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Transversally polarized proton target.

Our predictions was:
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New problem in spin physics?
How it could be possible that
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e Charge conjugation and isospin invariance

HEY™ = g™ = g™ = g
M = HET = g = e
La/mY 1 la/nt la/m™ 1 av un
Hi T = C(HPT - YT ) = S(HP o+ HM).

Same for Di(z)

e & z-dependence factorization
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or

A(n") = A(r™) = a[A(n") — A(n )] ~ 0,
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&z factorization is under suspicion
and should be carefully checked!



Even without A(7") the suppression of A(7™)
Is a problem:

A(r™) o (W$HP 4+ 4p¥ HI) should be < 0
(i.e. Hunf < 0),

while
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(or smaller %1) but then we miss understanding
of AUL!

Of course one can take smaller
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Conclusions

. We seems understand more complicated Ay,
asymmetries (Collins, Sivers, Ayp-contribution, ...)

. We do not understand more transparent

A%}HT((H%) asymmetry!

(The HERMES data are however PRELIMINARY!)

. More data are waited from COMPASS, CLAS
and HALL-A experiments.



