PUBLISHED VERSION

Shanahan, Phiala Elisabeth; Thomas, Anthony William; Young, Ross Daniel

Charge symmetry breaking from a chiral extrapolation of moments of quark distribution
functions

Physical Review. D. Particles, Fields, Gravitation and Cosmology, 2013; 87(9):094515

© 2013 American Physical Society

http://prd.aps.org/abstract/PRD/v87/i9/e094515

PERMISSIONS

http://publish.aps.org/authors/transfer-of-copyright-agreement

“The author(s), and in the case of a Work Made For Hire, as defined in the U.S.
Copyright Act, 17 U.S.C.

§101, the employer named [below], shall have the following rights (the “Author Rights”):
[...]

3. The right to use all or part of the Article, including the APS-prepared version without
revision or modification, on the author(s) web home page or employer’s website and to
make copies of all or part of the Article, including the APS-prepared version without
revision or modification, for the author(s)’ and/or the employer’s use for educational or
research purposes.”

13 August 2013

http://hdl.handle.net/2440/78843



http://hdl.handle.net/2440/78843
http://hdl.handle.net/2440/78843
http://prd.aps.org/abstract/PRD/v87/i9/e094515
http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevD.62.093023
http://hdl.handle.net/2440/78843
http://publish.aps.org/authors/transfer-of-copyright-agreement

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 87, 094515 (2013)

Charge symmetry breaking from a chiral extrapolation of moments
of quark distribution functions
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We present a determination, from lattice QCD, of charge symmetry violation in the spin-independent
and spin-dependent parton distribution functions of the nucleon. This is done by chirally extrapolating
recent QCDSF/UKQCD Collaboration lattice simulations of the first several Mellin moments of the parton
distribution functions of octet baryons to the physical point. We find small chiral corrections for the
polarized moments, while the corrections are quantitatively significant in the unpolarized case.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Charge symmetry refers to the equivalence of u quarks
in the proton and d quarks in the neutron, and vice versa.
Precisely, it is the invariance of the strong interaction under
a rotation of 180° about the ““2’’-axis in isospin space. At
low energies, charge symmetry is obeyed to a precision of
order 1% [1]. It would be natural to expect that partonic
charge symmetry should hold to a similar extent.
Traditionally, this expectation has been applied to parton
phenomenology [2,3], and the assumption of good charge
symmetry has been used to reduce the number of indepen-
dent quark distribution functions by a factor of 2.

Recently, charge symmetry violating (CSV) effects have
been included in phenomenological parton distribution func-
tions for the first time [4], and theoretical estimates of the size
of such effects have been made [5,6]. Experimental upper
limits on partonic CSV are in the range 5%—-10% [2,3]. CSV
of this magnitude would produce important effects in tests of
physics beyond the standard model, for example in neutrino
deep inelastic scattering experiments [7].

The first two Mellin moments of the spin-dependent
quark distribution functions of the octet baryons, and the
second spin-independent Mellin moment, have recently
been determined from N, = 2 + 1 lattice simulations by
the QCDSF/UKQCD Collaboration [8,9]. The first analy-
sis of this lattice data used a linear flavor expansion about
the simulation SU(3) symmetric point to extract values for
the charge symmetry violating distributions [8]. Using
chiral extrapolation formulas for the Mellin moments of
quark distribution functions [10-16], recently extended to
include CSV effects [17], we improve on the original
analysis by extrapolating the lattice results to the physical
point. We find that chiral physics generates small correc-
tions to the parton CSV terms.

II. METHOD

In terms of quark distributions, charge symmetry implies

ul(x, Q%) = d"(x, 0°), d’(x, Q%) = u"(x, 0%), (1)
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with analogous relations for the antiquark distributions.
A measure of the size of the violation of charge symmetry
is given by the “CSV parton distributions,” defined in
terms of the Mellin moments as

1
Sun* = [ dxx™(uP*(x) — d"*(x)) )
0
= i = ey (3)
and
1
Sdmt = f dxx™(dP (x) — u* (x)) @)
0
= g = 5)

for the spin-independent distributions, with analogous
expressions for the spin-dependent case. Here, the plus
(minus) superscripts indicate C-even (C-odd) distributions:

g~ (x) = q(x) = g(x). (6)

The Mellin moments accessible to lattice simulations
alternate between C-even and C-odd moments with in-
creasing m; the (m — 1)th spin-independent (SI) and mth
spin-dependent (SD) lattice moments are defined as

(=18 — ]0 Lo (@B ) + ()P, ()

@, = [ @g" 0+ (C)mA ). ®

Recent lattice simulations from the QCDSF/UKQCD
Collaboration [8] give results for the first two SD and first
SI lattice moments. As these Ny = 2 + 1 lattice simula-
tions use degenerate light quarks, the CSV terms cannot be
directly evaluated from the simulation results using
Egs. (2) and (3) (as this would give zero in each case).
The problem can, however, be approached indirectly.

The original analysis of the QCDSF/UKQCD
Collaboration lattice data used a linear flavor expansion
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at the simulation SU(3) symmetric point to estimate the
CSV terms [8]. That is, the CSV terms were expressed in
terms of hyperon moments as

4 4
Su — m5(— aa<;>u n a(;}-:?;) n (Q(m%), 9)

where mg = (my; — m,), and 6d may be written in a similar
way. The equivalence of the u and d quarks in the simula-
tions, i.e., that d(x)"}/dm, = d(x)l,/dm, and o(x)"/dm, =
d{(x); /dmy, has been used to simplify the expression.

Near the SU(3) symmetric point, the strange quark is
considered as a “‘heavy light quark,” so that

A _WF ke -k o
om, mg—m; amy my—m;
oW _WE - h W W Wi
am, mg—my am, mg—m;

Rearranging, the CSV momentum fractions can be
written as’

du_ _Lms (5 =y
<X>Z—d 2 m, (mK —m2)/X2 )
6d_ _ Lms (0 Ry oy
W, 2w, (mk—m)/Xe
where i, = (2m; + m,)/3 and X2 = 2mj + m3)/3.

Similar expressions hold for the spin-dependent CSV
moments. This method allows an estimate of CSV at the
SU(3) symmetric point.

To evaluate the CSV terms at the physical point, we
perform a chiral extrapolation of the lattice data for the
quark moments [17]. As the isospin-averaged and isospin-
broken expressions for the Mellin moments as functions of
pseudoscalar or quark mass have the same unknown pa-
rameters, a fit to the available isospin-averaged lattice results
allows the CSV terms to be evaluated from the isospin-
broken expressions using Eqgs. (2) and (3)—a technique
also used in [18]. These expressions can be evaluated at
any pseudoscalar masses, in particular at the physical point.

III. EXTRAPOLATION OF LATTICE DATA

A. Fit to isospin-averaged lattice data

In previous work, we described an isospin-averaged
chiral perturbation theory fit to QCDSF/UKQCD
Collaboration lattice data for the first few Mellin moments
of quark distributions [8]. Complete details of the fit for-
mulas, fit parameters, and method are given in Ref. [17].

"In Ref. [8], the factor of (1/2) appearing at the beginning of
the following equations was erroneously omitted. As a result, the
values quoted for the CSV terms were too large by a factor of 2.
Corrected results are given in the first column of Table 1.
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In brief, chiral perturbation theory expansions, described
in Ref. [17], were fit to QCDSF/UKQCD Collaboration
lattice data for the first spin-independent and zeroth and
first spin-dependent moments. The fit functions include
loop corrections and counterterms to leading nonanalytic
order. In particular, the effect of chiral loops with both
octet and decuplet baryon intermediate states, as well as,
for the spin-dependent moments, loops involving a transi-
tion between octet and decuplet baryons, are included.
Tadpole diagrams and terms representing wave function
renormalization are also considered.

The finite-range regularization scheme (FRR) is used to
regularize the loop integrals. This technique, discussed fur-
ther in Refs. [19-21], involves the introduction of a mass
scale A through a regulator u(k) inserted into each integral
expression. A is related to the scale beyond which a formal
expansion in powers of the Goldstone boson masses breaks
down (this scale is typically ~A/3 for a dipole). For this
analysis, a dipole regulator u(k) = (= k2)2 and a regulator
mass A = 1 GeV are chosen. This is based on a comparison
of the nucleon’s axial and induced pseudoscalar form factors
[22] and the value of A deduced from a lattice analysis of
nucleon magnetic moments [23]. All results are insensitive
to this choice; choosing different regulator forms, for ex-
ample monopole, Gaussian or sharp cutoff, and allowing A
to vary by =20% does not change the results of the analysis
within the quoted uncertainties.

Within the FRR framework, expressions for loops with
octet intermediate states involve the integral

k4 Z(k)
3 wm

with the finite-range regulator u(k) inserted. The normal-
ization of J(m?) has been defined so that the nonanalytic
part matches the common form of dimensionally regular-
ized (DR) results, as J(m?) pg m* In (m?/u?). Loops with
decuplet intermediate states may be written in an analo-
gous way, in terms of

J(m?) (14)

o0 kK u? (k)
Ji(m?, 8) = = dk 15
00 = 3 (V&2 + m?)2 (VK + m? + §) (4
and
4 [ k*u?(k)
J 0) == dk , (16
2 8) =3 (VK + m?)(VK* + m? + 8)? 1o

which describe loops with one and two decuplet propaga-
tors, respectively. The tadpole contributions are written in
terms of

o kK2u?(k)
2) —
Jr(m?) =4 jo dk Nt
which has the same nonanalytic structure as J, i.e.,
Jr(m?) o m?1In (m?/u?). To make comparison with DR
expressions clear, we make the integral replacement

I(mg) = I(my) = [I(my) — dy — dim3], (18)

7)
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where d{)\ and dé\ denote the leading analytic parts of the
Taylor expansion of the integral, and I represents any of
the integrals in Eqgs. (14)—(17).

The fit to the lattice results is performed by minimizing
the sum of y? for each set of moments. There are 24 lattice
data points available for each moment considered [8,24].
The fit parameters, discussed in detail in Ref. [17] and
listed in Appendix A, are different for each moment. For
the zeroth spin-dependent moment there are eight free
parameters, while both the first spin-dependent and first
spin-independent moments have nine fit parameters.

Figures 5, 6, 7, taken from Ref. [17] and located in
Appendix B, show the quality of fit for each moment.

Here X, = /(2m} + m%)/3 = 411 MeV is the simula-

tion center of mass of the pseudoscalar meson octet.
Ratios of moments are shown and the X, normalization
is taken for the figures so that they may be easily compared
against published results [8]. The quality of fit is clearly
acceptable in each case, with the y?/dof between 0.6 and
0.9 for each moment. All y? values are less than one as the
effect of correlations between the original lattice data
could not be included. Figures 1-3 show the fits to the
data in a form suitable for the extraction of the CSV terms
at the unphysical symmetric point by Eqgs. (12) and (13).
The full analysis, presented in the next section, includes an
extrapolation to the physical point.

B. Evaluation of CSV terms

As described in Sec. II, the CSV terms given in
Egs. (2) and (3) may be evaluated by simply substituting
the best-fit parameters of the isospin-averaged fit described
in Sec. IIT A into the full SU(3), isospin-broken, perturba-
tion theory expressions for the CSV terms. For example,
6Au™ may be expressed as a function of quark mass in the
form [17]

SAu™ = (x™L — (X",

=a + B+ d + i), (19)

1672 f2

(m) _
by =

1
643
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FIG. 1 (color online). Illustration of the fit to the zeroth spin-
dependent moments; data from Ref. [8].
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FIG. 2 (color online). Illustration of the fit to the first spin-
dependent moments; data from Ref. [§].

where

1
aX") = 5(—An(lm) + Angm) + Angm) + An(Gm))B(mu - my),

(20)

(D? — 2DF — 3F?)sin (2€)(5Aa™ + 248" + 6Ac™)[J(m2, ) — J(m?)]

+ 2—14[—1)2(9Aa<m> +2A8™ + 8Ac™) + 2DF(19Aa™ + 10AB™ + 24Ac™) + 3F2(SAa!™ + 2A 8™

. - 1 - -
+8AGT () = TOnk )]+ 5 (Shal™ + 288y = Tr () 1)

1 ~ -
d = - =5 (58a™ + 208" + 6AG)C Ty, 6) = To(miy.., 8)]

1 -
- E(SAY("’) - A?’l(m))cz[Jz(mz

8) — Jr(m3-, 8)] (22)

K%
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FIG. 3 (color online). Illustration of the fit to the first spin-
independent moments; data from Ref. [8].

4 ~
(m) _ : (m) 2
= —-—=(D —3F 2¢)Aw"™[J (m=,, 6
gA 9\/§( )Sln( E) [ l( p )

. 2 .
+Ji(m3, 8)] + §(D = 3F)Aw™[J,(m%,, &)

Ty, )] 3)

and expressions for the (subtracted) integrals J are given in
the previous section. Clearly, entirely analogous expres-
sions may be written for §Ad™ and the spin-independent
CSV terms. These, taken from Ref. [17], are given in
Appendix A. We remind the reader that, to the same order
in the broken SU(3) symmetry, analogous expressions for
each quark flavor combination in each octet baryon are
expressed in terms of different linear combinations of the
same coefficients. The general case is given in Ref. [17].
In the above expression, meson masses take the form

mi: = B(mu + md)’ (24)
2B in?
2= Blm, +mg) = 2 my = (m, + m)) e, (25)
. 3 cos2e
my. = B(m, + m,), (26)
méo = B(m, + my), 27
B
m% = 5(41’}1‘ + m, + md)
2B in 2
+ 2 @my = (m, + mg)—,(28)
3 cos2e
and the 7° — 1 mixing angle € is given by
3 —_
tan2e = V3(my = m,) (29)

2m, — (my + m,)’

The parameters Anﬁ-m), Aa™ AB™  and Ag™ are
determined, for m = {0, 1}, from the isospin-averaged
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fits. All that remains to be specified for an evaluation of
SAu™ from the expression above are values for Bm,,.

To evaluate the CSV terms at the physical point we take
as input the estimate for the physical up-down quark mass
ratio from Ref. [25]

R =" = 0,553 + 0,043, (30)
my

determined by a fit to meson decay rates. We note that this
value is compatible with more recent estimates of the ratio
from 2 + 1 and 3 flavor QCD and QED [26,27], and lies
within uncertainties of the FLAG lattice averaging group
estimate R = 0.47(4) [28]. The Gell-Mann-Oakes Renner
relation suggests the definition

_B(md_mu :1(1 _R) %7— , (31)
2 2(1+R) "o
which allows one to define
Bm, = m%(phys)/Z - w, (32)
Bm,; = m%,(phys)/Z + w, (33)
— 2 _ 2
Bm, =m Koo~ M /2. (34)

Here, mg, = = 1373 MeV and Mg, o = 497.5 MeV

T (phy:
are taken to be the physical isospin-averaged meson

masses [29].

As the available QCDSF/UKQCD Collaboration lattice
results are presented only in terms of ratios of moments,
there is an unknown constant scaling factor Z associated
with all data points. This Z is distinct for each moment
(zeroth and first SD and first SI) under consideration. These
constants are determined by matching the extrapolations
for the isovector moments to experimental values at the
physical point at 4 GeV? [30-32]:

84 = (DR, =, 1.2695(29), (35)
(R4 aa 2, 0190(8), (36)
(Ni-y = 0.1570). 37)

The uncertainty of these experimental numbers is propa-
gated into the final results. The full error analysis also takes
account of correlated uncertainties between all of the fit
parameters in the original fits [17], as well as allowing for
the stated variation of R. The regulator mass A = 1 GeV is
allowed to vary by £20%, which is again propagated into
the final uncertainty. Changing the regulator u(k) within
the FRR scheme leads to small variations of order 1%.

The results of this analysis are summarized and com-
pared with previous work in Table I. While the light
quark ratio R was used as input in this calculation, the

094515-4
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TABLE I. Comparison of results. The column labeled
“Linear” gives the results which were published with the lattice
simulation results [8], calculated using a linear flavor expansion
about the SU(3) symmetric point. These have been corrected
from the values quoted in [8], as explained in the footnote
preceding Eq. (12). “Chiral” gives the results of this work,
i.e., including chiral physics, both at the comparable “SU(3)
symmetric” point [with (my + m,) = 2m, but the physical
(my — m,)], labeled “SU(3)-sym,” and at physical pseudoscalar
masses.

Linear: Chiral: Chiral:
Moment SU(3)-sym SU(3)-sym physical
SAu"* —0.0057(14) —0.0063(13) —0.0061(13)
SAd* —0.0018(6) —0.0019(6) —0.0018(6)
SAu'~ —0.0010(3) —0.0007(2) —0.0007(2)
SAd'"” —0.0004(1) —0.0003(1) —0.0002(1)
Su't —0.0012(3) —0.0013(3) —0.0023(7)
sd't 0.0010(2) 0.0012(2) 0.0017(4)

determination of the CSV terms via a linear flavor expan-
sion [8] used the quark mass ratio 3(m,; — m,)/(my; +
m, + m;) = 0.066(7) [25]. The choice of R made here
sets this ratio to the same value. The other inputs used in
both calculations, namely the experimental isovector mo-
ments at the physical point, take the same values in both
calculations. Thus, the linear and chiral results in Table I
are directly comparable.

In particular, evaluating the chiral perturbation
theory expressions for the CSV terms at the point where
(my + m,) = 2my and both (m; — m,) and (m, + my +
m) take their physical values, labeled “SU(3)-sym” in
Table I, gives results which may be directly compared
with the linear flavor expansion calculation. As might be
anticipated from an inspection of Figs. 1-3 which show
fits qualitatively consistent with straight lines, chiral loop
corrections to the CSV terms at this point are small and
within uncertainties.

KT
AT~
s N
’
\
/
/ \
u \
i N
N\
Y 0 0
P ALY A, X0 p
K°
d \\\
4 \
/
/ \
U \
0 ¢ -
p D o p
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Comparison with results evaluated at the physical pseu-
doscalar masses gives an indication of the chiral loop
corrections in moving away from the SU(3) point. Again,
these corrections are small in the spin-dependent case,
while being more significant in the spin-independent
case. It is noted that, in contrast to the results of the linear
flavor expansion, the chiral perturbation theory results are
based on fits for the quark distribution moments to all
lattice data simultaneously (for each moment), and thus
include the proper correlations between quark moments in
each of the baryons. As a consequence, even with more fit
parameters, the uncertainties are comparable to the simple
linear fits.

The origin of the chiral loop contributions to the CSV
terms can be seen clearly from the form of Eq. (19) [and the
analogous Eqs. (A1), (A6), and (A7) in Appendix A]. One
contribution to the (u — d) moments is illustrated diagram-
matically in Fig. 4. The kaon loop diagrams shown, and the
analogous diagrams for the (d — u) moments, give contri-
butions to the CSV terms proportional to [J (mi(o) -
J(m?%.)], which is nonvanishing when m%, # m%.. The
corresponding wave function renormalization terms, as
well as tadpole and decuplet kaon-loop diagrams, also
contribute to the CSV terms proportional to [J (mio) -
j(mi(t)]. In the spin-independent case, this kaon mass
difference effect yields the only chiral loop corrections to
the CSV terms. For the spin-dependent moments, however,
additional terms proportional to [J(m3, ) — J(m%)] also
contribute. Cancellation of octet loop terms with wave
function renormalization contributions ensures that these
terms vanish in the SI case.

The chiral loops also account for the corrections in
moving from the “SU(3) point” to the physical point.
For example, as one moves along the line of constant
singlet quark mass [(m, + m,; + m,) = constant] from
the SU(3) symmetric point to the physical point, the dif-
ference [J(m%,) — J(m%.)] decreases in magnitude by
approximately 30%.

KO
LT T~
e h
, \
/ \
d \
& x =
n A, 50 A, 30 n
K+
/// \\\
, \
/ \
d \
& x =
n ) ) n

FIG. 4. Tllustration of some of the octet loop terms contributing to SAu™ = (x™)} — (x")3, or du™ = (x")il — (x")4. These
contributions are nonvanishing when the loop pseudoscalar masses are different, i.e., when mio F m?(t.
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IV. CONCLUSION

We have used a chiral perturbation theory analysis to
extrapolate QCDSF/UKQCD Collaboration lattice data for
the first several Mellin moments of quark distribution
functions to the physical quark masses. This technique
allows the charge symmetry violating parton distributions
to be evaluated at the physical point.

The conclusion of this study is quite clear. The chiral
corrections to the spin-dependent CSV moments are very
small. In particular, an analysis of the same lattice data using
a linear flavor expansion about the SU(3) symmetric point
gave compatible results [8]. A detailed analysis shows that
both the chiral corrections at the SU(3) symmetric point, as
well as the extrapolation from this point to the physical
quark or pseudoscalar masses, are small effects.

At the physical point, this analysis gives the spin-
dependent CSV terms to be SAu’"=-0.0061(13),
SAd"" = —0.0018(6), dAu'~ = —0.0007(2), and
SAd'~ = —0.0002(1). As a result, one would expect
CSV corrections to the Bjorken sum rule [33,34] to appear
at the half-percent level. Measuring these corrections
would require significant improvement over the current
best determination of the sum rule to 8% precision at
0? =3 GeV? from a recent COMPASS Collaboration
experiment [35].

For the spin-independent moments, the chiral correc-
tions are more significant. This analysis gives du!™ =
—0.0023(7) and 8d'" = 0.0017(4), in good agreement
with previous phenomenological estimates of CSV both
within the MIT bag model [5,7] and using the MRST
analysis [4]. These results support the conclusion [3,7]
that partonic CSV effects may reduce the 3o discrepancy
with the standard model reported by the NuTeV
Collaboration [36] by up to 30%.
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APPENDIX A: EXTRAPOLATION FORMULAS

This section gives formulas for the spin-dependent and
spin-independent charge symmetry violating quark distri-
butions as functions of quark and meson mass. All integrals
are defined in the body of the report.

The fit parameters which appear in the following ex-
pressions are discussed in detail in Ref. [17]. For the zeroth
spin-dependent moment there are eight free parameters; six

linearly independent linear coefficients Angl,é, the
baryon-baryon-meson coupling constant D, and an opera-
tor insertion parameter A o). Both the first spin-dependent
and first spin-independent moment have nine fit parame-
ters; six linear coefficients An£21_6 (n§21_6), and three
operator insertion parameters Aa", AV, AcV (a®,
B®, 0@) in the spin-dependent (-independent) case.
Baryon-baron-meson couplings F and D are set to their
physical values by D — Dy = %gAPhys for each of the
first-moment fits. For all three fits, SU(6) symmetry is
used to set F = %D and C— Cphys = —ggAphys is fixed.
Decuplet () and transition (w) insertion parameters are
also fixed for each fit, either by using SU(6) symmetry to
relate them to other fit parameters, or, in the case of 7y for
the first spin-independent moment, by using an experimen-
tal result, as detailed in Ref. [17]. Best fit values and
uncertainties for all fit parameters are given in Table II.

1. Spin-dependent CSV terms

This section gives an explicit expression for the spin-
dependent CSV distribution §Ad™ as a function of quark
and meson mass. The corresponding expression for 6 Au™
is given in the body of the report.

SAd" = <xm Zd B <xm>2u

1 _ -
— =m) (m) (m) o 5(m)
=a,’ + 67272 by +dy" +8"), (AD
1
ay’ =2 (=Anf" + Ang™)B(m, = my).  (A2)

TABLE II. Values of the fit parameters corresponding to the fits shown in Appendix B. All (A)ny) have dimensions (GeV ~?2); other

parameters are dimensionless.

First spin-indep. n'? n? n? n?
1.1(25) —7.0(28) 8.3(26) 0.5(27)

Zeroth spin-dep. An(lo) An(zo) Ango) Ango)
4.9(84) 0.5(98) —2.2(58) —15(17)

First spin-dep. AnV Anf! AnV An!
—1.5(13) 6.3(29) —3.9(16) —7.0(46)

n® n® a® B @
11(4) 6.2(24) —4.1(17) —8.6(31) 7.5(26)
AnQ AnQ D Ac®

0.2(50) —1.1(88) 0.74(24) —0.22(26)
An{" Anl) AaW ABW Ao®

—1.0(11)  —6.0(28) 0.41(50) ~1.5(10) —0.93(61)
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(D* — 2DF — 3F?%)sin (2€)(Aa™ + 4AB™ + 6Ac™)[J(m2 ) — J(m3)]

1
+ ﬂ[Dz(Aa(’") —4AB™ — A ™) + 6DF(Aa'™ + 4AB™ + 8Ac™) + F2(5Aa™ + 20A 3™

+ 2480 T2e) = T )] = o (A + 48 BONTr(md) = T2

_ 1 7
A = = (Aa + 4B + 6 LTy

1 o
+ (m) — 1(m)\ 2 2
A (5Ay Ay"")C [T, (m

(A3)

8) — Jr(m?., 5)]

K0

8) — Jr(m2., 8)], (A4)

K9’

4 ~ i 4 ] .
g(A’”) =+ —3(D — 3F)sin 2€)Aw ™[] (m2,, 8) + J,(m3, )] + §FAw(m)[J1(m§<0’ 8) = Jy(my., 8))  (AS)
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2. Spin-independent CSV terms

This section gives explicit expressions for the spin-
independent CSV distributions as functions of quark and
meson mass.

1

SuM = (x™y — (x™yt = a™ + 6W2f2(b< ) +d™m),  (A6)
=(m 1 I (m J(m

Sdm = (x™yh — (x™y1 =a )+167T2f2(b( ) +dm), (A7)

1
am = 5(—n(lm) + n(zm) + ngm) + ném))B(mu —my), (A8)

1
b = ﬂ[D2(7a(’") — 2B + 6DF(al™ — 28Mm)
+3F2(5a™ +2BM)][J(m2%,) — J(m?%-)]

1 . N
+ ﬂ(5a<m> + 2B r(mky) — Jr(m2.)],  (A9)
1 .
dm = — 7—2(501(’”) + 2B + 60'(’”))C2[Jz(m%(0, 5)

- 1 -
— Jy(my-, 8)] — %(37("’) — Y M)C Ty (m2, 8)

— Ly(m2., 5)] (A10)

1
alm = 5(—71(3”') + n(Gm))B(mu = my), (All)

_ 1
b = ﬂ[—1)2(7&('") +4B8™) + 6DF(a'™ + 48™)
- 3F2(a(m) + 4B(m))][j(m§(0) - j(mf(: )]

1 - -
=5 (@ 4B T (m) = Tr(mi)) (A12)

- 1 .
dm = — ﬁ(oz<m> + 4B + 60 ™)C[J,(m2,, 5)

- 1 -
= Do, 8] <o 3y =y )C T (i, 6)

— 1,2, 8)] (A13)

[

APPENDIX B: FIGURES

This section shows the fits to QCDSF/UKQCD Ilattice
results discussed in Sec. III A. The figures are taken from
Ref. [17] and are included here to give an indication of the
quality of fit.
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FIG. 5 (color online). Illustration of the fit to the zeroth spin-
dependent moments; data from Ref. [8].
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