC will
have a bright prospect.
Based on the EIC and EicC measurements of TTSA

high-precision pseudo-data, we can have a good study
of the nucleon helicity-flip GPD E. Through the VGG
model, the GPD E is parameterized by the total angu-
lar momentum of the up and down quarks in the nucleon.
With this model we combine DVCS experiments with nu-
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cleon spin studies. According to the HERMES and JLab
experiments constraint on the total angular momentum
of quarks in the proton and neutron, we constraint on the
total angular momentum carried by up quarks and down
quarks inside the proton in future EIC and EicC experi-
ments. There are different GPD models based on exper-
imental and theoretical research to study the mysterious
nucleon structure. Current research relies on models too
heavily, we look forward to more precise experimental
data to verify these theoretical research in the future.
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[39] J. M. Morgado Chávez, SciPost Phys. Proc. 8, 165

(2022).
[40] C. Adloff et al. (H1), Phys. Lett. B 517, 47 (2001),

arXiv:hep-ex/0107005.
[41] S. Chekanov et al. (ZEUS), Phys. Lett. B 573, 46 (2003),

arXiv:hep-ex/0305028.
[42] A. Aktas et al. (H1), Eur. Phys. J. C 44, 1 (2005),

arXiv:hep-ex/0505061.
[43] F. D. Aaron et al. (H1), Phys. Lett. B 659, 796 (2008),

arXiv:0709.4114 [hep-ex].
[44] F. D. Aaron et al. (H1), Phys. Lett. B 681, 391 (2009),

arXiv:0907.5289 [hep-ex].
[45] A. Airapetian et al. (HERMES), Phys. Rev. D 75, 011103

(2007), arXiv:hep-ex/0605108.
[46] A. Airapetian et al. (HERMES), Phys. Lett. B 704, 15

(2011), arXiv:1106.2990 [hep-ex].
[47] S. Chen et al. (CLAS), Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 072002

(2006), arXiv:hep-ex/0605012.
[48] F. X. Girod et al. (CLAS), Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 162002

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0031-9163(64)92001-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.23.930
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.23.935
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(78)90287-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(78)90288-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(79)91204-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(78)90040-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(88)91523-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(88)91523-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.9.1444
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/0-306-47915-X_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/0-306-47915-X_1
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0101224
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.77.1257
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0411005
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0411005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2014.02.010
http://arxiv.org/abs/1309.4235
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/nsr/nwx024
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.01114
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.01114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2009.02.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ppnp.2009.02.001
http://arxiv.org/abs/0812.3535
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/RevModPhys.85.655
http://arxiv.org/abs/1209.2803
http://arxiv.org/abs/1209.2803
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/ab0b8f
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/ab0b8f
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.05250
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.78.610
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9603249
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9603249
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.11274
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.11274
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/prop.2190420202
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9812448
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9812448
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(96)00528-X
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9604317
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.55.7114
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9609381
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9609381
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.62.071503
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0005108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00036-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0210165
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0210165
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/76/6/066202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/76/6/066202
http://arxiv.org/abs/1303.6600
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0146-6410(01)00158-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0106012
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0106012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.60.094017
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9905372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2005-02298-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2005-02298-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0501242
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.56.2982
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.56.2982
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9611433
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0370-2693(98)00190-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9712251
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9712251
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.99.242501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.99.242501
http://arxiv.org/abs/0709.0450
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00144-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00144-X
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0112108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1393/ncr/i2007-10025-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/0711.2625
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.11107
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.08238
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.014026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.014026
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.13419
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.09015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.172001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.172001
http://arxiv.org/abs/2207.06818
http://dx.doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhysProc.8.165
http://dx.doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhysProc.8.165
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0370-2693(01)00939-X
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0107005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2003.08.048
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0305028
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s2005-02345-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0505061
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2007.11.093
http://arxiv.org/abs/0709.4114
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2009.10.035
http://arxiv.org/abs/0907.5289
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.011103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.011103
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0605108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2011.08.067
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2011.08.067
http://arxiv.org/abs/1106.2990
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.072002
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.072002
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0605012
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.162002


12

(2008), arXiv:0711.4805 [hep-ex].
[49] G. Gavalian et al. (CLAS), Phys. Rev. C 80, 035206

(2009), arXiv:0812.2950 [hep-ex].
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