arXiv:hep-ph/0507183 v2 3 Aug 2005

RUB-TPII-15/2003

Dual parameterization of generalized parton distributions and description of DVCS data

V. Guzey Institut für Theoretische Physik II, Ruhr-Universität Bochum, D-44780 Bochum, Germany^∗

M.V. Polyakov Institut für Theoretische Physik II, Ruhr-Universität Bochum, D-44780 Bochum, Germany and Petersburg Nuclear Physics Institute, Gatchina, St. Petersburg 188350, Russia^†

Abstract

We discuss a new leading-order parameterization of generalized parton distributions of the proton, which is based on the idea of duality. In its minimal version, the parameterization is defined by the usual quark singlet parton distributions and the form factors of the energy-momentum tensor. We demonstrate that our parameterization describes very well the absolute value, the Q^2-dependence and the W -dependence of the HERA data on the total DVCS cross section and contains no free parameters in that kinematics. The parameterization suits especially well the low-x_{Bj} region, which allows us to advocate it as a better alternative to the frequently used double distribution parameterization of the GPDs.

PACS numbers: 13.60.-r,12.38.Lg

∗vadim.guzey@tp2.ruhr-uni-bochum.de †maxim.polyakov@tp2.ruhr-uni-bochum.de

I. INTRODUCTION

Generalized parton distributions (GPDs) have become a standard QCD tool for analyzing and parameterizing the non-perturbative parton structure of hadronic targets, for reviews see [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6]. In general, GPDs are more general and complex objects than structure functions and form factors. In addition, experimentally measured observables do not access the GPDs themselves but only their convolution with the hard scattering coefficients. Therefore, the experimental determination of the GPDs is an extremely difficult task. Hence, when dealing with the GPDs, one invariably uses models, the known limiting behavior and general properties of the GPDs and the physical intuition.

The GPDs have been modeled using virtually all known models of the nucleon structure: bag models [7], the chiral quark-soliton model [8], light-front models [9, 10], constituent quark models [11], Bethe-Salpeter approach [12], a NJL model [13]. In addition, a double distribution model of the GPDs [14, 15] and modeling by perturbative diagrams [16] were suggested.

The factorization theorem for deeply virtual Compton scattering (DVCS) [17] gives a practical possibility to measure the GPDs by studying various processes involving the GPDs: DVCS, exclusive electroproduction of vector mesons, wide angle Compton scattering [18, 19], exclusive pp̄ → γ γ annihilation [20], the pp̄ → γ π^0 process [21], γ^∗ γ → π π near threshold [22]. However, in order to accommodate such a potentially large number of data, parameterizations of the GPDs should be sufficiently flexible and versatile. In particular, they should allow for the connection of the DVCS with the pp̄ → γ γ process.

The commonly used double distribution parameterization of the GPDs [14, 15] is one example of the model of the GPDs which could be used to connect different physical channels [23]. However, the parameterization of the GPDs based on the double distribution has a number of problems from the phenomenological point of view. First, in order to have the full form of polynomiality, the so-called D-term [24] has to added by hand. Second, the model dramatically overestimates the low-x HERA data on the total DVCS cross section because it involves proton parton distributions at extremely small and unmeasured values of Bjorken x [25]. Third, the model does not allow for an intuitive physical motivation and interpretation, see [26] for a discussion of the physics of GPDs.

In this paper, we offer a new model for the GPDs, which was in a general form introduced in [27]. Unlike the models of the GPDs mentioned above, the present model has a simple physical interpretation and direct correspondence to the mechanical properties of the target [28]. The suggested parameterization of the GPDs can be analytically continued in t to the physical region of the pp̄ → γ γ reaction and also allows for flexible modeling of the t-dependence of the GPDs.

The considered parameterization of the GPDs is called dual because the GPDs are presented as an infinite series of t-channel exchanges, which reminds of the ideas of duality in hadron-hadron scattering.

In this work, we formulate the minimal version of the dual parameterization and determine the free parameters of the model. Using the resulting dual parameterization of the GPDs, we successfully describe the HERA data on the DVCS cross section [29, 30, 31]. We explain that our parameterization suits the low-x_{Bj} kinematics especially well because the quark singlet parton distributions are never probed at the unmeasurably low values of Bjorken x and because the final expression for the DVCS amplitude is numerically stable. Thus, the dual parameterization of the GPDs gives an opportunity to have a physically intuitive model of the GPDs, which agrees with the DVCS experiments and which can serve as an alternative to the popular double distribution model.

II. THE DUAL PARAMETERIZATION OF GPDS

The dual representation of the GPDs was first introduced for the pion GPDs in [32]. The essence of that derivation is presented below. The starting point was the decomposition of the two-pion distribution amplitude (2πDA) in terms of the eigenfunctions of the ERBL evolution equation (Gegenbauer polynomials C^{3/2}_n ), the partial waves of produced pions (Legendge polynomials P_l) and generalized form factors B_{nl}. The moments of the 2πDA, being the matrix elements of certain local operators, could be related by crossing to the moments of the pion GPDs. Then, the pion GPDs could be formally reconstructed using the explicit form of their moments.

Based on the result of [32], the dual representation for the proton GPDs was suggested in [27]. In this paper, we will consider only the singlet (C-even) combination of the GPDs H, which give the dominant contribution to the total DVCS cross section at high energies and small t. We will work in the leading order approximation and, hence, we will consider only quark GPDs.

The dual representation of the singlet GPD H^i of the quark flavor i is [27] H^i(x, ξ, t, μ^2) = ∞∑ n=1, odd n+1∑ l=0, even B^i_{nl}(t, μ^2) θ ( 1 − x^2 ξ^2 ) ( 1 − x^2 ξ^2 ) C^{3/2}_n ( x ξ ) P_l ( 1 ξ ) , (1)

where x, ξ and t are the usual GPD variables. The series (1) is divergent at fixed x and ξ, and, hence, it should be understood as a formal series. In particular, it is incorrect to evaluate the series term by term. As a result, the GPD H^i of Eq. (1) has a support over the entire −1 ≤ x ≤ 1 region, regardless that each term of the series is non-vanishing only for −ξ ≤ x ≤ ξ. The formal representation (1) can be equivalently rewritten as a converging series using the technique developed in [27].

The derivation of Eq. (1) used the idea of duality of hadronic physics, when the scattering amplitude in the s-channel is represented as an infinite series of the t-channel exchanges. This explains the name “the dual representation” for the representation of Eq. (1).

As a double series, Eq. (1) is inconvenient for phenomenological applications. For the evaluation of the LO DVCS amplitude, it is useful to introduce the functions Q_k(x, t) whose Mellin moments generate the B^i_{nl} form factors [27]

B^i_{n n+1−k} (t, μ^2) =

∫_1 0 dx x^n Q^i_k(x, t, μ^2) , (2) where k is even. A remarkable property of the dual representation is that the μ^2-evolution of the functions Q^i_k is given by the usual leading order (LO) DGLAP evolution.

Since the B^i_{nl} form factors are related to the moments of H^i, the Q_k functions are also constrained by these moments. In particular, from

∫_1 −1 dx x H^i(x, ξ, t) = M^i_2(t) + 4 5 ξ^2d^i(t) = 6 5 [ B_{12}(t) − 1 3 (B_{12}(t) − 2B_{10}(t)) ξ^2 ] , (3)

it follows that

∫_1 0 dx x Q^i_0(x, t, μ^2) = 5 6 M^i_2(t, μ^2) ,

∫_1 0 dx x Q^i_2(x, t, μ^2) = 5 12 M^i_2(t, μ^2) + d^i(t, μ^2) , (4)

where M^i_2 at t = 0 is the proton light-cone momentum fraction carried by the quarks; d^i(t) is the first moment of the quark D-term.

In addition, the B_{nn+1} form factors at the zero momentum transfer are fixed by the Mellin moments of the quark singlet parton distribution functions (PDFs). In particular, 3 4 ∫_1 0 dx ( q^i(x, μ^2) + q̄^i(x, μ^2) ) = B_{10}(0) =

∫_1 0 dx Q^i_0(x, 0, μ^2) . (5)

The Q^i_0 functions at t = 0 are completely fixed in terms of the forward proton PDFs [27]

Q^i_0(x, 0, μ^2) = q^i(x, μ^2) + q̄^i(x, μ^2) − x 2 ∫_1 x dz z^2 ( q^i(z, μ^2) + q̄^i(z, μ^2) ) . (6)

As suggested in [27], keeping only the functions Q^i_0 and Q^i_2 constitutes the minimal version of the dual parameterization of the GPDs. The functions Q^i_0 and Q^i_2 are defined by Eqs. (6) and (4), where M^i_2(t) and d^i(t) have a clear physical interpretation since they are the form factors of the energy-momentum tensor evaluated between the states representing the given target. At t = 0, M^i_2(0) is the fraction of the plus-momentum of the nucleon carried by the quarks of flavor i; d^i(0) characterizes the shear forces experienced by the quarks in the target.

Next we discuss the minimal version of the dual representation in detail. While Q^i_0 at t = 0 is defined by Eq. (6), only the first x-moment of Q^i_2 is constrained. We simply assume that Q^i_2 ∝ Q^i_0 and take Q^i_2(x, 0, μ^2) = β^i Q^i_0(x, 0, μ^2) , (7) where β^i are constants. From Eq. (4), we obtain

β^i = 6 5 d^i(0) M^i_2(0) + 1 2 , (8)

which gives β^u = −4.4 , β^d = −8.9 , β^s = 0.5 . (9) In this numerical estimate, we assume that d^u = d^d ≈ −2 and d^s ≈ 0, which agrees with the SU(3)-symmetric chiral quark soliton model calculation of the nucleon D-term [33]: ∑ i d^i(0) ≈ −4, and takes into account the SU(3) symmetry breaking in the nucleon PDFs (the suppression of the strange quark PDF at the low resolution scale). The momentum fractions M^i_2 were evaluated at μ_0 = 0.6 GeV using the LO GRV parton PDFs [34].

In general, β^i also depend on μ^2. However, as will be seen from the general expression for the DVCS amplitude, at small values of ξ typical for the HERA data on the total DVCS cross section, the contribution of the Q^i_2 function is kinematically suppressed. Therefore, the goodness of the description of the data is not affected by the exact values of β^i, and we simply used Eq. (9) at all μ^2.

Until recently, the t-dependence of the DVCS cross section was not measured. One would simply assume that the DVCS cross section exponentially depends on t, dσ_{DVCS}(x_{Bj}, Q^2, t) dt = exp (−B |t|) ( dσ_{DVCS}(x_{Bj}, Q^2, t) dt ) t=0 , (10)

such that the total DVCS cross section is

σ_{DVCS}(x_{Bj}, Q^2) = 1 B ( dσ_{DVCS}(x_{Bj}, Q^2, t) dt ) t=0 . (11)

The value of the slope parameter B was rather uncertain, 5 ≤ B ≤ 9 GeV^{−2}. The range of the values covers the experimentally measured range of the t-slope of electroproduction of light vector mesons at HERA. However, very recently the t-dependence of the total DVCS cross section for 0.1 ≤ |t| ≤ 0.8 GeV^2 and at Q^2 = 8 GeV^2 was measured by the H1 collaboration at HERA and was fitted by the exponential form of Eq. (10) with the result B = 6.02 ± 0.35 ± 0.39 GeV^{−2} [31].

In our numerical estimates of the DVCS cross section, we calculate the DVCS amplitude at t = 0 and then use Eq. (11) in order to find the t-integrated DVCS cross section. In general, the slope B should decrease with increasing Q^2. A particular model for the Q^2- dependent slope was suggested in [36]: B(Q^2) = 8 (1−0.15 ln(Q^2/2)) GeV^{−2}. In our analysis, we use the same Q^2-dependence,

B(Q^2) = 7.6 ( 1 − 0.15 ln(Q^2/2) ) GeV^{−2} , (12)

but with a slightly smaller constant 7.6 GeV^{−2}, which is chosen such that Eq. (12) reproduces the H1 value of the slope at Q^2 = 8 GeV^2.

In summary, our parameterization of the GPDs H^i is defined by Eqs. (4), (6) and (7). The t-dependence of the DVCS cross section is given by Eqs. (10) and (12). This is the minimal version of the dual representation of the GPDs, which can be readily extended by considering more Q^i_k functions, a more elaborate t-dependence and by taking into account the other GPDs of the proton. The main practical advantage of our representation is that the μ^2-evolution of Q^i_{0,2} is given by the usual DGLAP evolution of the singlet PDFs, see Eq. (6).

III. DESCRIPTION OF LOW-x HERA DATA ON DVCS CROSS SECTION

In this section, we evaluate the total DVCS cross section using the minimal model of the dual representation of the GPDs and compare the results to the HERA data [30, 31].

The total unpolarized DVCS cross section on the photon level reads, see e.g. [35],

σ_{DVCS}(x_{Bj}, Q^2) = α^2_{e.m.}x^2_{Bj}π (1 − ξ^2) Q^4 √ 1 + 4x^2_{Bj} m^2_N /Q^2 ∫_{tmax} t_{min} dt |Ā_{DVCS}(ξ, t, Q^2)|^2 , (13)

where α_{e.m.} the fine-structure constant; ξ = 1/2x_{Bj} /(1−x_{Bj} /2) in the Bjorken limit; t_{max} ≈ 0 and t_{min} ≈ −1 GeV^{−2}; |Ā_{DVCS}|^2 is the squared and spin-averaged DVCS amplitude.

To the leading order in α_s, the DVCS amplitude is expressed in terms of the singlet combination of the GPDs H^i,

A_{DVCS}(ξ, t, Q^2) = ∑ i e^2_i

∫_1 0 dx H^i(x, ξ, t, Q^2) ( 1 x − ξ + i0 + 1 x + ξ − i0 ) . (14)

Using our model for the GPDs and the results of [27], the DVCS amplitude can be presented in a compact form in terms of the Q^i_0 and Q^i_2 functions

A_{DVCS}(ξ, t, Q^2) = − ∑ i e^2_i

∫_1 0 dx x 2∑ k=0 x^kQ^i_k(x, t, Q^2) 1 √ 1 −^{2x}_ξ + x^2 + 1 √ 1 +^{2x}_ξ + x^2 − 2δ_{k0} . (15) Using the exponential ansatz for the t-dependence of the DVCS cross section, the total DVCS cross section is expressed in terms of the DVCS amplitude at t = 0 [see Eq. (11)]

σ_{DVCS}(x_{Bj}, Q^2) = α^2_{e.m.}x^2_{Bj}π (1 − ξ^2) Q^4 √ 1 + 4x^2_{Bj} m^2_N /Q^2 1 B(Q^2)

|Ā_{DVCS}(ξ, t = 0, Q^2)|^2 , (16)

where A_{DVCS}(ξ, t = 0, Q^2) is given by Eq. (15) evaluated with Q^i_{0,2}(x, 0, Q^2).

Our predictions for the Q^2 and W -dependence of the total DVCS cross section are presented in Figs. 1 and 2, respectively. For comparison, we also present the H1 [31] and ZEUS [30] data.

Note that the ZEUS data points, which were taken at W = 89 GeV and at Q^2 = 9.6 GeV^2, have been rescaled to the H1 values of W = 82 GeV and Q^2 = 8 GeV^2 using the fitted W and Q^2-dependence of the DVCS cross section: σ_{DVCS} ∝ W^{0.75} and σ_{DVCS} ∝ 1/(Q^2)^{1.54} [30].

For the proton forward PDFs, which are required to evaluate Q^i_0, we used the LO CTEQ5L parameterization [37].

FIG. 1: The total DVCS cross section at W = 82 GeV as a function of Q^2. The predictions of the dual parameterization of the GPDs (solid curve) is compared to the H1 [31] and ZEUS [30]. The error bars represent the statistical and systematic uncertainties added in quadrature.

One can see from Fig. 1 that the absolute value and the Q^2-dependence of the total DVCS cross section is described very well. The agreement with the data at the highest values of Q^2 would have been worse, if we had used the Q^2-independent slope B.

From Fig. 2 one can see that the absolute value and the W -dependence of the DVCS cross section is also reproduced rather well. However, one should note a slight discrepancy between the ZEUS and H1 data points at lower values of W and large experimental errors at the high end of W .

It is important to emphasize that our predictions for the total DVCS cross section were made using the parameterization of the GPD, which contains no free parameters (the role of Q^i_2 and β, see Eq. (7), is negligible in the H1 and ZEUS kinematics). It is very remarkable

FIG. 2: The total DVCS cross section at Q^2 = 8 GeV as a function of W . The predictions of the dual parameterization of the GPDs (solid curve) is compared to the H1 [31] and ZEUS [30]. The error bars represent the statistical and systematic uncertainties added in quadrature.

that the agreement with the data is so good.

In order to understand, at least partially, the success of the dual parameterization of GPDs in the description of the low-x HERA data, it is instructive to analyze the DVCS amplitude A_{DVCS} of Eq. (15) in some detail. Evaluating the imaginary and real parts of Eq. (15), one obtains [27]

Im A(ξ, Q^2) = − ∑ i e^2_i

∫_1 a dx x 1 √ 2x/ξ − x^2 − 1 2∑ k=0 x^kQ_k(x, 0, Q^2) ,

Re A(ξ, t) = − ∑ i e^2_i

∫_1 a dx x 2∑ k=0 x^kQ_k(x, 0, Q^2) ( 1 √ 1 + 2x/ξ + x^2 − 2δ_{k0} )

− ∑ i e^2_i ∫_a 0 dx x 2∑ k=0 x^kQ_k(x, 0, Q^2) ( 1 √ 1 − 2x/ξ + x^2 + 1 √ 1 + 2x/ξ + x^2 − 2δ_{k0} ) , (17)

where a = (1 − √ 1 − ξ^2)/ξ.

Al low x_{Bj}, ξ ≈ x_{Bj}/2 and the integration limit is a ≈ ξ/2 = x_{Bj}/4. Thus, the functions Q^i_0 and Q^i_2 are never sampled at x < x_{Bj}/4. This is clearly an advantage over the double distribution parameterization of GPDs, where the forward parton distributions are sampled all the way down to x = 0, which results in the acute sensitivity to the unmeasured, very low-x behavior of the proton PDFs and leads to a gross overestimate of the data [25].

In addition, Eqs. (17) are convenient for the numerical implementation since the integrands do not contain large end-point contributions, as can be explicitly seen by changing the integration variables.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We presented and discussed a new leading order parameterization of GPDs introduced in [27]. In its minimal form, the parameterization is defined by the forward singlet quark PDFs and the form factors of the energy-momentum tensor, see Eqs. (4) and (6). The t-dependence of the DVCS cross section was assumed in a simple factorized form with the Q^2-dependent slope, see Eqs. (10) and (12).

We showed that our parameterization of the GPDs describes very well the absolute value, the Q^2-dependence and W -dependence of the HERA data on the total DVCS cross section. Moreover, since the data is at low x_{Bj}, our parameterization can be simplified by omitting the contribution of the Q^i_2 function. This means that we achieved a remarkably good description of a large set of the data on DVCS using a parameterization of the GPDs which contains no free parameters!

We discuss that our parameterization suits the low-x_{Bj} kinematics especially well because the quark singlet PDFs are never probed at the unmeasurably low values of Bjorken x, as is the case for the popular double distribution model [25], and because the expression for the DVCS amplitude is numerically stable. This allows us to advertise our model as a better alternative to the popular double distribution parameterization of the GPDs, at least in the low-ξ region.

The parameterization presented in this work can be readily generalized by including more

Q^i_k functions, considering the GPDs E, H̃ and Ẽ and by using more elaborate models of the t-dependence. This was not necessary in the H1 [31] and ZEUS [30] kinematics, but might be required for the HERMES and CLAS kinematics.

Also, the role of next-to-leading order (NLO) corrections and higher twist effects should be investigated. In particular, it is important to compare the size of the NLO corrections using the dual parameterization with the results of the analysis using the double distribution parameterization, where the NLO corrections were found to be large [25].

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank M. Strikman and P. Pobylitsa for valuable discussions and comments. It is a pleasure to thank A. Freund for carefully reading the initial draft of the manuscript and making valuable suggestions. This work is supported by the Sofia Kovalevskaya Program of the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation.

[1] X. D. Ji, J. Phys. G 24 (1998) 1181 [arXiv:hep-ph/9807358]. [2] A. V. Radyushkin, arXiv:hep-ph/0101225.

[3] K. Goeke, M. V. Polyakov and M. Vanderhaeghen, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 47 (2001) 401 [arXiv:hep-ph/0106012].

[4] A. V. Belitsky, D. Muller and A. Kirchner, Nucl. Phys. B 629 (2002) 323 [arXiv:hep-ph/0112108].

[5] M. Diehl, Phys. Rept. 388 (2003) 41 [arXiv:hep-ph/0307382]. [6] A. V. Belitsky and A. V. Radyushkin, arXiv:hep-ph/0504030.

[7] X. D. Ji, W. Melnitchouk and X. Song, Phys. Rev. D 56 (1997) 5511 [arXiv:hep-ph/9702379]. [8] V. Y. Petrov, P. V. Pobylitsa, . V. Polyakov, I. Bornig, K. Goeke and C. Weiss, Phys. Rev. D 57 (1998) 4325 [arXiv:hep-ph/9710270].

[9] B. C. Tiburzi and G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. C 64 (2001) 065204 [arXiv:hep-ph/0104198]; Phys.

Rev. D 65 (2002) 074009 [arXiv:hep-ph/0109174].

[10] B. C. Tiburzi and G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. D 67 (2003) 113004 [arXiv:hep-ph/0212238]. [11] S. Scopetta and V. Vento, Phys. Rev. D 69 (2004) 094004 [arXiv:hep-ph/0307150].

[12] B. C. Tiburzi, W. Detmold and G. A. Miller, Phys. Rev. D 70 (2004) 093008 [arXiv:hep-ph/0408365].

[13] H. Mineo, S. N. Yang, C. Y. Cheung and W. Bentz, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 141 (2005) 281 [arXiv:hep-ph/0502017].

[14] A. V. Radyushkin, Phys. Rev. D 59 (1999) 014030 [arXiv:hep-ph/9805342]; Phys. Lett. B 449 (1999) 81 [arXiv:hep-ph/9810466].

[15] I. V. Musatov and A. V. Radyushkin, Phys. Rev. D 61 (2000) 074027 [arXiv:hep-ph/9905376]. [16] P. V. Pobylitsa, Phys. Rev. D 67 (2003) 094012 [arXiv:hep-ph/0210238]. [17] J. C. Collins and A. Freund, Phys. Rev. D 59 (1999) 074009 [arXiv:hep-ph/9801262]. [18] A. V. Radyushkin, Phys. Rev. D 58 (1998) 114008 [arXiv:hep-ph/9803316]. [19] M. Diehl, T. Feldmann, R. Jakob and P. Kroll, Eur. Phys. J. C 8 (1999) 409 [arXiv:hep-ph/9811253].

[20] A. Freund, A. V. Radyushkin, A. Schafer and C. Weiss, Phys. Rev. Lett. 90 (2003) 092001 [arXiv:hep-ph/0208061].

[21] P. Kroll and A. Schafer, arXiv:hep-ph/0505258.

[22] M. Diehl, T. Gousset, B. Pire and O. Teryaev, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 (1998) 1782 [arXiv:hep-ph/9805380].

[23] O. V. Teryaev, Phys. Lett. B 510 (2001) 125 [arXiv:hep-ph/0102303]. [24] M. V. Polyakov and C. Weiss, Phys. Rev. D 60 (1999) 114017 [arXiv:hep-ph/9902451]. [25] A. Freund and M. McDermott, Eur. Phys. J. C 23 (2002) 651 [arXiv:hep-ph/0111472]. [26] A. Freund, Eur. Phys. J. C 31 (2003) 203 [arXiv:hep-ph/0212017]. [27] M. V. Polyakov and A. G. Shuvaev, arXiv:hep-ph/0207153. [28] M. V. Polyakov, Phys. Lett. B 555 (2003) 57 [arXiv:hep-ph/0210165]. [29] C. Adloff et al. [H1 Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 517 (2001) 47 [arXiv:hep-ex/0107005]. [30] S. Chekanov et al. [ZEUS Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 573 (2003) 46 [arXiv:hep-ex/0305028]. [31] A. Aktas et al. [H1 Collaboration], arXiv:hep-ex/0505061. [32] M. V. Polyakov, Nucl. Phys. B 555 (1999) 231 [arXiv:hep-ph/9809483]. [33] N. Kivel, M. V. Polyakov and M. Vanderhaeghen, Phys. Rev. D 63 (2001) 114014 [arXiv:hep-ph/0012136].

[34] M. Gluck, E. Reya and A. Vogt, Eur. Phys. J. C 5 (1998) 461 [arXiv:hep-ph/9806404]. [35] A. Freund and M. F. McDermott, Phys. Rev. D 65 (2002) 091901 [arXiv:hep-ph/0106124].

[36] A. Freund, M. McDermott and M. Strikman, Phys. Rev. D 67 (2003) 036001 [arXiv:hep-ph/0208160].

[37] H. L. Lai et al. [CTEQ Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J. C 12 (2000) 375 [arXiv:hep-ph/9903282].