
ar
X

iv
:h

ep
-p

h/
03

03
06

2v
2 

 2
4 

Ju
l 2

00
3

Siversvs.Collinse�ectin azimuthalsinglespin asymmetriesin

pion production in SIDIS

A.V.Efrem ova,K.Goekeb,P.Schweitzerc

a JointInstitute for N uclear Research,D ubna,141980 Russia

b Institutf�ur Theoretische Physik II,Ruhr-U niversit�atBochum ,G erm any

c D ipartim ento diFisica N ucleare e Teorica,U niversit�a degliStudidiPavia,Pavia,Italy

June2003

preprintRUB-TPII-05/03

A bstract

Recently ithasbeen argued thatthetransversem om entum dependenttwist-2Siversdistribution function

doesnotvanish in Q CD .Therefore both,theCollinsand Siverse�ects,should beconsidered in orderto

explain theazim uthalsingle spin asym m etriesA U L in pion production in sem i-inclusive deeply inelastic

lepton scattering ofa longitudinally polarized target. O n the basis ofpresently available phenom eno-

logicalinform ation on the Siversfunction we estim ate thatforthose asym m etriesA U L in the kinem atic

region ofthe HERM ES experim entstheSiverse�ectcan beneglected with respectto theCollinse�ect.

Itis argued thatthe sam e feature holds also for the CO M PASS and CLAS experim ents. This justi�es

theoreticalapproachesto understand the HERM ES data on the basisofthe Collinse�ectonly.

Introduction. Recently,Brodsky,Hwang and Schm idt have shown thatleading twistsingle spin asym -

m etriesin sem i-inclusivedeeply inelasticscattering (SIDIS)can arisefrom a rescattering between thestruck

quark and the target rem nant [1]. Collins has shown [2]that this rescattering m echanism is due to the

Siverse�ect[3],i.e.dueto the existenceofa (naively)T-odd transversem om entum dependentdistribution

function f?
1T
(x;p2

?
),correcting hisearlierproofthatthisdistribution function vanishes[4]and legitim ating

phenom enologicalwork [5,6]. The connection between such rescattering (\�nalstate interactions")and a

gauge-invariantde�nition off?
1T
(x;p2

?
)wasfurtherelaborated by Belitsky,Jiand Yuan [7].

In the light of[1,2]it is not true anym ore that the experim entalHERM ES results [8,9,10,11]on

azim uthalsinglespin asym m etriesin SIDIS o� a longitudinally (with respectto the beam )polarized target

can be interpreted in term softheCollinse�ect[4]only.Ratherthe Siverse�ectshould also be considered.

The corresponding tree-levelexpressionswerederived by M uldersetal.in [12,13].

In Refs.[14,15,16,17,18,19]itwasaim ed atatheoreticalunderstandingoftheHERM ES data[8,9,10]

in term softheCollinse�ectonly,relying on theno m orevalid proof[4]thattheSiversdistribution function

vanishes.In principlethese worksshould now be corrected to include the Siverse�ect.

In thisnoteweusepresently availablephenom enologicalinform ation on theSiversfunction by Anselm ino

etal.[5](cf.[20])to estim atethecontribution oftheSiverse�ectto the azim uthalsinglespin asym m etries

in the HERM ES longitudinaltarget polarization experim ents [8,9,10]and �nd that it can be neglected

com pared to theCollinse�ect.W ealsoarguethatin theapproach ofthepresentauthors[18,19]theneglect

ofthe Siverse�ectwasconsistentand justi�ed from a theoreticalpointofview.
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Figure1:K inem aticsofthepro-
cess lp ! l0hX in the lab fram e.

Sivers e�ect in the H ER M ES longitudinaltarget polarization ex-

perim ent. Letusconsiderthe processlp� ! l0hX (seeFig.1)where\� "

denotesthe longitudinal(with respectto the beam )polarization ofthe pro-

ton target(\+ " m eanspolarization oppositeto thebeam direction).W ith P

denoting them om entum ofthetargetproton,l(l0)denoting them om entum

ofthe incom ing (outgoing) lepton and Ph the m om entum ofthe produced

hadron,the relevantkinem aticalvariablesare s := (P + l)2,q = l� l0 with

Q 2 = � q2,x =
Q

2

2P q
,y =

P q

P l
,z = P Ph

P q
. Letus considerthe weighted cross

section di�erence(cf.footnote 1 below)

�� sin � k? =hPh ? i(x)=

Z

dzdyd2P h? sin�
k?

hPh? i

�

1

S+

d5�+

dxdydzd2P h?

�
1

S�

d5��

dxdydzd2P h?

�

; (1)
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whereS� denotesthe m odulusofthe targetpolarization and �� arethe corresponding crosssections.The

factthatin theHERM ES experim entthecrosssectionswereweighted withoutthetransverse(with respect

to the hard photon)m om entum k? = jP h? j=z isnotrelevantforourdiscussion.

Assum ingfactorization thecrosssection asym m etry �� sin � k? =hPh ? i wasshown in atree-levelcalculation

up to O (1=Q )to receive two contributions{ one from the longitudinaland one from the transversal(with

respectto the hard photon)com ponentofthe targetspin S [12,13]

�� sin � k? =hPh ? i(x)= �
sin � k? =hPh ? i

U L
(x)+ �

sin � k? =hPh ? i

U T
(x): (2)

Thelongitudinalpart�
sin � k? =hPh ? i

U L
isduetotheCollinse�ectonly,whilein thetransversalpart�

sin � k? =hPh ? i

U T

both Siversand Collinse�ectcontribute[13]

�
sin � k? =hPh ? i

U T
(x)= �

C ol

U T (x)+ �
Siv

U T (x) (3)

where

�
C ol

U T (x)� �
2

S

Z Z

dy dz

 k?

hPh? i
sin(� + �S)

�

O T O ;for�S = 0
;

�
Siv

U T (x)� �
2

S

Z Z

dy dz

 k?

hPh? i
sin(� � �S)

�

O T O ;for�S = 0
; (4)

in the notation of[13],orexplicitly

�
C ol

U T (x) = � 4��2s

Z

dy sin� S 2(1� y)Q � 4
X

a

e
2

axh
a
1(x)hH

? (1)a

1
i;

�
Siv

U T (x) = � 4��2s
M N

hPh? i

Z

dy sin� S 2(1� y+ y
2
=2)Q � 4

X

a

e
2

axf
? (1)a

1T
(x)hD a

1i; (5)

with1 (recalling the relation P h? = � zk? between the fragm enting quark and the produced hadron)

H
? (1)a

1
(z) = z

2

Z

d2k?
k2
?

2hPh? i
2
H

? a
1 (z;� zk? );

f
? (1)a

1T
(x) =

Z

d2p?
p2
?

2M 2
N

f
? a
1T (x;p? ): (6)

In Eq.(5)sin� S = jST j=jSj= [(4M 2
N
x2)(1� y� M 2

N
x2y2=Q 2)=(Q 2+ 4M 2

N
x2)]1=2 characterizesthetrans-

verse(with respectto the photon)com ponentofthe targetspin forlongitudinaltargetpolarization.H ?

1 is

norm alized according to the convention ofRefs.[12,13]. In Eq.(4)�S denotesthe azim uthalangle ofthe

targetspin around thephoton direction with respectto lepton scattering plane.Fora longitudinalpolariza-

tion �S = � � (for\+ " polarization in Eq.(1))such thatSiversand Collinse�ectbecom eindistinguishable.

W hen integrating overy and z in Eqs.(4,5)one hasto considerthe cutsW 2 > 4G eV
2
and Q 2 > 1G eV

2
,

0:2 < y < 0:85 and 0:2< z < 0:7 in the HERM ES experim ent.

Assum ing a G aussian distribution oftransverse m om enta2 for H ?

1 (z;P h? ) one obtains for the cuts of

the HERM ES experim ent

hH
? (1)

1
i�

Z 0:7

0:2

dz

Z

d2P h?

k2
?

2hPh? i
2
H

?

1 (z;P h? )=
hk2

?
i

2hPh? i
2

Z 0:7

0:2

dz H ?

1 (z)=
hk2

?
i

2hPh? i
2
hH ?

1 i: (7)

The H ?

1 (z) in (7) is de�ned by the assum ption ofa G aussian distribution oftransverse m om enta. It is

this quantity which undercertain assum ptionswasextracted by the presentauthorsin Ref.[18]from the

HERM ES data [8,9]. Assum ing favoured fragm entation (i.e.in the following
P

a
m eansthe sum overthe

1 N ote,that we use the notation of[12,13]with the Collins function norm alized with respect to hPh? i instead ofm � ,i.e.

[H ?

1
=hPh? i]here = [H ?

1
=m � ][12, 13]. Correspondingly,itishPh? iwhich com pensates the dim ension ofk? in the weight ofthe

crosssection asym m etry in Eqs.(1,2,3)and in the de� nition (6). N ote also the opposite de� nition ofazim uthalanglesin [13].
2 This assum ption does not contradict the H ER M ES data,but it is not in agreem ent with the phenom enologicalconsider-

ations ofCollins [4]or the m odelcalculation ofBacchetta et al.in R ef.[21]. H owever,in a lim ited z-range (0:2 < z < 0:7 in

the H ER M ES experim ent)a relation ofthe kind (7)can alwaysbe assum ed to hold with a su� cientaccuracy forourpurposes.

N ote that strictly speaking in the integration over transverse pion m om enta also the experim entalcuts should be considered

(jP h? j> 50M eV in the H ER M ES experim ents).
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corresponding favoured avours)we obtain forthe ratio of\Siversto Collinscrosssection asym m etry" the

result

�SivU T (x)

�C ol
U T

(x)
=
2M N hPh? i

hk2
?
i

hD 1i

hH ?

1
i

R

dy sin� S (1� y+ y2=2)=Q 4

R

dy sin� S (1� y)=Q 4

P

a
e2axf

? (1)a

1T
(x)

P

b
e2
b
xhb

1
(x)

: (8)

Considering hk2
?
i= (4=�)hk? i

2 fora G aussian distribution,using hk? i= hPh? i=hziand inserting hPh? i�

0:4G eV and hzi= 0:41 [8,9],and the value hH ?

1 i=hD 1i= (13:8� 2:8)% reported in [18]we obtain forthe

prefactorsin Eq.(8)in the kinem aticsofthe HERM ES experim ent

2M N hPh? i

hk2
?
i

hD 1i

hH ?

1
i
� 7:29;

1:03 <
�

R

dy sin� S (1� y+ y2=2)=Q 4

R

dy sin� S (1� y)=Q 4

<
� 1:5 : (9)
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Figure 2: The \ratio ofSivers to Collins ef-

fect" as de�ned in Eq.(8) vs. x for the kine-

m atics ofthe H ER M ES experim ent

As an estim ate forthe Siversfunction we take the resultsex-

tracted by Anselm ino et al.in [5](cf. [20]) from the E704 data

[22]on single spin asym m etriesin the processp"p ! �X . Ifone

assum es factorization, there are three possible non-perturbative

m echanism s which could generate the observed e�ect: Collins ef-

fect,Siverse�ectand a twist-3 m echanism [23]. Anselm ino etal.

tried to explain the E704 data underthe assum ption thatthe ob-

served asym m etry isdue to the Siverse�ectonly. Underthisas-

sum ption the following �t ofthe Sivers function to the data was

reported [5](cf.[20])

f
? (1)u

1T
(x) = 0:81x2:70(1� x)4:54

f
? (1)d

1T
(x) = � 0:27x2:12(1� x)5:10

f
? (1)�q

1T
(x) = 0: (10)

Theresult(10)refersto a scalewhich isoftheorderofm agnitude

ofthe large transverse m om entum ofthe produced pions { typi-

cally (2� 3)G ev,i.e.com parableto the Q 2-region explored in the

HERM ES experim ent.Using the estim ate (10)forthe Siversfunction we obtain forthe ratio of\Siversto

Collinse�ect" asde�ned in Eq.(8)the resultshown in Fig.2. (Forthe transversity distribution ha
1(x)we

takethe prediction ofthe ChiralQ uark Soliton M odel[24]LO -evolved to Q 2 = 4G eV
2
asused in [18,19].)

Asclari�ed in [2,7](seealso [25])the W ilson-link required to ensuregaugeinvarianceofthe expression

fortheSivers-function isprocess-dependentand im pliesoppositesignsforf?
1T

in SIDIS and in theDrell-Yan

process. The connection between f?
1T

in SIDIS and in p"p ! �X has notbeen clari�ed yet.3 In Fig.2 it

is assum ed thatf?
1T

hasthe sam e sign in these processes(otherwise the resultis to be understood as the

m odulusofthe ratio of\Siversto Collinse�ect").

The resultin Fig.2 m eansthatrelying on the estim ate (10)the contribution ofthe Siverse�ectto the

azim uthalasym m etriesfrom a longitudinally polarized targetcan safely be neglected forthe kinem aticsof

the HERM ES experim ent.W e observethattheSiverse�ectcontributesfor0:023< x < 0:4 (the HERM ES

x-cuts) about (2 � 3)% to the transversalpart ofthe asym m etry A
sin �

U L
in the case of�+ and �0. The

transversalpartprovidesa negativeand in absolutevaluessm allercontribution the totalasym m etry A
sin �

U L

com pared to thelongitudinalpart[18].(According to ourestim atestheSiverse�ectwould contributeabout

10% to thetransversalpartin thecaseof�� where,however,unfavoured fragm entation e�ectsplay a m uch

m ore im portant role [16]. In the HERM ES experim ent �� azim uthalasym m etries were found consistent

with zero.) Itshould be noted thatthe suppression ofthe Siverse�ectwith respectto the Collinse�ectis

nota kinem aticale�ectforethe respectiveprefactorsarenotsm all,seeEq.(9).

O necould betem pted tointerpret(10)asanupperbound fortheSiversfunction foreitquanti�estheright

portion oftheSiverse�ectneeded to explain theE704 data in term softhise�ectonly.However,asalready

m entioned,therearetwo m oree�ectsnam ely the Collinse�ectand thetwist-3 m echanism proposed in [23]

which could give rise to the e�ectobserved in the E704 experim ent. O ne could im agine a situation where

3Fora discussion ofthe processes p"p ! �X and e~p ! �X atlarge transverse m om enta,which can be described by related

(twist-3) functions [25],see R ef.[26].
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the three e�ectswere sizeable,butcontributed to the netresultwith di�erentsignsand partially canceled

each other. Therefore,we cannotconsiderthe resultofFig.2 asa strictupperbound forthe contribution

ofthe Siverse�ectto the HERM ES azim uthalasym m etriesfrom a longitudinally polarized target. Rather

we can interpret the result ofFig.2 as an indication that the Sivers e�ect is oflittle im portance in the

corresponding HERM ES experim ents[8,9,10].

In thiscontextitisinteresting to rem ark thatAnselm ino etal.also m adetheattem ptto understand the

E704 data in term softhe Collinse�ectonly,observing thatin principlethisispossible[27].By com paring

the H ?

1 ofthe presentauthors [18](which explainsthe HERM ES data [8,9]by the Collinse�ectonly)to

theH ?

1 ofAnselm inoetal.[27](which explainstheE704data[22]by theCollinse�ectonly),wecom eto the

following conclusion:The H ?

1 ofthe presentauthors[18]could accountforroughly halfthe e�ectobserved

in the E704 experim ent[22]. In particular,the Collinse�ectcontributesto the E704 data with a positive

sign4. Thiswould exclude the possibility ofa partialcancellation ofSiversand Collinse�ect. Stillthere is

the twist-3 m echanism [23]which doesnotallow usto considerthe resultin Fig.2 asa de�nite bound for

the contribution ofthe Siverse�ect.

Finally we rem ark that the attem pt to explain HERM ES data [8,9,10]in term s ofthe Sivers e�ect

only,would require a Siversfunction one orderofm agnitude largerand ofopposite sign than in the E704

experim ent (however,cf.the discussion above). So these two experim ents are only com patible with each

otherifthe Collinse�ectplaysan im portantrole.

Calculationsin the quark-diquark m odelswith gluon exchange[29,30]suggesta som ehow largerSivers-

function than theestim atein Eq.(10).However,itshould benoted thateven a Sivers-function signi�cantly

larger(up to an orderofm agnitude)than (10)stillwould yield a negligible e�ect,atleastforpositive and

neutralpions. Thus,qualitatively our conclusions are not altered in the light ofthe results reported in

[29,30].

C LA S and C O M PA SS experim ents. Azim uthalasym m etries willalso be studied in the CLAS and

CO M PASS experim ents.W e �nd thatthe suppression e�ectofthe Siverswith respectto the Collinse�ect

in asym m etries from a longitudinally target is only weakly sensitive to cuts. The suppression is stronger

with increasingscalebecausef? a
1T

decreaseswith increasingscalem orerapidly than ha1 [31].Thism eansthat

dedicated experim entswith longitudinally polarized targetsatCLAS and CO M PASS can alsobeinterpreted

solely on the basisofthe Collinsm echanism . (PredictionsforCLAS are presented by the presentauthors

in [32]and those forCO M PASS willbe given elsewhere).

Sivers e�ect in SID IS w ith transversely polarized target. In the caseofa longitudinally polarized

targetboth Siversand Collinse�ectcontribute. In contrast,a transversely polarized targetallowsa clean

separation ofthese e�ectsby using appropriateweights[13]

A
sin(�� �s)k?

U T
(x) =

R

dzdyd2P h? sin(� � �s)k?

�

1

S "

d
5
�
"

dx dy dzd2P h ?

� 1

S #

d
5
�
#

dx dy dzd2P h ?

�

1

2

R

dzdyd2P h?

�

d5�"

dx dy dzd2P h ?

+ d5�#

dx dy dzd2P h ?

�

/

�

f?
1T
D 1 for\� " (Siverse�ect)

h1H
?

1 for\+ "(Collinse�ect),
(11)

where k? = jP h? j=z. In the case oftransverse polarization the azim uthalangle ofthe spin vectordi�ers

from eventto eventand hasto bedeterm ined from thedata.M orespeci�cally theresultfortheasym m etry

reads[13]

A
sin(�� �s)k? =M N

U T
(x)=

2
R

dy cos� S (1� y+ y2=2)Q � 4
P

a
e2axf

? (1)a

1T
(x)hD a

1i
R

dy (1� y+ y2=2)Q � 4
P

b
e2
b
xfb

1
(x)hD b

1
i

(12)

Letus estim ate the azim uthalasym m etry A
sin(�� �s)k? =M N

U T
on the basisofthe results (10)from Ref.[5].5

Assum ing favoured fragm entation weobtain the resultshown in Fig.3a.

4H ereby we assum e universality ofH ?

1
in SID IS and p"p ! �X .In R ef.[25]ithasrecently been argued thatthere m ightbe

no sim plerelation between the Collins-function in SID IS and e+ e� annihilation.(H owever,seealso [28].) The relation between

H ?

1
in SID IS and p"p ! �X has notbeen clari� ed yet.

5Such an estim atehasalready been given in [20]in Fig.5 and Fig.6,which show respectively thenum eratorand denom inator

ofEq.(12) (without z-average) asfunctions ofx and z in 3-D plots.
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Figure 3: (a) The single spin azim uthalasym m etry A
sin(�� �s)k? =M N

U T
(x) for �� and �0 for the H ER M ES kinem atics as a

function ofx.N ote that the weightk? =M N providesan arti�cialsuppression,see text.

(b)The singlespin azim uthalasym m etry A
sin(�� �s)

U T
(x)(i.e.weighted withoutthe factork? =M N )forthe H ER M ES kinem atics

as a function ofx.

Thek? -weighted asym m etry A
sin(�� �s)k? =M N

U T
isabout1% .However,thisdoesnotm ean thatthe e�ect

itselfissm allbecause the k? =M N -factorin the weightintroducesan arti�cialsuppression ofthe e�ect. In

[5,20]the result hk2
T
(x)i1=2 = 0:47x0:68(1 � x)0:48M N was used from a parton m odelbased analysis [33].

This result im plies that hk2
T
(x)i1=2 <

� 0:2M N for allx. In orderto com pare the e�ect \m ore directly" to

the asym m etriesA
sin �

U L
� (3� 4)% m easured by HERM ES [8,9,10]we considerthe asym m etry weighted

withoutthe factork? =M N ,which weestim ate asfollows(cf.Appendix)

A
sin(�� �s)

U T
(x)�

2M N

hkT i
A
sin(�� �s)kT =M N

U T
(x): (13)

W e roughly approxim atehkT i� hk2
T
i1=2 and take hk2

T
i= hk2

T
(x)ifrom [33].(Itisconsistentand necessary

to usef?
1T

from [5,20]in connection with hk2
T
ifrom [33]becausethelatterwasused explicitly in Ref.[5]to

�tf?
1T

underthe above-m entioned assum ptions.)

Theresultfortheasym m etry weighted withoutthefactork? =M N ,A
sin(�� �s)

U T
(x),isshown in Fig.3b.W e

seethatthee�ectitselfisnotsm all.However,thecorresponding (non-k? -weighted)A
sin(�+ �s)

U T
(x)/ ha1H

? a
1

Collinse�ectasym m etry islarger,nam ely ofO (20% )[34].

Calculationsbased on a quark-diquark m odelapproach yield an A
sin(�� �s)

U T
(x)ofcom parablem agnitude

at large (in the HERM ES kinem atics) x � 0:3,but substantially m ore sizeable than the resultin Fig.3b

in the region x <
� 0:2 [30]. W e em phasize thatthe resultsin Figs.3a and 3b can only be viewed asrough

estim ateswith thefollowingsigni�cance:IfHERM ES m easured A
sin(�� �s)k? =M N

U T
orA

sin(�� �s)

U T
ofcom parable

orderofm agnitudeastheresultsin Figs.3a and 3b,then theargum entsand estim atesgiven in thecontext

ofFig.2 would experim entally be justi�ed.

C om m ent on the calculations of A U L by the present authors. In Refs.[18,19]it was aim ed at

describing the HERM ES data [8,9,10]in term softhe Collinse�ectonly.

Theapproach of[18,19]consistsin com bining resultsfrom theinstanton m odeloftheQ CD vacuum [35]

and from the chiralquark-soliton m odel[36,37]for the nucleon chirally odd distribution functions ha1(x)

and ha
L
(x) [24,38]. This approach is consistent because the chiralquark-soliton m odelwas derived from

the instanton vacuum m odel. A sm allparam eterwhich played an im portantrole in this derivation is the

instanton packingfraction {theratiooftheaverageinstanton size� totheaverageseparation R ofinstantons

(in Euclidean space-tim e).Num erically �=R � 1=3 with � � (600M eV)� 1.

The neglectofSiversfunction f? a
1T

in the approach ofRefs.[18,19]isfully consistentforthe following

reason. In Ref.[39]Pobylitsa showed thatin a large classofchiralm odels\T-odd" distribution functions

are strictly zero. In particular in the chiralquark-soliton m odelf? a
1T

= 0. This can be understood by

considering that in Q CD f? a
1T

does not vanish under tim e reversalonly due to the non-trivialtransversal

partoftheW ilson lineenteringthede�nition off?
1T
(x;p2

?
)[2,7].M ostchiralm odelsarebased on quarkand

G oldstone-boson degreesoffreedom ,and them odelingoftheW ilson-lineisbeyond thescopeofsuch m odels.
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(By itselfthis does notm ean thatthe Siversfunction is necessarily sm alloreven zero in nature. Indeed,

otherm odelswhich explicitly take into accountgluonic degreesoffreedom haveno problem with m odeling

the W ilson-line.O neexam plearethe quark-diquark m odelswith gluon exchangeofRefs.[1,29,30].)

However,ifoneconsidersthatin thechiralquark-soliton m odelf? a
1T

= 0 and thatthism odelin a certain

sensecorrespondsto thezeroth orderin theparam eter�=R oftheinstanton m odel[40],then onearrivesat

the conclusion thatf? a
1T

issuppressed in the param eter�=R. Thisconclusion isdrawn here indirectly and

should,ofcourse,be reinvestigated in the instanton vacuum m odelusing the m ethodsdeveloped in [41].

For the calculations ofA U L at HERM ES by the present authors [18,19]the inform ation that f? a
1T

is

strictly zero in the chiralquark-soliton m odel(and suppressed in the instanton vacuum m odel)is,from the

theoreticalpointofview,fully su�cientto neglectSiverse�ect. Aswe have seen above,thisissupported

also by phenom enology.

C onclusions. Itwasshown thaton the basisofpresently available phenom enologicalinform ation on the

Sivers function [5]the contribution ofthe Sivers e�ect to single spin asym m etries from a longitudinally

polarized targetcan be neglected with respectto the Collinse�ect. Thisresultm eansthatthe HERM ES

data [8,9,10]indeed provide uswith �rstinsightsinto the chirally odd structure ofthe nucleon,and that

thetheoreticale�ortsto understand thesedata in term softheCollinse�ectonly [14,15,16,17,18,19]were

justi�ed. The sam e appliesto CLAS and CO M PASS kinem atics,which is an encouraging resultforthese

experim entswhere(m ostofthe beam -tim e)longitudinally polarized targetswillbe used.

Singlespin azim uthalasym m etriesfrom transversely polarized targetsallow an unam biguousdistinction

oftheCollinsand Siverse�ect.Such asym m etriesarepresently studied by theHERM ES [11]and CO M PASS

collaborations.Relying on the inform ation on the Siversfunction from Ref.[5]one can estim ate the Sivers

e�ect on single spin asym m etries from a transversely polarized proton targetto be about5% . This m ust

notbe considered asan absolute prediction,ratherasa rough indication forthe size ofthe e�ect,and will

serve asa thorough experim entaltestofthe considerationspresented in thisnote. O urpredictionsforthe

Collinse�ectin singlespin asym m etriesfrom a transversely polarized targetwillbe presented elsewhere.
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A ppendix. Explicit form ulae for azim uthalasym m etries weighted with an appropriate power oftrans-

verse m om entum were derived in [13]. In asym m etries weighted without an appropriate power ofk? the

transversem om enta in theunintegrated distribution and fragm etation functions,in ourcasef? a
1T

(x;k2
T
)and

D 1(z;K
2
T;D

),rem ain convoluted.(Fora discussion ofthe m eaning ofunintegrated distribution functionsin

Q CD,seeRef.[42].) In orderto dealwith thiscasetwo approacheshavebeen followed in the literature.

O neapproach consistsin approxim ating (in the lucid notation of[13])




sin(� � �S)
�

O T O
�
2M N

hkT i


k?

M N

sin(� � �S)
�

O T O
: (14)

Thisapproach waschosen in Refs.[14,16]in studiesofA U L asym m etries,and in Ref.[30]in studiesofthe

A U T asym m etry which weconsiderhere.Eq.(13)isjustthe estim ate (14)in a di�erentnotation.

Anotherapproach consistsin directly evaluating theasym m etrieswith a G aussian ansatz(cf.footnote2)

F (x;k2T )= F (x)
exp(� k2

T
=hk2

T
i)

�hk2
T
i

(15)

where F (x;k2
T
) denotes a generic unintegrated distribution orfragm entation function. The norm alization

factorsin Eq.(15)aresuch that
R

d2kT F (x;k
2
T
)= F (x)holds.Underthe assum ption (15)we obtain

A
sin(�� �s)

U T
(x)

G auss
= B corr�

�

the resultin Eq.(13)

�

;

B corr =
�

4
�
1

2
�

�

1+
hK 2

T;D
i

hk2
T
i

� � 1=2

: (16)
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Thetransversem om entaofthefragm entingquarksarerelated tothoseoftheproduced hadronsby hK 2
T;D

i�

hP 2
h?
i=hz2i.Eq.(16)can bederived followingRef.[12],whereexplicitexam plesofsim ilarcalculationsbased

on the ansatz(15)can be found.Thisapproach waschosen in the caseofA U L asym m etriesin [17,18,19].

The appearance ofa \correction factor" between the heuristic estim ate in Eq.(14)and the consistent

calculation under a G aussian assum ption is not surprizing. In the present case one �nds an x-dependent

B corr
<
� 0:1 (forhk2

T
ifrom [33]and hK 2

T;D
i� hP 2

h?
i=hz2ifrom the HERM ES experim ent).I.e.the second

m ethod would yield a substantially sm allerresult. Both approachesare,ofcourse,heuristic and it is not

clearwhich could be m ore realistic and reliable.In thiswork we preferred the approach based on Eq.(14)

in orderto directly com pareto othercalculationsreported in literature[30].

Note that B T 6= 1 m eans that the estim ate (14) is not com patible with a G aussian distribution of

transversem om enta.Thereforeweapproxim atehkT i
2 � hk2T iin thesequenceofEq.(13),astherewould be

no justi�cation to use,e.g.,the relation hkT i
2 = �hk2

T
i=4 valid fora G aussian distribution only.

It should be stressed that azim uthalasym m etries o�er { beyond insights into the T-odd Collins and

Siversm echanism s{ also theopportunity to learn abouttransversequark m om enta in hadrons.An analysis

ofdata from HERM ES (and other experim ents) using both,weights with and without an explicit factor

kT = jP h? j=z,could provide valuable phenom enologicalinsights. From a strict theoreticalpointofview,

however,the weighting with appropriatefactorsofkT ispreferable[13].
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